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1. Introduction

1.1 Over the last few years it has become increasingly apparent that the subject of the retention of expertise within the dangerous goods community is an issue which many States recognise as a risk for the future of the industry both in terms of safety and trade.  The United Nations Sub-Committee of Experts on the Transport of Dangerous Goods has discussed this issue on more than one occasion and the European Commission’s Committee on the Transport of Dangerous Goods has discussed their concerns recently and it remains an item on the Agenda for future meetings.  The United Kingdom has been a major contributor to these discussions which reflects the concerns we have and our eagerness to find a coordinated response to the problem.  This discussion paper, presents the initial thoughts of the United Kingdom which were presented to the European Commission’s Committee on the Transport of Dangerous Goods.  The paper addresses what the perceived problem is and what risk this may pose together with a suggestion of how States, with the assistance of the European Commission, could move the debate forward.

2. Drivers for Change

2.1 Central to this issue is the question of whether the problem of a loss of expertise within the dangerous goods sector is real or perceived. The UK acknowledges that there is very limited empirical evidence to support the broad supposition. Nevertheless, a feature of our ongoing engagement with interest groups has been the frequency with which anecdotal and observational evidence is provided to lend almost certain validity to the claim that such a problem exists. Such comments are not confined to the UK’s experiences. Other international organisations, e.g. the Conference on Transportation of Hazardous Articles (COSTHA) in the United States of America, have also highlighted the problem.
2.2 Many well documented sources have articulated the historical causes of the decline in dangerous goods personnel and expertise – both in government and the private sector. The purpose of this paper does not seek to revisit those causes per se but rather focus on the possible steps that could usefully be taken to arrest the decline in the number of qualified personnel entering and employed in the dangerous goods sector, and enhance the overall level of expertise and resilience in this sector.
2.3 The dangerous goods community, like many other sectors, faces challenges in addressing skills issues and in preparing for future changes and demands. Not least to respond to an increasingly global market sector, the need to attract workers in a more competitive labour market and the need to meet ever-increasing demands and expectations of industry and customers. This forum recognises that the dangerous goods community must be able to retain and develop its skills base if it is to meet such challenges. The potential consequences are likely to be severe if the diminishing number of personnel entering and retained by the industry continues. These consequences include:

2.3(i) Public safety and environmental protection is increasingly compromised by the transport of dangerous goods as industry personnel have neither the technical competence nor the required comprehension of the regulatory environment to apply the various international modal rules and regulations governing this area of transport;

2.3(ii) Increased diminution in safety standards which increases the risk of environmental, financial and economic impacts to industry and governments;
2.3(iii) Inability to apply baseline safety standards by industry could effect its capacity to transport dangerous goods owing to a refusal by regulatory authorities or third-party consignors to authorise or facilitate the transport of such goods;

2.3(iv) Government and industry are unable to fulfil their international and national obligations owing to a lack of suitable qualified personnel to negotiate, develop, implement and deliver policy in respect of the transport of dangerous goods;
2.3(v) Inability of regulatory authorities to develop and operate an effective enforcement regime to uphold common, de minimis regulatory standards;
2.3(vi) The broader dangerous goods debate at national and international level becomes reliant on a limited body of expertise and is insufficiently informed by impartial and objective advice, and where policy initiatives and decisions are not subject to the full range of practical and expert analysis.
3. Working Principles
3.1 The collective aim is focussed on how best to expand recruitment and retention in the European dangerous goods sector, enhance recognition of dangerous goods activity and “expertise” and promote career progression in this sector. In seeking to address a pan-European issue of immense complexity and multi-faceted dimensions, the UK suggests that a common set of working principles overlay any plan of action to address the issue. Such an approach could be equally deployed in North America and other developed and developing regions of the world where chemical production or use is centred. These principles include:
3.1(i) Central Co-ordination: The UK proposes that the European Commission assumes responsibility for the co-ordination of agreed actions plans and solutions. A pan-European problem requires a pan-European solution. Unilateral action by individual Member States, though laudable, is likely to have only minimal effect in the wider scheme of things. 

3.1(ii) Realism: All proposed solutions and actions for Government and industry that would flow from that process must be proportionate, pragmatic and cost effective if they are to make long-term and sustainable in-roads into dealing with the issue.

3.1(iii) Industry Involvement: Effective industry involvement in the development of proposed solutions and action plans is crucial to realising the objectives and outcomes for this body of work.  Industry and government share the same aims in transporting dangerous goods safely, albeit from different perspectives.
3.2 The European Commission’s Committee on the Transport of Dangerous Goods was invited to make comments on the working principles advocated by the UK as presented above.
4. Proposed Remedies
4.1 The UK does not have a monopoly on potential remedies. It is also the case that no one solution could possibly address the scale, complexity and diversity of the problem. This paper does not purport to do this. It offers instead a number of proposals, drawn from various sources, which could contribute to a wider programme of remedial action.

4.2 This paper groups the potential remedies into a series of broad headings.
Reward

4.2(i) Reward (pay and remuneration): A system of national arrangements where personnel engaged as dangerous goods experts or professionals, in the public and private sectors, are provided with a salary enhancement to reflect the specialist nature of their activity.
4.2(ii) Internal Government “expert” accreditation: Government employees who work as dangerous goods professionals are required to undertake and pass the European Dangerous Goods Safety Adviser (DGSA) examination as a method to raise the specialist nature attached to such posts and to act as a pre-requisite for any form of enhanced remuneration.
4.2(iii) Labour market flexibility: In line with wider practices across the public and private sectors, to continue to improve workforce planning, remove barriers to employment, expand career development opportunities and offer better and more flexible benefits to workers.

Regulatory Restructuring
4.2(iv) Multi-modal approach to regulation and enforcement: A concern previously raised by The Netherlands
 in particular was that the singular modal approach to dangerous goods regulation was outdated. Having one multi-modal set of transport regulations could improve regulatory efficiency and enhance broader interest which could encourage new experts to develop.
4.2(v) Regulation to expand scope of training requirements: Consideration given to extending the scope of dangerous goods training requirements on industry to promote higher standards of compliance.
4.2(vi) Enforcement: Member States, competent authorities and enforcement agencies develop more enhanced enforcement regimes, thereby sending a signal to those involved in the transport of dangerous goods that the associated rules and regulations are not an “optional extra” and which require qualified and competent personnel to administer.
Enhanced Co-ordination
4.2(vii) Partnerships: More effective partnership arrangements between European and national governments, industry, regulators and trade bodies to facilitate the flow of information between bodies and to co-ordinate and form new regulatory programmes for dangerous goods activity and management.
4.2(viii) Co-ordination of programmes and resources: European Commission to consider whether there is scope to bring greater co-ordination between its transport research and expenditure programmes to enhance the contribution they could make to the dangerous goods agenda.
4.2(ix) Awareness: Increase awareness among industry senior management of the importance attached to the management of dangerous goods activities and the value provided by the profession.
Training & Development
4.2(x) Enhanced educational and training programmes: Member States, industry and training providers to expand existing professional development curriculum to enhance career progression within the industry. UK industry has commented that there is a need for training at all levels – from awareness training for clerical and warehouse personnel to degree level studies (the University of Paisley in Scotland is preparing to introduce an undergraduate course in the transport of dangerous goods).
4.2(xi) Financial support: The costs associated with attending training can be significant - not only the course fees but more significantly the associated travelling expenses and the salaries for time away from the job and the cost of cover. It has been suggested that if grants were available from an EC fund to provide support then that could go some way to reverse the current trends, by persuading management to allow more time for personnel to attend training.

4.2(xii) Trade Associations: Encouraging trade associations to provide more training, either ‘on the job’ or in-house, depending on numbers of employees involved.
Collaboration
4.2(xiii) National association of dangerous goods safety personnel: some industry stakeholders advocate the creation of national associations or professional institutions to support those involved in the transport of dangerous goods and to act as a more effective voice to, for example, the wider European Association of Dangerous Goods Safety Advisers and European Institutions involved in dangerous goods safety policy such as the Directorate-General for Mobility and Transport (DG MOVE).
4.3 The European Commission’s Committee on the Transport of Dangerous Goods was invited to consider the possible remedies as set out above.

5. Next Steps
5.1 This issue is simply too big to tackle in one attempt. It is complex and multi-faceted. The UK believes that there are strong arguments to proceed on the basis of a route map approach, administered by the European Commission in conjunction with Member States, which would aim to design, develop and implement a series of remedial measures in a systematic, incremental and achievable manner.

5.2 The UK believes that work to examine the range of possible solutions will require rigorous examination by the Committee members. Industry too will have a key role in contributing to the analysis and examination of the issues. 
5.3 At the July 2010 meeting of the European Commission’s Committee on the Transport of Dangerous Goods the UK proposed that the Committee appoints a small working group drawn from the Commission, participating members and industry representatives to take forward the necessary analyses, literature reviews and development of proposals. The group would be tasked with the immediate day-to-day analysis of the issue and be required to submit regular progress reports to the Committee at intervals to be agreed between the Committee and the working group. 

6. Conclusion

6.1 The dangerous goods community, like others across industry, is experiencing acute recruitment and retention personnel issues. Leaving the issue unaddressed is not an option if the sector is to successfully attract, develop and retain the necessary skills required to operate the dangerous goods transport regime. Government, public sector bodies and the private sector are unanimous in this view. The question they all face is how to arrest the decline in industry expert knowledge.
6.2 The content of the paper submitted by the UK to the EC Committee on the Transport of Dangerous Goods intended to contribute to the high-level debate and proposed some practical suggestions on how the problems can be tackled. Evidence gathered by the UK and other contributors to the debate show quite clearly that there are difficult hurdles to overcome and difficult decisions to take. Prevailing economic and business and government operating conditions will not make that process any easier. To the UK this reinforces the needs for a co-ordinated and systematic approach, in the form of the European Commission supported by Member States and industry, in providing long-term and sustainable solutions to address the problem. 
7.
Response from the EC Committee on the Transport of Dangerous Goods

7.1
When the paper was discussed by the Committee it was evident that while some Member States confirmed the threat regarding the loss of expertise, voicing support over the issue and the need for remedial action, others focused on the resources and coordination of inspection bodies as areas which could be focussed on initially.  There was no agreement on the establishment of a Commission led working group.
7.2
The Commission indicated that the definition of the problem is not yet clear and therefore the problem is difficult to assess. However it also agreed that this was an important issue.  The Commission stressed that any future work would need to be set in the wider priorities for work and calls on budgets.  Furthermore, retention of expertise is a challenge for other sectors, too.  As it is a cross-sectoral problem, there are already EU instruments to address the issue, i.e. programmes such as Erasmus and Leonardo Da Vinci. Furthermore, the concept of twinning could help in sharing best practises among administrations. 
7.3
The Commission concluded that it will provide information on EU programmes on education and training that may help addressing Member States' concerns at a forthcoming meeting of the Committee.
7.4
The UK recognises that this is a difficult problem to address but will continue to support the discussion in European and international forums such as the UNECE Inland Transport Committee as we believe that avoidance of the issue would be fundamentally detrimental to the dangerous goods industry.
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