GREEN CLEANING SCHOOLS ACT

Product Policy Subcommittee Meeting Minutes

10:00am – 11:30am on Friday, November 16, 2007

Co-Chairs: Gary Miller and Bill Balek

* * * Minutes subject to subcommittee approval * * *

1. Attendees

Steve Ashkin – Ashkin Group

Bill Balek – ISSA

John Carroll – Reliable Solutions

Chris Grissom – IL Correctional Industries

Andy Hackman – CSPA

Coletta Hines-Newell – IL School Nutrition Association

Gary Miller – WMRC / DNR

Dan Persky – Lt. Governor’s Office

Carol Pinkerton – CMS

Geoff Potter – CMS

Jacob Powell – Tennant Company

Jim Sheffer – SIPC

Kate Tomford – Lt. Governor’s Office

Susanna Zimmerman – ADM

2. Approval of agenda

[Implied]

3. Approval of minutes

Bill Balek: Does anyone have corrections to the minutes from our last meeting on November 1?

Gary Miller: Near the end of the document, there is a reference to “define” for the Environment instead of Design for the Environment – just a typo.

Kate Tomford: Thanks – I’ll correct that.

Bill Balek: Any other corrections? [No other corrections or objections to approval.]

Kate Tomford: Hearing no objections, the November 1 minutes are approved.

4. Product categories

Bill Balek: To recap from last time, we had come to a consensus on Approach 2.  We agreed to come back and address the categories today – in particular, the categories and floor care and disinfectants and sanitizers.  Approach 2 adopted the three certification organizations – GS, EC, and DfE – and we also approved the option of independent testing and qualification by the state.

Steve Ashkin: Regarding the self-certification process, I’d like to encourage the state to say that manufacturers have to certify to GS or EC standards, because there’s still wiggle room in the DfE standards.  There should also be criteria for independent labs.  There must be some kind of certification for independent labs.  The manufacturers should say, “Here’s what the test data was,” versus just submitting an affidavit that testifies to meeting the standard.

Gary Miller: To me, the general principle is that we can’t have lower standards – they have to be at least equal.  If we allow people to pick and choose from the certification organizations’ standards, it won’t work.

Bill Balek: Andy, I know this is an area of concern for the organizations you represent.  Any thoughts?

Andy Hackman: I understand the desire to certify to GC and EC standards.  In terms of certifying lab criteria, how does NY proceed?  I thought they allowed an affidavit.

Steve Ashkin: I think NY requires just an affidavit.  I’ve seen some, and they’ve given me pause.  I would encourage IL to require the actual data – for manufacturers to prove that they really meet the standards, and for labs to prove that they really did the testing.

Bill Balek: Just to make sure I understand… You would support the state requiring an affidavit in addition to the underlying data.

Steve Ashkin: Yes, the state should want to review the actual data from the tests performed.

Bill Balek: Kate – he state is willing and able to take on this responsibility?

Kate Tomford: Yes, I’m looking into this right now.  We don’t have a resource yet, but between CMS and WMRC, I’m confident that we can identify the group that will be responsible.

Bill Balek: I think Gary was even discussing this offline.  I would recommendation NSF accredited labs.

Gary Miller: Kate and I talked about what we would take on.  If CMS were responsible for this, we would play a more scientific advisory and review role.

Steve Ashkin: I would remind people that NY did this and only received only one application.  So I don’t think IL would have to devote a lot of resources.

Gary Miller: Yes, that’s my understanding, too, and my offer is predicated on not receiving 10s or 100s.

Andy Hackman: Part of the trouble in NY was using more than one lab to complete the full data set.  Companies had trouble finding a lab that could do all of the required tests, so they went to two or three labs for those tests.  NY wouldn’t accept results from multiple labs.  That’s part of the difficulty for our smaller companies.

Steve Ashkin: That comment is incredibly insightful.  What we really need to do is supply to test data.  Whether a manufacturer can accumulate the data from various labs is not really the issue.  I would highly encourage IL to incorporate what Andy is suggesting.

Bill Balek: I would agree.

Gary Miller: I agree – there aren’t many labs that can do it all.  There are chemical testing labs and biological testing labs – you need both.

Bill Balek: Let me recap… We’ve approved the three certification organizations and a fourth avenue – GS, EC, DfE, and independent testing with submission of the actual data and allowance for testing at one or more accredited labs.

Bill Balek: The next part of our discussion is on the product categories in Tier 1 of Approach 2, i.e., the required categories.  I had suggested what are essentially the categories covered by GS.  Let’s park floor care for now.  Steve, I know you had some concern about hand cleaners and soaps and an inadequate number of certified products.  I went back to GS’s list last week and counted 26 companies with 60 products in the hand soaps and hand cleaners categoy.  Does that leave you still concerned?

Steve Ashkin: My comment is that’s amazing.  I would be happy for the group to decide that the schools in IL have sufficient access to those products.  My goal is not to create demand for certification.  The goal here has to be: is the state taking steps that makes it easy for schools to meet the intent of the legislation.  In some of the other programs we’ve worked on, we’ve just identified the basic attributes and components to avoid.

Jim Sheffer: In the real world now, there are a lot of options.  If we didn’t include hand soaps, it would send the wrong message.

Steve Ashkin: I didn’t suggest we don’t include them – but just that we give recommendations on the criteria.  However, I agree that the selection seems broad enough now.

Jim Sheffer: A year ago, I would have suggested that, but now there are enough.

Bill Balek: Do we have a consensus?  Any objections.  [No objections.]  Let the record note that there were no objections to including hand soaps and cleaners.

5a. Floor care
Bill Balek: Now let’s move on to floor care products.  For those who weren’t at the meeting on November 7th, there was some concern over GS certified products.  The question is should we adopt the GS-40 guidelines, or should we adopt the NY approach?

Gary Miller: Was this the category where NY provided some funding?

Bill Balek: No, that was the revision of GS-37.  Right now, GS is revamping that category.

Steve Ashkin: In LEED-EB, we originally did exactly what NY did for the same concerns.  However, in the new revision of LEED EB, it will require either GS-40 or EC CCD 137 products.  The belief is that these guys have been working really hard on this, and had overcome many of the original hurdles.

Jim Sheffer: I would tell you that out of all categories, this will be the most emotional.  Many schools will opt out on this basis if their costs go up and the required products aren’t as effective.

Andy Hackman: I think our members have some concerns about durability – at least, I have heard concerns.  But I respect the opinions of this group.

Jim Sheffer: Remember that we can readdress this a later year.  I am afraid that you may get resistance to whole program.  It’s important to stress the length of life of the product.

Kate Tomford: Dan and I have been discussing this issue, and we have considered the option to include both GS and EC certified products and any products allowed by NY.  This would give schools the option to use either a certified product or one that has been selected for durability.  It would give manufacturers an incentive to apply for qualification that is recognized in both states.  It would also avoid an administrative burden on IL because we would reference NY’s product list.

Steve Ashkin: I would caution you about tying your work too closely to NY.  I’m not saying that I have a problem with what they did, but I would be careful about relying on their outcome too heavily.

Kate Tomford: What do you see as the alternatives?

Steve Ashkin: At some point this has to be turned into procurement language, so the schools have to be clear on what they can purchase.  One alternative is to require GS and EC certified products.  A second is to take out floor care – it becomes an advisory category – and talk generally about durability and other criteria or specific requirements, such as metal-free.

Jim Sheffer: One other possibility: You use a certified product or you certify that you are going three years without refinishing the floors.

Bill Balek: Let me refine this – Include a durability characteristic or standard, e.g., 3 years, and give a preference for certified products.

Kate Tomford: But we don’t have the resources to do what NY is doing in terms of reviewing and tracking products that meet that standard.

Jim Sheffer: If you just make school superintendents sign a form saying that they’ll keep their product down for three years, they would take this seriously.

Steve Ashkin: I would really discourage us from doing this affidavit thing.  Those are worth about as much as the price of the piece of paper.  The reason a floor care system lasts three years might be because it looks terrible or there’s no record keeping.  Getting an affidavit leaves too much wiggle room.  The state doesn’t have the ability to audit.

Kate Tomford: I agree – I don’t think the affidavit holds much weight.  The auditing issue is why we considered referencing NY’s list.

Steve Ashkin: But NY is using the affidavit system, so if we don’t think the system is valid, we shouldn’t use it in either state.  I actually like Bill’s strategy much better.

Andy Hackman: If we require a GS 40 product and the three-year durability standard, you’re going to reduce the universe of products to a fairly small number.

Bill Balek: If they are required to meet both, then yes.  But I’m suggesting that we make the non-certified products meet the durability standards.

Kate Tomford: How would a product meet the durability standard?

Bill Balek: That’s a question I want to ask the group.  How would you all suggest establishing a standard?

Steve Ashkin: I think the real world reality is that you can’t.  There are several lab bench tests, but those are only an approximation out of context – they often don’t hold up in practice.

Bill Balek: In my mind, that leaves us with two options.  The approach Kate suggested, or we adopt NY’s approach – some sort of affidavit.

Jim Sheffer: I may be in the minority here, but to have a super actually sign a form – it’s not true that most supers would blindly sign a piece of paper.  There are a ton of products that will hold up with a proper floor care program.

Steve Ashkin: My experience is that if districts have a proper floor care system, GS holds up.

Jim Sheffer: I don’t think districts are ready.  I like the approach of giving it another year.

Geoff Potter: I’m wondering if this issue is complex to the point that I don’t know if our committee is capable of deciding it right now.  We could move this to Tier 2 for this year – putting it down as a recommended course of action.  As we look to improve Tier 1 in later years, we can reassess.

Steve Ashkin: That get’s my vote.

Gary Miller: Related to that, it sounds like there have been some product developments, but I’d feel more comfortable with revisiting this once the products have another year in the field.

Bill Balek: To recap, we would move floor care products down to Tier 2, and suggest the relevant environmental attributes – the durability characteristic and certification if they meet the durability characteristic.

Kate Tomford: This makes sense to me.

Jim Sheffer: I can live with that, especially if we realize that we could move this to back to Tier 1 in the future.

Bill Balek: Does anyone object?  Hearing no objection, we’ll remove floor care products from Tier 1 to 2 and address durability and EPP characteristics there.

Geoff Potter: I second that.  Is Carol Pinkerton on the call?  Carol, does that make sense given the current procurement process?

Carol Pinkerton: Yes, I agree.

5b. Disinfectants and sanitizers
Bill Balek: The other product category of concern is disinfectants and sanitizers.  Federal pesticide law prohibits manufacturers from labeling these as green certified and making claims that they are environmentally preferable.  My concern is that if we do not address this category, we leave purchasers confused.  In other cases, the silence on this issue has left purchasers confused.  It has left purchasers with the impression that these products are discouraged, but they do play an important role in green cleaning.  I suggest that we provide direction on their appropriate use.  I thought Steve did a good job in his Green Cleaning for Dummies book of explaining the inability of manufacturer to make environmental claims, but he made some very prudent recommendations.  Steve, would you like to chime in?

Steve Ashkin: Yes, I hope we can all come to agreement that these disinfectants and sanitizers are an important component in green cleaning.  It’s hard for us to dictate this from a procurement perspective.  I agree that we have to take it out of Tier 1 and address it in best practices or purchasing recommendations.  We have to guide schools on use in the proper areas such as cafeterias.

Andy Hackman: I like the approach that’s been suggested here.  I want to be careful that we don’t scare schools away from any use of these products, particularly with MRSA.

Gary Miller: One thought I had is that we try to present this information in a way that helps people when they’re doing bidding and going through the procurement process.

Carol Pinkerton: I’m on the Procurement committee, and that’s one thing we’ve been talking about – developing some prototype specs for state agencies and school districts to use.

Bill Balek: I think we can handle this in the way I described.  I’d love to provide very clear guidelines for schools – such as the language in Steve’s book.  We could even refer people to EPA’s website.  I’m pretty confident that we can provide clear, practical guidelines.

Gary Miller: I think it’s a good approach.

Bill Balek: For clarity’s sake, we’re proposing to treat disinfectants and sanitizers in Tier 2.  We’d provide practical guidance on product selection, and in best practices, we’ll give guidelines for proper use.  Any objections?

Kate Tomford: Sounds good and makes sense.

Bill Balek: We’ll move to approve this approach then.

6. Recommended criteria for non-covered products
Bill Balek: Let’s have some discussion on item #6.  This addresses what we’ve described as Tier 2.  We’ve already discussed how we’ll place floor care and disinfectants.  I’ve suggested that we provide the schools some guidance on all other product categories, like degreasers and graffiti removers.  We may wish to consider criteria that have already been developed, such as EPA’s EPP guidelines – e.g., not corrosive, low VOC, low toxicity, etc.  Rather than us reinvent the wheel, I think EPA’s EPP office has done a good job and we could adopt their recommendations.  In addition, should we give preference to those few certified products in these categories?

Steve Ashkin: The Tier 2 stuff – I think everyone agrees that these products are much more complicated.  One reason is because we’re talking about such a wide range of formulations, e.g., graffiti remover vs. drain openers vs. furniture polishes.  I’m not opposed to the EPA language, but it’s very broad.  Knowing that this is a very controversial issue, I think it really has to be done by category.  A number of years ago, we provided a document for Pennsylvania (PA) that gave guidance on individual product categories.  This is also the approach that we used for an agency in Mexico.  There are some things we talk about with more preferable vs. less preferable ingredients.  To accommodate for Andy’s likely concern, we can use only the principles and not the specifics on chemicals – for political reasons.

Bill Balek: That’s an excellent suggestion, Steve.  I can provide the link [see item #29 under “Resources” on the Green Solutions – Schools website].  They did a great job.  To recap, Steve is suggesting that it’s a good idea to address these specific categories – not remain silence on them.  PA has taken a comprehensive approach given the unique characteristics of each product.

Gary Miller: I totally agree – you’re absolutely right about the different characteristics for different products.  If we can draw upon the document from PA, that would be much better.

Bill Balek: From a drafting standpoint, we can really just go in and extract the attribute criteria and delete the ingredients.  Simply craft that into IL doc.  Andy, do you have any concerns?  [No longer on the line.]  Let’s put this to a vote.  Steve has suggested recommendations based on PA.  Any objections?  [No objections.]

Steve Ashkin:  And we can still include the overarching EPA EPP guidelines, then more specific guidance similar to PA.

Bill Balek: Yes, any objections?  [No objections.]

Steve Ashkin: And I think this is also what we did with the Healthy Schools Campaign guide.

Bill Balek: Hearing no objections, I’ll move to adopt.

7. Requirements for non-chemical products
Bill Balek: The only other item we have on the agenda is regarding non-chemical products – equipment and paper products.  Would this group care to take on this issue or address it at the next meeting?

Kate Tomford: I think we should address it here.

Steve Ashkin: I agree, especially since we’ve defined multiple tiers.

Jim Sheffer: I agree – it should be included in both the product guidelines and best practices.

Bill Balek: I agree – it would be wise to include, and we wouldn’t have to reinvent the wheel.  We can borrow from existing documents to address equipment and paper products.  I don’t think we have time to address specifics here, but would it be appropriate for Steve, Kate, and me to craft some language to circulate to the committee for comment?

All: Agree – no objections.

Bill Balek: Steve would you be willing to help out?

Steve Ashkin: Of course.

Bill Balek: So we’ll do that – work on it off-line and circulate.  Gary, do you have anything else?

Gary Miller: In terms of the main follow-up, it’s on item #7.  Then when the draft document comes out, will we (as a committee) meet again?

Bill Balek: I suggest that once we circulate the draft, we’ll have another call if there’s great divergence.  If not, we’ll approve by email.

Coletta Hines-Newell: Will that document have anything controversial in it?

Steve Ashkin: That has to do with whether we want to make this controversial.  We understand the different constituents’ concerns, and we can write something that everyone 

Kate Tomford: I have one more question about the placement of Tier 2 in the document.  Should those recommendations be a part of the best practices section since they are advisory?

Bill Balek: Best practices tend to imply procedures, so I would keep them separate.

Kate Tomford: We’re leaning toward a requirements section and a recommendations section under products, and then separately, a best practices section.

Steve Ashkin: Yes, best practices are more procedural.
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