Illinois Green Governments Coordinating Council

Green Cleaning Schools Act – Guidelines Development

Committee Meeting Minutes

Friday, January 11, 2008 from 10:30am to 12:00pm

* * * Minutes subject to committee approval * * *
1. Welcome and Introductions

Attendees

	Chicago
	Springfield

	Bill Balek – ISSA

Suzanne Carlson – CPS

Jamie Caston – Lt. Governor’s Office

Kathy Gingrich – IFT

Ed Grotte – Flossmoor School District 161

Vyki Jackson – DHS School Health

Dan Persky – Lt. Governor’s Office
Geoff Potter – Central Management Services

Miriam Shabo – OCS

Jim Sheffer – SIPC

Kate Tomford – Lt. Governor’s Office

Jon Zirkle – Lt. Governor’s Office


	Brad Babcook – Chemical Industry Council of IL

Susan Hilton – IASB / School Mgmt. Alliance

DeJuan Kea – Illinois Principals Association

Carol Pinkerton – CMS

Nick Yelverton – IFT

	
	Phone

	
	Eva Detloff – IL School Nurses Association

Vince Fagan – United Supply

Chris Grissom – IL Correctional Industries

Andy Hackman – CSPA

Gary Miller – WMRC / DNR

Claris Olson – Healthy Schools Campaign

Mark Samios – Portion Pac

Bill Thompson – IASBO / Lockport Township HS

Jim Underwood – Illinois Correctional Industries


2. Approval of December 4 Meeting Minutes

Kate Tomford:  Are there any additions or corrections to the December 4 minutes?

Susan Hilton: Kate, when were the minutes sent out?

Kate Tomford: I don’t know the exact date, but probably a few days after.

Susan Hilton: I looked for them on the past email, but I didn’t see them.

Kate Tomford: No, they weren’t sent out with the last email.  They were probably sent out in mid-December.

Kate Tomford: Does anyone else have any comments or corrections?  I move to approve the minutes from the December 4 meeting.

Bill Balek: I will second.

Kate Tomford: Bill seconds.  Are there any objections?  [None.]  Hearing no objections, we will approve the December 4 meeting.

3. Discussion of Revisions to Draft Guidelines

Kate Tomford: Our third item on the agenda is a discussion of the revised timeline.  I just distributed this in the email this week.  For the people attending in Chicago, it is on the back of the agenda.  It looks similar to the timeline we’ve had all along, but I will call your attention to the last few lines from today’s date moving forward.  I will turn it over to Dan Persky to talk about the changes, which are related to the fact that we found out we have to go through the rulemaking process with the Joint Committee on Administrative Rules (JCAR).

Dan Persky: Unfortunately, we do have to go through the JCAR process.  This will delay us a little bit.  JCAR is a bipartisan committee appointed by the leadership of the House and the Senate.  JCAR is charged with reviewing rules that are promulgated by executive branch state agencies, and ensuring that those rules are subjected to public comment, and they have specific procedure.  We originally thought we weren’t going to have to go through this procedure because of how the law is drafted; concerning not using the words ‘rules’, but ‘guidelines and specifications’.  The JCAR legal staff is disagreeing with us on this and we decided to go along with their process.  In order to comply with the statutory deadlines in the Green Cleaning Schools Act (GCSA), we are under an extremely strict timeline to fit in the JCAR process.  What happens next is the Illinois Green Governments Coordinating Council (GGCC) will meet next Friday and they have not seen the guidelines yet.  They will see them for the first time.  They will approve the posting of guidelines and specifications in the Illinois Register.  In order to make the February 1 issue of the Illinois Register, we must give the copy of these rules to the Secretary of State on Jan. 22. January 21 is a holiday.  We have zero free days between the Council meeting next Friday and when we post the guidelines and when we submit for posting to the Illinois Register on January 22.   These rules will then appear for post in the Illinois Register on February 1.  We will be posting two sets of rules that day.  We will be doing emergency rules and final proposed rules.  We are doing the emergency rules to ensure that we are meeting the February 9 deadline for this Act.  We are doing final proposed rules on the same day.  Both rules are published in the Illinois Register and then they go out for the first notice period, which lasts for 45 days.  During this period, people can request public hearings from us.  The Governor will review it, and DCEO will review it for its impact on small businesses.  I think there is some other body that has to review it as well.  That will last for 45 days.  After 45 days, if there are no objections, then we can post for the second 45-day period.  After 90 days total, we can promulgate them as final rules.  The final rules have to be voted on by the GGCC and we hope to have the vote of them as soon as the 90 days end on May 1.  This will still make it possible before May 9 for the rules to be in effect before the statutory deadline for the schools to implement the rules.  We have absolutely no free time.  We have a few days before and eight days in May.  We really have to stick to the timeline.  Any questions about how JCAR works?

Kate Tomford: There’s one point I want to add.  The reason we have to comply with this process is because of a clause in the Administrative Procedures Act, which says that rules and mandatory policies must go through the rulemaking process.  The only portion of the guidelines that we will be submitting is the mandatory portion, which is the Requirements section.  The whole best practices section will not be going through the JCAR process.

Dan Persky: But we will be giving all the information to the schools in the end.  It’s just what we have to publish in the Illinois Register.  So what you will have today will be the same document as what the schools get.

3.
Discussion of Submitted Comments

Kate Tomford: Our next item on the agenda is discussing the submitted comments, which were distributed in the latest email.  There was one on Wednesday that had the bulk of comments and responses, and another one was sent out yesterday with that included every comment we’ve received.  The complete packet is the 57-page document that was attached to your email.  Since this is the last gathering of this committee, this is the final opportunity to give comments on that document or any other document we’ve discussed throughout this process.  Thank you to everyone who participated on this committee.  Does anyone have any questions about the draft guidelines or revisions?

Susan Hilton: The comments that are in response to the public comment – how are those submitted to individuals?  It shows that there was a response.  I never received a response to my comment.

Kate Tomford: These are draft responses.  We haven’t sent responses out to people who commented or organizations that submitted them.  We wanted to review them with this committee.  According to our timeline, Wednesday, January 16 is the date we will send a response to individual comments as a complete packet that responds to all the questions.  This draft is posted online if anyone wants to see it.  Again, today is the opportunity for anyone to suggest changes, so the final form of the responses from the Council have been vetted through this process.

Susan Hilton: I would have liked the opportunity to respond to these responses before they were sent out, because I feel like the responses are very leading.  I don’t agree with the term the “Council” being used to respond to comments because it makes people believe that this is the best way to go.  I think using the term the “Council” is leading people to believe that everyone on the council is in agreement with the direction the way this group has gone.  I have a strong objection to that.  I’m not sure why we feel the need to respond in any opinionated way at all.

Kate Tomford: What would you suggest as an alternative?

Susan Hilton: I don’t know why we are responding at all.  I think whatever changes this group makes and are approved by JCAR should speak for itself.  I’m not sure why we feel the need to respond to everyone’s comment, especially thanking people for supporting the GCSA.  If there is any response, I think it should be the Lt. Governor’s office thanking them and not the council thanking you for the GCSA because the people I represent don’t support this and don’t want it insinuating that we are thanking people for commenting.

Bill Balek: I think there may be some confusion in the difference between the Council and the broader committee.

Dan Persky: The reason the responses were written in a form of the Council is because under the law, it is the GGCC that is charged with promulgating these rules.  This committee is charged under the law with helping to develop those rules.  The Council has to approve them.

Kate Tomford: There are members from the Council that participate on this committee.  There are 14 member agencies that serve and make up the Council.  Individuals from those agencies are represented in this committee, but the committee as a whole is not the Council as it is referenced.

Susan Hilton: I think a lot of the comments are very leading, and I don’t think it’s representative of all organizations on the Council.

Kate Tomford: I think that is ultimately a decision of the Council itself, which we could put to them next Friday when they sign-off on these comments and responses.

Geoff Potter: There is a distinction between the Council, which is a smaller organization and this broader committee of which you and others are members.  So it’s the Council responding, not the broader committee.

Gary Miller: On another topic, it seems that it would be helpful to make it easier to procure green cleaning products if we mention that we will post model procurement guidelines or contract language so schools could easily adopt it.  That would make it a lot easier to go through the procurement process.  Also mention that schools can purchase off the State contract and that is another way procurement could be simplified for schools.  I thought that would be helpful in addressing some of the comments, but maybe there’s a reason we didn’t mention that.  I was just wondering about it.

Kate Tomford: Our intent to post some model procurement language was mentioned in a couple of very specific places, but I think it’s only where the individual who is commenting brought up something quite specific along those lines.  So we can take another look to see where it might be relevant to mention that.  I think it’s a good idea to mention that schools can procure off the State’s contract.  We can work with Geoff Potter and Carol Pinkerton to get correct language that is accurate in terms of what options schools have to do that.

Geoff Potter: Would that go into the best practices section?

Dan Persky: Yes, we can do that.

Geoff Potter: It seems the best place for it.

Dan Persky: We can create a section in there.

Geoff Potter: Carol Pinkerton should be the point person on that, but I will help her.

Jim Sheffer: Make sure she lists the multiple state contracts.  There are some through CMS and SIPC and some more that I may not be aware of.

Geoff Potter: I’m not sure the Carol would be aware of the SIPC contract.

Jim Sheffer: I can get you the information.

Geoff Potter: Could you also send it to Carol so we can have a comprehensive list?  CMS handles a broad number of procurements, but not the entire list of procurements for all state agencies.  The idea was to try to have a universal collection of green contracts that will be made available and put into the best practices section to help schools implement the new law.

Andy Hackman: In the alternative qualification section, in reference to third party laboratories, is it just for laboratories?  Because people like NSF considers themselves a non-profit certification body and not necessarily a laboratory.

Kate Tomford: I called NSF, and as I understand they have laboratories that are accredited to the ISO standard.  I think it’s just a semantics issue.  I would consider their laboratories to be the ones doing the actual testing, even though they are under NSF’s organization.

Andy Hackman: It may be just a semantics issue.  We had a couple of questions from our members saying can we use NSF if they consider themselves a non-profit versus a laboratory.  It may just be a clarification thing, and if it’s something we understand going into the process, then I think that’s fine.  We’ve had a couple of questions about that.

Kate Tomford: I will take a look at how it’s exactly worded.  It might be a matter of wording it to say that, ‘organizations that have accredited laboratories’ can perform the testing.  If you go down to the laboratory level, they are accredited. It’s definitely within the scope of alternative specification method.

Andy Hackman: I wanted to make another point about air fresheners, in reference to the dichlorobenzene and the line “can be toxic to humans”.  I would like to note that our members and the consumer product health community has moved away from dichlorobenzene.  The state of California has banded the use of dichlorobenzene in urinal products.  I think largely the industry has moved away from that as an air freshening element.

Kate Tomford: Ok.

Dan Persky: Other comments?

DeJuan Kea: On page 17 of the guidelines and specification, under section C in Best Practices for Implementation, under the heading for the use of cleaning supplies by non-custodial staff bullet number 3, it says, “instruct staff not to use cleaning products other than those qualified in these guidelines”.  Who is in charge of instructing the staff?

Kate Tomford: This document does not have a single audience.  It would be the administration of the school or anyone who has authority in training teachers on this topic.  It is not intended for a specific group of people.

DeJuan Kea: The staff definitely would have to be trained.  How will training work in terms of cost?  Will the schools have to pay?

Kate Tomford: Yes, it is the responsibility of the schools to do the training.

DeJuan Kea: I’m referring to the training portion, not the cleaning portion.

Kate Tomford: Yes, and as I said, the training is the schools’ responsibility.

Ed Grotte: When I buy a green product from a distributor, I mention that I need free training along with it and they do it because I’m buying the product from them.  So there’s a way around paying for training.  You just have to ask the question.

Bill Balek: We represent hundreds of distributors in the Illinois area, and that is a very common practice – what Ed has described.  It is very common for distributors to offer training at no additional cost to the schools or other customers related to these products.

DeJuan Kea: I would like to thank you all for considering that, but I also wanted to point out that it will definitely be time consuming to find out who should be trained, especially if the staff and teachers are going to be responsible in handling some of these products.  I assume they will have to be instructed as well, and it may take time from other things.  I wanted to point that out to you all.

Bill Balek: Generally training is done as the cleaning applications are being conducted.

Kathy Gingrich: Did we decide to include the human cost on opt out form?

Kate Tomford: No, that’s not included.

Susan Hilton: That was a recommendation we had asked to be included and it has not been included yet.

Kate Tomford: In terms of the instruction of the non-custodial staff, I know there was some discussion either in the larger group or one of the sub-committees on implementation, but we discussed the fact that this could be rolled into other training for staff.  Perhaps it could be briefly mentioned at the orientation meetings at the beginning of the school year, which will coincide well with the timeline of this Act rolling out.  It doesn’t seem to be an onerous responsibility for schools, and it could be easily rolled into other instruction given to the faculty members of the school. 

Kathy Gingrich: For the faculty, definitely, but for the custodians who do the work, it should be more than a brief overview.

Kate Tomford: Right – that would require more in-depth training.

Kathy Gingrich: The reality is that there is a human cost to it, whether we consider it or not.  I guess that decision has been made, so I don’t think we can say there’s not. 

Kate Tomford: There is a human cost to training whether it’s training on green cleaning or conventional products and some of the other training that we’ve discussed in terms of OSHA compliance and other public health codes.  The hope is that it would be rolled into an existing training system, and that those training systems do exist now.

DeJuan Kea: When you mention the cleaning that’s taking place, are you referring to the ones before the school day, during the school day and after the school day?

Bill Balek: Most cleaning operations are conducted off hours, whether that is before or after.

Kate Tomford: The cleaning referenced in the law is cleaning within the building.  It is not a specific time of day.

DeJuan Kea: There is definitely some cleaning that takes place throughout the rest of the day from the beginning to the end of the day.  I don’t see how the training would align appropriately with the setting of the administrators and teachers, especially when you mention that this could be wrapped into other training.

Kate Tomford: Whenever the training is delivered now would be the appropriate time to deliver the training going forward.

DeJuan Kea: When you refer to training, are you referring to training – other general training – that takes place with the teachers, or are you referring to strictly the custodial training?

Kate Tomford: In both cases, it could be rolled into the existing training schedule.

DeJuan Kea: That’s why I was referring to that first case, the non-custodial training.

Geoff Potter: The training in that case would be somewhat less than the custodial training and would be more informational.

Kate Tomford: What was your question about the training time for non-custodial staff?

DeJuan Kea: I was wondering in terms of the training, you said that this could take place with other training or on its own, and one of the things I pointed out was that for the training going forward, for non-custodial training with teachers and administrators, how do you have the time to wrap this particular training in with other training if it’s definitely something that’s suppose to be observed from demonstration?

Bill Balek: How are teachers currently trained to use cleaning products?  I would suggest that they are not.

DeJuan Kea: I don’t doubt that at all. I would agree with you on that.

Kathi Gringrich: I think it varies by school and by district.  There are some schools that on in-service days do information sharing.  They are going to have to give them a list of approved chemicals for their building.  They would need to talk to them about how it’s used and if it’s used differently than traditional products.  It is my understanding that the length of time you leave it down is more for green products.  If teachers will be allowed to have chemicals in the classroom and would be allowed to clean on their own, then they would need to know which products and how to do it.

Dan Persky: We are not telling schools whether or not they should give teachers cleaning products.  That is for the schools to decide.  We are giving the schools recommendations, if they do decide to give teacher’s recommendations, on how to do it.  If they choose to do so, then we suggest that there be a training component to go along with it so the teachers understand the proper use of the products.  We are not requiring it in any way.  The Requirements section is for the professional cleaning staff.  That is what is required of school districts.

DeJuan Kea: In terms of the product selection, will you have a list of products that schools can pick from and choose?  And when will you put this information on the website?

Kate Tomford: We will have a list of pre-qualified products and any additional products that are qualified through the process described in that section, and that list will go up when the guidelines are finalized.  We don’t want to put anything up until we are sure that JCAR has concluded the rulemaking process.  It is premature to do that in advance, but once it’s cleared by JCAR, then approved the GGCC, after that we will develop a list of individual products that meet the Requirements section and that will be on our website.

Jim Sheffer: How are you going to develop that list because I have an idea that could simplify it and give one that is as inclusive as possible?  You should contact Green Seal and EcoLogo because they have a comprehensive list that has gone through the approval process.

Kate Tomford: That is what we plan to do.  It would be a single spreadsheet because we want to combine all the Green Seal, EcoLogo, DfE products.  We will have to take out the ones that are duplicate and make them all in a consistent format.  It will be a compilation of those organizations’ lists.

Jim Sheffer: Is it your plans to update the list quarterly?

Kate Tomford: Yes, we will aim to update the list quarterly.  We will note that there are more up-to-date lists on the individual organizations’ websites because they update more frequently than quarterly, but for our purposes, it will be done quarterly.  It hasn’t been finalized but that is the intention.

Bill Balek: I have comment related to page 9 of the comments document.  It is identified as number 24.  It refers to bleach being used in cleaning bathrooms or anywhere else in schools.  Chlorine bleach is a disinfectant, but it has a dual use.  Some chlorine bleaches are registered with the EPA as disinfectants; these are not are allowed to be marketed as green cleaners.  You might want to acknowledge that chlorine bleach is a cleaner, but it is not a green cleaner.

Jim Sheffer: You should mention the EPA registration and say that it is to be used as a disinfectant.  On household bleach, you don’t find on the label that is it a disinfectant; nor do they claim that it’s a disinfectant.

Eva Detloff: Under air fresheners, is there a scientific or research reason we talk about aerosols only and not about solids?

Kate Tomford: I don’t think that there is a scientific reason.  It said that air fresheners are commonly diffused in that way, but there is no scientific reason.

Eva Detloff: I don’t know if there is there anyone else on the committee who knows about that.

Kate Tomford: About the reference to solids?

Eva Detloff: I see a lot of classrooms have solid air fresheners in them.

John Zirkle: The plug-ins?

Eva Detloff: Those and the kind you lift up and spray in the classroom.

Kate Tomford: What would be your recommendation on how to change that?  Are you suggesting that there should be a mention of solids?

Eva Detloff: It talks about a spray product so it implies solids are fine.

Mark Samios: If you consider air fresheners as a green chemical – that the schools are going to purchase a green air freshener – then the issues of human health would be cared for.

Eva Detloff: Is there such a thing as a green air freshener?

Mark Samios: No.

Mark Samios: We do have criteria for selecting other green products and products that are not certified by some industry.

Eva Detloff: Is there anyone one on the committee from an asthma foundation or anyone else that could talk about solids?

Gary Miller: I was co-chair of the Products and Policy sub-committee and we talked about allergens and asthma.  My understanding is that EcoLogo and the other organizations have revised their criteria to include food, allergens and those kinds of issues.  The standards are continuing to evolve, and in the future they be will directly addressing those kind of issues.  They are just not quite there yet. 

Claris Olsen: The Green Seal certification does not cover air fresheners.  We have a short time for reviewing this, and in the early part of next week, could we do any research on air freshener solids to back up what Eva mentioned and include it in the guidelines?

Dan Persky: By law we have to give a draft to the Council to review by Wednesday of next week.  We have until then, but Kate and I will see what we can do to talk to some people to get more information between now and then.

Eva Detloff: I will do some research and get to you.

Dan Persky: Just let us know before Wednesday morning please.

Eva Detloff: On pages 20 and 21 of the guidelines under bullet #3, after doing some research after looking at some of the public comments, the use of anti-bacterial soap should be used in certain areas, such as the nurse’s office, locker rooms and areas where children are diapered and in food preparation areas.  I thought that this should be added, because in doing the reading, I found that there was some research that supported the evidence that using anti-bacterial soaps could prevent infection in food preparation areas.

Kate Tomford: Are you referring to the very end of bullet #3, where the list is just the school’s health office or the trainer’s office?  Are you suggesting we add to those locations?

Eva Detloff: Yes.

Kate Tomford: What are the locations you are suggesting we add?

Eva Detloff: Areas where children are diapered and where food is prepared and handled.

Jim Sheffer: I think you mentioned nurse’s stations also.

Susan Hilton: We are talking about schools, not day care centers.

Kate Tomford: Some school buildings have day care centers in them.

Kathy Gingrich: There is a lot of diapering going on, especially in general education schools.

Eva Detloff: We failed to put that in there.  I think it’s important to put that in there.

Dan Persky: Any other comments?

Susan Hilton:  I would just like to reiterate the School Management Alliance’s opposition to paper products.  There are several comments in there that supported our opposition that paper products had nothing to do with green cleaning, such as paper towels, and I’m not sure why we had the need to expand the hard floor category.  We felt that was included already in the definition of general-purpose cleaners.  Why do we need to add hard floor surface?

Kate Tomford: It’s included for clarification purposes.  It didn’t change the meaning of the Requirements, but we did understand that there was confusion when this document was shown to people who might be implementing it, so we felt it was warranted.

Susan Hilton: My concern is that there will be confusion on the part of schools and they will think floor strippers, waxers and polishers are going to be included. That was my concern. 

Dan Persky: We specifically put in the definitions that those are not included. Are there any other comments?

Jim Underwood: You mentioned something about buying through state contracts, and if this is going to JCAR, I think there should be something in this that references JCAR title 20, after 1, after A, part 117 - Correctional Industries.  It should be “117.50 – purchase of industry goods or services” and part B says, in accordance with section 3-12-7, in the code of corrections, it says that critical units, agencies and public institutions are required to purchase materials related to services and supplies that are supplied and manufactured by the Correctional Industries program.  I think that should be in these guidelines.

Kate Tomford: I don’t think the Requirements part of the guidelines will have any mention of procurement.

Dan Persky: We have a ‘How to Implement’ section and we can alert the schools to their various possibilities and the requirements under other laws.  We also have the ‘Relationship to Other Laws’ sections, which clearly states that we are not waiving any of the responsibilities under other laws.  It now says that we must give the preference to correctional products and they still will have to do that.

Kate Tomford: We haven’t mentioned other laws in the required section.

Dan Persky: We haven’t, and we’re specifically not telling them how to do procurement.  They can do procurement any way that it is allowed under current law. 

Jim Underwood: Is this what the law says?

Dan Persky: Yes.  Right now there are a variety of ways schools can procure products.  If they have to give the preference to the correctional products, then they should be expected to continue doing so. Our law doesn’t change that.

Jim Underwood: In your section 7, where it says, “relationship to other laws,” it looks like it identifies only laws that apply to specialized areas or facilities.

Kate Tomford: He’s saying that this section should be broader to mention that there are other superseding laws – not just those regarding specific areas.

Dan Persky: We can clarify that language there.

Vince Fagan: Gary Miller, under best practices in the section on floor care and general maintenance under the bullet #2, it says “build a solid base, which can be between 6 and 12 coats for 20% solids floor finish.”  How did the committee come up with 20% for floor finish?  With all the schools that we provide with floor finishes ourselves from our company, they always look at 18% in classroom and 25% in hallways.

Gary Miller: Our sub-committee didn’t deal with that.  It came from the Pennsylvania.  Maybe Kate or someone else can answer that better.

Kate Tomford: That’s correct, Gary, that it came from the Pennsylvania document.

Vince Fagan: Kate, was that word for word off the Pennsylvania document?

Kate Tomford: Yes, it was. What page was that on again?

Vince Fagan: It’s on page 19.

Bill Balek: Vince, are you recommending any change to that language?

Vince Fagan: Yes, I might because we sell to 300 schools and I know when the engineers come to that line, they’ll flip out.  They will think that we have to have 20% solids now all over the schools because in the classroom we buy 18% solids because it’s less money and we are not worried about high gloss.  And in the hallway they want 25% because they are worried about high gloss.  I’m thinking about the engineer that would have to live with these guidelines that we’re creating.  I wonder if we could change it a little bit to say, “for a minimum of 18% solid floor finish,” which would give them the opportunity to build it up to 20%.  When you have zinc-free floor finish, you probably won’t be able to get the 25% with the technology that’s available right now.

Bill Balek: Would finishes that fall within those specifications live up to the proposed 3-year durability requirement?

Vince Fagan: When you talk about the 3-year durability requirement, I think that anyone who has some knowledge and hands-on work with floors realizes that you’re never going to put down a floor finish and expect to get even 1-year out of it unless you have a really comprehensive floor maintenance program.  I’m confident that if Bill Thompson were still on the line, he would understand what I was talking about, because those are the kinds of schools that do have floor maintenance programs, but most of the schools I see don’t.  If they see 3 years, then they will think there is a magic wax out there.  To DeJuan Kea, who looking for training, yes – distributors should give training free of charge because that’s what any distributor should do.  It’s also something distributors should do when it comes to interpreting what these guidelines are.  It really should be the distributor who should help drive the guidelines – to help people understand them – and not for just the custodial staff but the non-custodial staff as well.  It really should come from the distributor because he’s the one who stands to make a profit on it.

Jim Sheffer: I have an issue with mentioning any number of solids because that is an absolute misnomer.  While it may tell you what’s been left on the floor, it’s not telling you the quality of what’s been left on the floor.  In reality it has nothing to do with the price of the product; there are 20% solids that cost more than 25% solids throughout the industry.  I think that looking at the percentage solids is a real misnomer in the industry.  Secondly, when you put in a real floor care system, we have buildings that have 5 million footsteps per year and they’re on a 5-year floor maintenance program and the floors look unbelievable.  You’re right – it isn’t any one manufacturer.  It’s not one floor finisher.  There are dozens of floor finishers that will get you those results as long as you have a comprehensive floor care system. 

Bill Balek: Would it be fair to resolve the issue you raised, Vince, by striking the reference to percentage of solids?

Kate Tomford: Is 6 to 12 coats still accurate?

Bill Balek: If we strike the reference to percentage of solids and left in the number of coats, would that resolve the issue?

Vince Fagan: I agree with Jim Sheffer.  It’s a misnomer that the percent of solids tells how good your floor is doing.  It’s not that; it’s the recipe from the manufacturer.  How good is your recipe or product, and combined with that, the floor care maintenance program?  Yes, you can have a 20% solid with a great floor program and make it look like a 25%.  Although it’s a misnomer, because of lack of training, the first question everyone (including distributors and sales people) asks you is how many percentiles is it.  It probably would be a good idea if we can drop that language on the percentiles because it’s probably going to cause more confusion.

Mark Samios: Can I suggest that we drop bullet point #2 completely and insert “follow the manufacturer’s recommendations”?

Kate Tomford: Specifically related to “building a solid base”, can we leave in the very first part?

Bill Balek: Mark, in lieu of striking that entire line, would it be appropriate to say the following: “build a solid floor finish based on manufacturer recommendations or the floor systems recommendations”?

Mark Samios: Building a solid base is one of those concepts that people who work on floors understand, but it doesn’t have a meaning.  You will see that most manufacturers will recommend an installation of X number of coats.  If we’re giving them best practices to follow, then my suggestion is to say select a floor finish and follow the manufacturers recommendations.

Jim Sheffer: Why don’t you say minimum standard to the specification, because when you start talking about layers of floor finishers, it’s like comparing apples and oranges.  It’s just like using a synthetic mop versus using an applicator.  A rayon mop isn’t going to put down as much floor finish as an applicator is going to.  It should say, “At a minimum follow manufacturers standards”.   

Mark Samios: I think that is good wording.

Kate Tomford: What is the minimum?  Building a base?

Jim Sheffer: Build a solid base consistent with the manufacturer’s minimum standards for durability.

Vince Fagan: I think it’s a good idea not to use any percentile because it would be too confusing.

Jim Sheffer: We haven’t addressed sealers versus floor finishers because we could turn that into a document by itself and you don’t want the document to go that way.

Dan Persky: Ok. We will make that change. Are there any other comments?

Jim Sheffer: Is there any reference to three years on this document at all?

Kate Tomford: We didn’t change that from the January 9 to January 11 version.  It’s under the products section on page 13, the second bullet point under Preferred Products.

Jim Sheffer: As long as it’s in there, because I think that should be the minimum for what the goal is.

Kate Tomford: It says that, “Prefer a Green Seal or EcoLogo certified product, or a product recognized by the U.S. EPA DfE program, if it meets the durability characteristic of lasting for at least three years.”

Jim Sheffer: My recommendation would be to put in some type of reference to the three years under page 19.

Kate Tomford: This is for the practice, not the product, so that is the distinction.  The recommendations say to select a product that is durable for three years.

Ed Grotte: You should refer the practices back to the product.

Jim Sheffer: My interpretation of what you have on page 13 is that someone reading that would think that if they go with a Green Seal product, it has to last three years.

Dan Persky: Correct.

Jim Sheffer: What I am saying is that, since it’s not mandatory, you might want to refer to the three years as the goal.  Under the “building a solid base,” your goal is to have it last a minimum of three years.

Kate Tomford: Ok.

Jim Sheffer: You are helping us teach the school districts, especially if you start talking about a cost savings.  It’s absolute cost savings if that school district can go from a yearly strip program to a three-year strip program – they could save tens of thousands of dollars in labor.  The program would pay for itself right there.

Dan Persky: Ok. Anything else?

Kathy Gingrich: The first section under the best practices – the use of cleaners by non-custodial staff – on page 17, if non-custodial staff would receive products and if there is a different way of use, they need to be aware of that.  You don’t have anything in here in terms of the best practices.  You just mention that for major cleaning needs.  Should we put another bullet in – say with the first bullet that even with small quantities of the products, they should be aware of the proper use of them?

Kate Tomford: Something along the lines of conducting training for staff?

Kathy Gingrich: I don’t want to say training because that could seem excessive.

Bill Balek: Perhaps have something that says have staff use the product as consistent with the label.

Kathy Gingrich: We are giving them small quantities and maybe there won’t be an original label on the bottle.

Kate Tomford: I think by law they have to have labeling, but we could mention a point along those lines.

Dan Persky: Ok. Anything else?

Gary Miller: We have until Tuesday to give you any specifics suggestions on the responses or the guidelines?

Kate Tomford: Yes, because we need to post them Wednesday morning.

Dan Persky: If you need absolutely need to, then yes, you can call us up until Tuesday.  Please be aware that Kate and I have to send this to the Council on Wednesday morning and we have to finish drafting the rules that will go to JCAR.  There is a very specific format that this has to go in and it absolutely has to be to them that following Tuesday.  Yes, if you have final thoughts feel free to contact us up until Tuesday, but be aware we are really pressed for time.

DeJuan Kea: Will everyone get a copy of draft rules submitted to JCAR?

Dan Persky: Yes.

Kate Tomford: When I email them out to the Council, I will send them to everyone else on this committee as well.

Dan Persky: And they will be posted on our website.

DeJuan Kea: Do you know the date?

Kate Tomford: Wednesday.

Dan Persky: Wednesday we have to finalize it, but we will be submitting it to JCAR on January 22.

Kate Tomford: Right, the JCAR version will be available on January 22. 

Dan Persky: Tuesday, January 22 is the latest.

Question: Can people submit comments to JCAR?

Dan Persky: Yes, during the 45-day period.  From February 1 for 45 days, until March 17, people can submit comments and they come to us, and the JCAR staff will review this.  DCEO will review it for its impact on small businesses.  The Governor’s office gets to review this as well.

Kate Tomford: Do comments go to JCAR directly?

Dan Persky: No, they go to our office (Lt. Governor’s Office).  People can comment to JCAR if they want.

Kate Tomford: Will JCAR send them to us?

Dan Persky: Yes.

Susan Hilton: I think it’s the responsibility of the Lt. Governor’s Office to submit any and all comments to JCAR.  So JCAR will see everyone single comment submitted, whether submitted to JCAR or only submitted to the Council?

Dan Persky: We have to collect all of those comments, and if JCAR requests a response from us, we have to respond.

Nick Yelverton: If I am following your time line correctly, you are looking at mid-March for a JCAR hearing?

Dan Persky: If they request one.  They can issue a certificate of no objection if they don’t want to have a hearing, or they can request a hearing.  It’s up to JCAR.

Nick Yelverton: Will there be a fiscal note?

Dan Persky: If JCAR requests it, we do have to do an economic analysis. 

Question: Didn’t you say that DCEO has to do an analysis on the economic impact on small businesses?

Dan Persky: Yes during the first 45-days, they get to review the rule for its impact on small businesses. I’m not sure how detailed that is.

Kate Tomford: They’re not going to do a detailed economic analysis are they?

Dan Persky: I don’t know if they will do a detailed economic analysis.  It may just be a more generic statement on whether or not there will be an impact, but that’s up to DCEO.  They automatically get a copy of the rules.

Jim Sheffer: Are you going to ask everyone for a roll call vote if they agree with everything in the rules?

Kate Tomford: No, only the Council needs to give its approval.

Jim Sheffer: I think you all wrote a wonderful document and I’m very appreciative to have been involved.

Vyki Jackson: I would like to second that. You were very organized and efficient.

Kate Tomford: Thank you, Vyki.

5.  Next Steps

Kate Tomford: I have a few final items that came up at earlier meetings.  Carol Pinkerton created model language for a contract document and a few people have reviewed it.  If anyone else wants to take a look at the draft, I am happy to circulate it.  Carol is going to make some revisions based on the feedback she’s received, and that is the document that will go up on the website as an aid to schools in doing their procurement.  I talked to Becky Lockhart at IEPA about the dissemination process, and it’s temporarily on hold because of the JCAR process.  When the document is final, we will send a mailing to all the schools and Regional Offices of Education.

Dan Persky: Thank you to everyone who has given us a feedback.  We have learned a lot, and it’s because of all of you and we want to say thank you so much.  Hopefully next week the Council will approve this.  Please stay in contact with us because the Council is ongoing, and we have many more initiatives that affect schools and your communities.

Kate Tomford: And the Green Cleaning Schools guidelines do require annual updates, so we will keep in touch when that comes up.
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