Unified Green Cleaning Alliance

Summary of Meeting IV 

Oregon State Capitol, Hearing Room 350

January 14, 2003

8:30-12:00

The meeting began at 8:35am with a brief introduction and welcome by UGCA Facilitator, Marsha Willard. Marsha began the meeting by thanking UGCA members Bill Halabi for arranging for the use of the Oregon State Capitol hearing room and James Berndt for hosting lunch following the meeting at Willamette University. She announced that the next meeting will be held at Evergreen State College in Olympia, Washington thanks to UGCA member George Leago. Visitors were welcomed and introduced.  They included: John Marmar of 3M, Bob Israel of Johnson Diversey, Douglas Fifield of Tennant Co., Tom Miller of ZMAssociates and Peter Samson of the Oregon Business Association. It was noted that all attendees are now invited to participate in the discussion throughout the meeting but only members are allowed to vote. There were 28 in attendance.

Review and Discussion of Meeting III

Marsha briefly reviewed the purpose and agenda of the meeting: to continue in the process of selecting attributes of sustainable cleaning products of importance to the Pacific Northwest UGCA, to review criteria from other national and international purchasing and certification systems, to establish where the group’s preliminarily chosen criteria overlap and differ with other systems, and to hear  from formulator/manufacturers on issues related to the development of sustainable cleaning products.  The next meeting will focus on the process of certification. 

Marsha first reviewed the group’s definition of sustainability.  A sustainable system is one that does not accumulate manmade substances from the earth’s crust into the biosphere, does not contribute to degradation of natural resources and habitats, does not impede the ability of people to survive/thrive, and does not unfairly/inefficiently consume resources. 

We reviewed the chemical criteria that received the most votes from Round 1, Meeting III. They are:

HH1:
Not toxic to humans (chronic and acute)* a product is considered toxic when LD50<2,000 mg/kg, or LC50 <20 mg/L


HH2:

Must not be Carcinogenic

HH3:

Must not be Teratogenic

HH5:
Must not be skin or eye irritant (Not corrosive to skin or eyes when concentrated, not an irritant when diluted for use)

EH1:

Must not be regulated as Hazardous Waste

EH2:

Must be readily biodegradable

EH3:
Nontoxic to Aquatic Life (Acute LC50 for algae, daphnia, or fish greater than or equal to 100 mg/L)

T&WRtK:
Full disclosure of ingredients (clarification will be needed wrt whether disclosure should be to appropriate purchasers/users or to 3rd party certifier only) (New attribute in Training and Worker Right-to-Know category)

Discussion ensued on the following topics:

· Concern over the definition of “hazardous waste” as referred to in criterion EH1 (Must not be regulated as Hazardous Waste). Is hazardous waste equivalent to ‘dangerous waste’ as defined in Washington State? Should the criterion read “…not regulated as Hazardous or Dangerous Waste by state and federal governments.”? It was noted that concentration is a factor and that the group may need to define acceptable levels and possible exceptions to criteria. It was suggested that more research be done on this topic for the next meeting.

· The issue of ethanol as a teratogen was raised. Would there need to be exceptions for chemicals such as ethanol which are known teratogens due to ingestion of alcoholic beverages but may be desirable as a formulating ingredient?  (Philip Dickey followed up on this question by researching the CA Prop 65 list of teratogens.  He reported via email on 01/15/03 “On the issue of ethanol developmental toxicity, the State of CA Proposition 65 list is worded "ethyl alcohol in alcoholic beverages" rather than just ethyl alcohol. So that means that a criterion can be worded without requiring exception language.”)
Voting Roungs II and III

Second round voting took place. Each organization (total of 16 votes) had 10 dots with which to place on chemical criteria they deem most important to have included in the system that the group eventually comes to consensus on. There were four categories of voters including:  4 Institutional Purchasers (blue dots), 6 Users (red), 3 Formulators and Manufacturers (orange), and 3 Policy Makers and Environmental Groups (green).   

The following criteria received the most number of votes:

HH8:

Minimal respiratory irritation


EH4:

Must not contain Endocrine Disruptors


F11:

Must not contain 2-Butoxy-ethanol


P2:

Primary packaging must be recyclable (includes P5)

CEPVI:
New: Mfg or distributor has environmental or sustainability policy and demonstrates continual improvement (EMS) (New attribute category: Corporate Environmental Policies, Voluntary Initiatives)

Discussion followed regarding criteria that received the most votes in round two and is summarized below:

· The requirement for exclusion of endocrine disruptors should also read those compounds that metabolize to endocrine disruptors - such as the case with APEs.

· The criterion “Mfg or distributor has environmental or sustainability policy and demonstrates continual improvement (EMS)” – in the New Category: Corporate Environmental Policies, Voluntary Initiatives – was discussed as one that must be better defined because such a policy may look good on paper but may be difficult to prove in practice. It may be easy to establish a policy that only scratches the surface. It was noted that just because an organization has an ISO14001 environmental management system does not necessarily mean that it has excellent environmental performance or is committed to sustainability. An environmental/sustainability report requirement could help. It was agreed that this criterion is important to the group but needs clarifying. One formulator/manufacturer suggested that all formulators/manufacturers should be required to comply with state and federal regulations.  He noted that small companies may violate regulations but go unnoticed because they are under the State regulatory ‘radar’.

· With respect to F11 (Must not contain 2-Butoxy-ethanol), the criterion focuses on one chemical instead of looking at the attributes that make 2-butoxyethanol undesirable in a cleaning product formulation. It was suggested that criteria should focus on attributes, rather than on an individual chemicals. There was agreement in principle but it was noted that sometimes it is helpful to make a public statement about commonplace (frequently used) chemicals that violate the attributes because these chemicals are singled out in purchasing requirements and Executive Orders. The group will face the same question with regard to APEs. It was suggested that a statement of the attribute should be accompanied by a working exclusion list is a possible solution to this dilemma.  This list would need to be continually updated.  Wording could be such as, “the following chemicals are excluded based on this attribute/criterion and include but are not limited to...”. The list could follow the attribute/criterion in an appendix or footnote.

· The term “suspected”, in reference to carcinogens or endocrine disruptors was questioned as potentially harmful to a company’s image and one participant suggested that the term not be used. It was pointed out that with respect to carcinogens the term “suspected” has a technical definition that is important to use. The concern was that listing a chemical as a suspected endocrine disruptor, asthmagen or whatever could lead to blacklisting a chemical that has not been thoroughly evaluated and may be shown to be ‘innocent’.  

· It was suggested that packaging criteria should be further developed with options that meet performance standards in order to encourage innovation. For example, it may not make sense to focus on recyclability but ignore the benefits of a distributor that provides a take-back or refilling service. This led to discussion about the use of points for meeting performance goals in different categories and the setting of mandatory versus desirable attributes. Further detail will be required with the packaging criteria.  It was suggested that concentrates should also be included under the packaging attribute.

· The challenge of precision in defining a respiratory irritant was stressed, i.e., use of  surrogates such as mucosal irritant, eye irritant, measurements of pH or alkalinity, etc. These details still need to be worked out.

Round three of voting took place and yielded the following criteria with the most votes:


HH6:

Must not be a skin sensitizer


HH7:

Low potential to be absorbed by the skin


EH5:

Must Not Bioaccumulate


EH6:

Must not contain any ozone depleting substances


EH8:

Acceptable VOC levels (to be defined)


F4:

No Alkyl Phenol Ethoxylates (APEs)

Discussion included:

· Need for more detailed definition of attributes such as “acceptable levels” of VOCs.   

· Also need detailed definitions for attributes such as corrosiveness.  Different government entities have different empirical definitions i.e. EPA vs OSHA vs DOT.  It is important to distinguish between corrosiveness to metal, to skin, or as defined by pH.

· Need to review the latest work in use of non-animal tests.  Several corrosivity tests have been approved by OECD and should be included in certification programs. Need to harmonize the definition as required by different governmental agencies and integrate non-animal tests.

After a short break, participants formed groups to evaluate where the group’s selected attributes formulated in the three rounds of voting overlapped and differed from other sets of purchasing and certification criteria outlined in a “Chemical Criteria Matrix”. Specific questions to consider were; how does the UGCA criteria list compare? are there any near matches? can we endorse any of the systems, as is? if not, what would we change?  The purchasing and certification program attributes represented:


Green Seal GS-37 I&I General Purpose, Bathroom and Glass Cleaners


Massachusetts RFR#GR016 for Cleaning Products, Environmentally Preferable


City of Santa Monica, CA Two-Tier Ranking System


U.S. EPA DfE Program Formulator Initiative


Dept. of Interior


Canada’s Environmental Choice Program


Nordic Ecolabeling (industrial cleaning and degreasing)

In general, the groups agreed that there was significant alignment with Green Seal, Santa Monica, EPA DfE, and to some degree Massachusetts. The group concurred with the categories of criteria in principle but disagreed with some of the specific definitions for criteria. It was agreed that the group needs more time and discussion concerning the definitions of the criteria. The group agreed that the UGCA needs to select additional attributes related to packaging, efficacy, training and labeling.  The nature of the voting process ended up relegating these attributes to later rounds of voting.  While the exclusion of carcinogens appears to more important to the UGCA than training, for example, that does not mean that training should not be included. It was agreed that further rounds of voting at Meeting V would be done to ensure inclusion of the additional attributes.  The issue of creating a system to assign positive points for desirable attributes that support sustainability but are not critical to “greenness” was raised.

The following attributes were selected by the UGCA but were not found consistently in the other purchasing and certification systems.  They are identified as ‘discrepancies’:

EH4:

Must not contain Endocrine Disruptors

EH5:

Must Not Bioaccumulate

F11: 

No 2-Butoxy-ethanol

HH7:

Low potential to be absorbed by the skin

HH8:

Minimal Respiratory irritation

CEPVI:
Mfg or distributor has environmental or sustainability policy and demonstrates continual improvement (EMS)

EH1:

Product must not be regulated as Hazardous Waste

The group was not able to find sufficient alignment with one particular program to endorse it without conditions.  One member noted that this should not be disappointing because it  “raises the bar” for standards. It was also noted that other organizations probably spent more time choosing criteria and agreeing on the definitions. Additional discussion focused on:

· The Massachusetts RFR was noted to be very similar to the Green Seal GS-37 certification standard because it is based on GS-37.  It differs by including criteria for both mandatory and desirable attributes. The mandatory criteria are primarily based on GS-37.  The desired criteria were additions. The MA RFR also differs from GS-37 because it was applied to products not covered by GS-37. Lauren Heine agreed to email a copy of the MA RFR to all participants. The idea of including “mandatory” and “desired or preferred” criteria was discussed as a useful model for a standard that might help to promote innovation, continual improvement and competition between formulators, manufacturers and distributors.

· Some of the criteria looked at in UGCA are slightly redundant i.e., EH1 (Hazardous Waste) is partially addressed by EH7 (Must not be combustible). Definitions for criteria may vary from state to state, and the purpose of the UGCA is not to change laws, but to work within the current regulatory framework.

· Some participants felt colors (F16) are important and necessary for formulation. Color helps verify appropriate application. Also it was noted that with respect to eliminating fragrance (F17)  it is important to differentiate between chemicals added solely to add fragrance and ingredients used for performance that have naturally occurring fragrance.

Manufacturer / Formulator Panel. 

Lauren Heine introduced and thanked members of the formulator/manufacturers panel. Each panel participant gave a brief introduction and then responded to aspects of the following questions.

Background Questions: 

-  Tell us a little about your company.

-  Why your company is interested in the UGCA meetings? 

-  Does your company have a “green” or “sustainability” strategy, or a green products strategy?

Jim Rimer, President Bi-O-Kleen Industries, Inc:


· Local company, small manufacturer

· Committed to making only green, sustainable products. This is starting to pay off.

· Manufacturing has zero effluent

· Looking for and inventing our own chemistry and formulations

· Won three sustainability awards

· Have strict criteria and have ruled out most of what has been identified as problematic by UGCA

Robert Israel, Director, Corporate Product Responsibility, Johnson Diversey

· Johnson Diversey part of the SC Johnson family

· Cleaning / hygiene solutions 

· Have presence in 60 countries

· Because of heritage, positioned to deal well with the environment and green cleaning

· Have corporate objectives aimed at sustainability, i.e., strategic plans to integrate sustainability into business 

· Want to test the business value of sustainable development- no one has tied all three aspects of sustainability together yet

· Not all the products we have fit the group’s criteria but the focus is on continual improvement

· It is important to understand what attributes are important and to move all products in that direction.  Need to be able to monitor and measure progress.

· Want to give energy to long term improvement

John Marmar, New Business Commercialization Manager, 3M  

· Global company. Do not want to see standards that are restrictive to regions.  Makes it hard for large manufacturers to meet the markets needs with regional standards.

· Company has P2Pays policy, won Presidential award

· Worldwide: decreased emissions by 85%, landfilling by 20%

· Many terms, such as “green” need better defining.  Otherwise they are difficult for companies to comply with

· Have strong Environment Health and Safety initiatives.  Programs include Pollution Prevention Pays, Environmental Health and Safety and Product Lifecycle Management.  Details can be seen at the following websites:

www.3m.com/about3m/sustainability/policies_ehs_tradition_3p.jhtml ; www.3m.com/about3m/sustainability/policies_ehs.jhtml
www.3m.com/about3m/sustainability/policies_ehs_lcm_jhtml
Roger McFadden, VP Technical Services, Coastwide Laboratories

· Local company, 65 years serving Pacific Northwest

· Coastwide is both a manufacturer and a distributor of products

· In unique position because can influence suppliers

· Have strict “Gatekeeper” policy since 1988, i.e., products must pass EHS review (suppliers must give information about ingredients before formulation into products)

· Since 1992 ask makers of products to meet requirements before Coastwide sells to public

· Have a responsibility to check products before distribution to end user

· Have upper management commitment to safeguarding the environment and human health

· Believes that we all have a responsibility for environmentally preferable purchasing and that it is important to have a broad stakeholder group provide direction

· Need to build the business case for executives

Douglas Fifield, Customer Process Engineer, Tennant Co.

· 130 year old medium-sized, global company based in Minnesota

· Historically focus on industrial sweepers and scrubbers but have a full range of products

· Formulate and manufacture products for industrial floor coatings

· Interested in sustainability, in learning about implementation

· Designing products to use smaller amounts of resources such as water or surfactants

· Marketplace is becoming more environmentally aware

· As global company, hear also from the European Union and Asia.  Want to know how Tennant should respond.

Specific Questions:

- What is your view of establishing specific criteria for “green/sustainable” products? Pros/Cons? Consider feasibility.

- How can standards and certification systems be useful to you? What are the obstacles and what would help facilitate your continued development toward sustainability?

- What guidance or advice would you like to give this group?

Main topics covered in the discussion included:

· Criteria need to be adopted as a standard by a large enough critical business mass so that manufacturers can address it, profit by it, and serve their constituency. Criteria are good but one concern is that it’s not economically viable for large manufacturers to carry inventories to match different requirements in different regions. 

· There is concern with the expense of meeting criteria, including the costs of potential tests required to meet criteria. Also, costs of certification, or “seals” may push small entrepreneurial companies out of the market. 

· Criteria are good for defining concepts. They are a way of drawing a line in the sand and moving regions and new information over time. However, what is “green” today is different from “green” tomorrow. One concern is manufacturers ability to deal with that movement. 

· A paradigm shift is required in this country to make suppliers more forthcoming with environmental-based information on chemical profiles. It is the norm in Europe. The information is being requested more and more and is a good thing. Johnson asks for this information via a Raw Materials Evaluation Form (~6 pages long) – all the attributes plus regulatory information. Small companies may have a good product but not the money or human resources to get the information.

· By establishing consensus-based criteria you gain leverage to ask supplier for information but there will be problems if the criteria are not clear and concise because then people start to interpret again. Standardization is for the consumers after all. Role of UGCA may be to reach solidarity with groups working elsewhere on criteria systems. 

· Need to raise the bar but leave room for innovative companies to excel.  Coastwide likes a tiering approach to standards for sustainable products. Need a way to encourage companies to get better even if cant get there yet.

· The value of certification systems is in advertising, i.e., to be able to say you meet criteria and to provide consumer confidence. It would be ludicrous for there to be a requirement to obtain an expensive marketing seal in order to sell to the government.

· An issue that will drive us crazy is if the certification process requires that the product should be certified by the creator of the certification process – as is the case with Green Seal. There is a difference between setting a standard and the process of certification. For example, ASTM creates standards.  Products can be tested against these standards by a 3rd party such as Underwriters Laboratory. Some companies use the standard and have the resources to test internally. Both processes should be allowed because the important part is to test from the same standard. On the other hand, there may be an issue of trust where a manufacturer claims to meet a standard, but is not meeting it. It may be more credible to have 3rd party certification.

· Another option mentioned was to have the process validated so that manufacturers follow the process leading to the use of a seal – i.e., validate the process not the product.  An example of such an approach is the Responsible Care® Program (and a new program being developed by CMPSCA?). 

· One concern is that self-certification doesn’t mean much for the consumer. Third party certification may provide more confidence. Although there is no assurance of ‘no shenanigans’ even when third party validation is used (e.g., Arthur Andersen). Education, labeling and training can help. 

· There is a need for better-defined claims that can be associated with the group’s chosen attributes. Again, terms like “green” or “non-toxic” need to be better defined or not used in order to avoid confusion.

