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Who Are We?
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The Center for a New American Dream is a
non-profit organization helping Americans
consume responsibly to protect the
environment, enhance quality of life and
promote social justice.

www.newdream.org

www.newdream.org/procure

1;,5 From Massachusetts RFR

M ulti-State Approach

This procurement has been designed in consultation with various state and
local governments across the country for the purpose of establishing a set of
minimum criteria that they and others can use in drafting their contract bids.
This effort was coordinated by the Center for aNew American Dream and
included the participation of Massachusetts; Minnesota; Missouri;
Washington; King County, Washington; Phoenix, Arizona; Santa Monica,
California; Seattle, Washington; and the Pacific Northwest National
Laboratory. Additional information on this working group is available from
Marcia Deegler at 617 720-3356 or Scot Case at 610-373-7703.

--Massachusetts’ RFR#GRO16, page 7.
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Original 2001 Problems

*Buying “green” was too much work, took too much
time, and was way too difficult.

*There were not enough people buying environmentally
preferable cleaning products.

D‘;& Original 2001 Solution

*With EPA funding and support, CNAD hosted a
conference call.

v'October 2001
v'Five speakers and more than 120 participants
v'Discussed several successful strategies

v'Provided lots of information and access to
additional resources

eSeveral big related problems arose during the
discussion.
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New Problems
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*There were too many sets of competing standards
and purchasing criteria.

eAdditional standards/criteria are counter productive
if the goal is to maximize environmental protection.

sManufacturers saw EPP as a moving target and were
not responding to RFPs.

;& New Solution

With EPA funding and support, CNAD worked with the
innovative pioneers to reach consensus on a single set
of environmental criteria that could be used nationally.

Goal: Make it easier for purchasers to identify and
buy “green” cleaners.
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Work Group Members

«Center for a New American Dream (facilitator)
<King County, Washington

Massachusetts

Minnesota

*Missouri

<Pacific Northwest National Laboratories
*Phoenix, Arizona

eSanta Monica, California

eSeattle, Washington

*Washington State

p;s Initial Challenges

*Everyone thought their criteria/standard was best.*

*Everyone thought their region faced unique
environmental and human health concerns.*

*Everyone thought local laws required them to stick
with their own criteria/standards.*

eSeveral participants had contracts due to expire in
the very near future.

*Note: The first three challenges eventually proved false. The last meant some participants had to act before the
group reached complete consensus.
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Initial Areas of Agreement
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*Everyone agreed national criteria are important.

*Everyone agreed nation-wide consensus was vital for
success.

*Everyone agreed no existing standard or criteria
would meet everyone’s needs.*

*Later, by unanimous consent, this thought was completely abandoned, but it was a necessary starting point
for the work group members.

¥ Work Group Member Needs

*Protecting human health & the environment
eAddressing local needs

*Promoting local manufacturers & suppliers
eIncluding small suppliers

*Ensuring adequate competition

*Maintaining strict standards

*Ensuring constant improvement in environmental
criteria
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International Standards

International, Federal

eria

Carcinogens, mutagens, &
teratogens
apEs
oocs

Toricity

Eye intation
Skinintation

oH
Figh flashpoint

LowVOC content
Biodegradabiity
Resticion on phosphates.

‘Aguatc 1iciy

Dyes and fragrances.

Employee taiing programs
Corporate Envonmental

Program
Ingredients deried fom natural
SARA Tile i
Disinectants (n cleaners)
Aerosol cans

Product continer & packaging

Other profibied ingredients or

cana
Emionmental
Chaice.

Prohibied
Pronibied

<ox
acutely or acutely
toxic ingredent

Noinewrsibe
damage to skin
He13

content

phosphorous

1% max. €
max. NTA; aromatic:
Sohents; butory
etnanol chiriated
sohents

Profibited
Halogenated orgarics
protibited

24 phosphorusiL max.

o
algae (Caogz  <1moiL

Gosmetic o oo
grade; fagrances
prohitited

Chioinated packaging
prohitited
5 NTAIL max.; EDTA,

are pobibited

& ECP - Chemical Products Purchasing Criteria
dian Nordc Ecolabeling | Green Seal Epa.

Profibiied

LDsoral5 000mg/
kg
LCudermal>2,000

(inha)>20,000ppm

Readily
biodegradae.
0.5% phosphates.

o> L0mglLfor
daphoia (astvs),
algae 96hvs), o
daphvia (14dy) or
‘an LCzo>1omgL for
fish

ot llowed
No secondary
packaging unless
concentrate;

Heas

.. metals<0.5mglL

‘except Cadmium

(01 mgL)

mercury (0.02mgl)
o disposal

toweleties

GSA (evluation o
prefrabiity lef to
puchasen)

LDsoral}>50mglke:
LCudermal)>200mgikg
e (inhal)>2mg

‘Skinintation potental

At polltion potertel a5
measured by VOC

con
Readly biodegradaie.

Presence o fagrnces.
ordyes.

Reduced or recyclable
packaging

Food chain exposue,

BCFe1
preferable; poduct has
atures to minimize

exposure (0
concentraie

Comparing Everyone to

Everyone
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Debated Attributes
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‘;,5 Lots and Lots of Debates

*Developing list of prohibited chemicals vs. relying on
standard test methodologies.

*Requiring third-party certification vs. allowing self-
certification.

*Green Seal vs. developing completely independent
criteria

What about endocrine disruptors, stricter 1AQ,
animal testing, asthmagens, pH requirements, problems
relying on MSDS data, phosphates, concentrates...

el ots and lots and lots more...
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Information Resolved Debates

One example that took at least four phone calls to
resolve—whether to rely on California Prop65's,
Massachusetts’ TURA, or other lists of chemicals to
avoid or instead rely on a series of performance
standards.

*TURA list includes ___ chemicals, but less than 1.7% would ever
appear in cleaning products. Of those that would appear, all would
be restricted by the other criteria.

*Prop65 list also includes lots of chemicals unlikely to appear in
cleaning products, including caffeine and nicotine.

‘;a Developed Independent Spec
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Addressed Concerns About

Green Seal

*Added product categories not covered by GS-37.

eIncluded mandatory and desirable attributes.

*Did not require Green Seal certification.

*Developed independent verification process.

i

Massachusetts RFR
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eIssued October 2002.

*Work Group members agreed
to the environmental criteria.

eForty (40) pages long.

eAvailable at:
www.newdream.org/procure/cleaners.html
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Massachusetts RFR

*Covers approximately 90 to 95% of cleaning product

needs:

«General Purpose*
*Bathroom*
*Glass*

«Carpet

eDisinfectants
*Floor care

*Hand soaps

* Green Seal certification is available for these products.

;ﬂ Mandatory Criteria

12 mandatory environmental

*Toxicity

«Carcinogens &
Reproductive Toxins

*Skin & eye irritation
*Skin sensitization
«Combustability
*Smog, Ozone, & 1AQ

*Aquatic Toxicity
<Eutrophication

*Aquatic Biodegradability
«Concentrates
*Fragrances

*Prohibited Ingredients

<3 additional mandatory

*Training

*Packaging

sLabeling

11
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Desirable Criteria

eDesirable criteria for all
products

sAdditional desirable criteria
for selected products

Information Request

|||||| -
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It is desirable that bidders
provide information on
asthmagens.
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Current Status of
Massachusetts RFR
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eIssued October 2002.

16 bidders with products from 11 manufacturers.

*Of the 11 manufacturers:
4 have been disqualified
«3 passed completely

4 still being evaluated pending additional information from the
manufacturers

*Products are currently being tested for
effectiveness by TURI.

eAnticipated award mid-March 2003.

;& After Mass. Awards Contracts

*Center will host another nation-wide conference call.

«Center will post updated information to website -
www.newdream.org/procure

*As others use the contract, the web information will
be updated.
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Identifying Products

Products Meeting the Consensus Criteria Will Be
Identified on Center’'s Website—

(1) Green Seal Certification -- automatically qualifies and will be
designated on the website as "Green Seal Certified product.”

(2) Approved by a government purchaser using the Massachusetts RFR
criteria -- will be listed on website as "Approved for use by ,
which used the consensus-based green cleaning criteria.”

(3) Certified by an independent (non-Green Seal) laboratory -- will be

listed on website as "An independent laboratory verifies this product meets the
consensus-based green cleaning criteria.”

(4) Self-certified by manufacturer -- listed as "The manufacturer claims
its product meets the consensus-based green cleaning criteria."

;& Overall Benefits
IT'S FINALLY EASY!!

*One set of criteria.
*One set of necessary documentation.

*Nationwide list of acceptable products will be
developed.

Manufacturers not dealing with confusing and
potentially conflicting environmental requirements.
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Questions and
Answers

Comments Too!
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