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EXHIBIT 1.

INTRODUCTION

Industrial Economics, Inc. (IEc), under contract to Resolve and EPA, was commissioned
to independently assess the responses provided by volunteer standards, certifiers, and
ecolabel programs to meeting EPA’s pilot criteria for federal procurement. The

assessment criteria were based on the draft
Guidelines for Assessing Environmental
Performance Standards and Ecolabels for Federal
Procurement, and further developed and refined by
the three product category panels (furniture,
flooring, and paints & coatings) and Governance
Committee, groups facilitated by Resolve in 2015
and 2016. The assessment took place between June
and August, 2016.

In this report, IEc summarizes the assessment
process and results from applications submitted by
22 volunteer organizations and 47 unique

In the report, we used the term
“applicant” to mean all of the
organizations that submitted a
response to the pilot, including
standard development organizations
(SDOs), ecolabel programs (also
called “scheme owners”), and
conformity assessment bodies
(CABs). “IAE” refers to the
“Independent Assessment Entity” -
which in this pilot was Industrial
Economics, Incorporated (lEc).

submissions. It is important to note that at the time of this draft, EPA and IEc are still in
the process of receiving helpful feedback and suggestions from the applicant community,

which is not reflected in this draft report.

The relationship between applicants, and standards is complex and resulted in a different
number of individual assessments for each section of the Guidelines. Many individual
standards had more than one organization applying for assessment, in many cases a
Standard Development Organization (SDO) and a conformity assessment body, as shown

in Exhibit 1 below.

STANDARDS ASSESSED PER GUIDELINE SECTION

GUIDELINES SECTION # ASSESSED NOTES
Unit of analysis for Section | is the development
I: Standards 36 process for the individual standard, but many
Development Process development processes vary little from standard to
standard within the same applicant.
II: Environmental 35 Unit of analysis is the individual standard.
Effectiveness
Ill: Conformit Both CABs for standards assessed under Section Il and
A y y 141 applicants for rules for CABs were assessed in this
ssessment .
section.
. Unit of analysis is the ecolabel program for the specific
IV: Ecolabel Program 34 standard; some standards do not have corresponding
Management ecolabels
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This report first provides an overview of the assessment steps taken, and then presents
global findings that are applicable across sections of the criteria, and across product
categories. We then report on results for each of the four sections of the criteria,
describing key decision rules used in the assessment, and potential alternative approaches
to scoring the assessments, where warranted. Section Il, criteria 1.1 (hotspots) varies by
product category. For this section of the report, we present some specific insights into
each of three sets of hotpots and reflections on scoring approaches that drive the results.

The full and detailed set of results across all of the criteria, and for each of the applicants,
will be provided at the Participant Workspace website for the project. The results also
include comments, reference to additional sources of evidence, and questions from
applicants on the TAE’s findings. Note that in many cases the evidence provided contains
copyrighted and/or Confidential Business Information; therefore, the supporting
documentation will not be posted to the Resolve website and may or may not be available
upon request.

The next step for the pilot process is for the panels and the GC to deliberate on these
results, and to provide feedback on lessons learned during the pilot process. A final pilot
report will make purchase category-specific and general recommendations on the criteria
and will address the pilot’s broader goals, including the potential usefulness of the
assessment results for federal environmentally preferable purchasing, potential for future
assessment updates, the potential business models for future assessments, etc.

ASSESSMENT PROCESS
EPA and IEc took the following steps to complete the assessment process:

1. The invitation to submit a response was issued by the Federal Register Notice
(Issued April 22, 2016: EPA-HQ-OPPT-2014-0838-0023).

2. Applicants submitted first their intent to participate via email alongside their
responses to “scoping questions.” Answers to scoping questions were not
assessed.

3. Applicants then submitted a response to the “information collection instrument”
and emailed additional sources of evidence and documentation to EPA.
Confidential information (attachments or responses to criteria) were marked as
CONFIDENTIAL or CBI in the name of the file or in the text provided.

4. Aninitial completeness check was conducted by the assessment team, to ensure
that responses and adequate documentation were received, and that responses
were clear. In response to the completeness check, some applicants submitted
additional information.

5. The assessment team at IEc conducted the assessment based on the information
submitted. For many criteria, IEc developed decision rules to ensure consistent
and objective assessments across applications. All decision rules are noted in
Appendix B of this report.
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6. Based on the pilot assessment process and results, IEc developed suggestions for
changing approaches for the pilot, for consideration by EPA, panels, and the GC.
These are also noted in Appendix B and in summary results files on the Pilot
workspace.

7. 1Ec sent each applicant a workbook with their initial assessment results, decision
rules, and potential alternative scoring approaches. They were invited to submit
additional comments and information as a response to the assessment. All
responses received are provided within the assessment files in the Pilot
workspace.

Input on the assessment criteria and recommendations on improving the assessment will
be gathered from applicants, panel members, and GC members during meetings in
September and through a short follow-up survey.

HIGH-LEVEL FINDINGS ACROSS SECTIONS

IEc assessed 47 standards submitted by 22 organizations against the relevant 75 criteria.
An additional four certifications were also submitted but were found to be out of scope
for the assessment, due to not being tied to an ecolabel or standard that was under
assessment, or being a type of disclosure tool that was not classified as an ecolabel or
standard (as the EPA pilot project envisaged). It was clear that many applicants spent a
significant level of effort in submitting a response to the assessment and associated
evidence, and in providing post-assessment recommendations and responses.

In evaluating applicants’ responses, IEc set certain decision rules that applied to all
criteria:

« Many applicants claimed that certain criteria were not applicable, but IEc
systematically determined the applicability of each criterion to each application.

» We reviewed all evidence specifically referenced by applicants in their responses
to individual criteria. In some cases, evidence cited was found in the text of the
standard itself. In Section |1, where necessary (i.e., if the applicant provided no
response or claimed that a given criterion was not applicable), we reviewed all
evidence files submitted to make an assessment. However, we only reviewed
specifically cited evidence files for the other sections, due to resource constraints.

« In a few limited instances, the evidence provided did not provide a sufficient basis
to determine whether a standard passed the criterion; we scored these as “not
enough information.” As noted above, “not enough information” was treated as a
“no” in scoring.

No standards met all of the baseline criteria in the initial 1 AE assessment.

This was driven by three main factors (in addition to other issues discussed in this
section):

1. There were many criteria — 75 criteria in total across all four sections— which
required a significant level of effort to meet and demonstrate that they were met.
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2. There were many gaps in the evidence submitted, so it is possible that some
applicants could have met criteria had they provided additional information.

3. There are many baseline criteria (50 across all four sections), all of which were
deemed prerequisites by the Panels and Governance Committee during the
criterion development phase.

Post-pilot, IEC recommends:

« Streamlining the criteria, by recognizing existing accreditations and
determinations of equivalencies for Section | and I11, and reducing redundancies
of concepts across criteria.

« Requiring only a certain percentage of baseline criteria in order to meet the
overall criteria, and/or turning some baseline into leadership criteria.

« Considering allowing more self-attestations as evidence, coupled with a targeted
audit approach for assurance purposes.

Scoping helped to identify the subject for the assessment, but could be refined.

Up front scoping steps conducted with applicants helped to identify the correct sections to
respond to. However, for section 11l (conformity assessment), some organizations
submitted their rules for conformity assessment bodies (CABSs), whereas others submitted
as CABs themselves. IEc assessed both groups in the pilot; however, only those CABs
where the associated standard was also being assessed in the pilot process (for Section I1)
were assessed.

Some applicants applied for all three product categories with one standard, others just one
or two of the product categories. In this case, the results only changed for the product-
category specific criterion (11.1 on hotspots).

Another scoping issue occurred in Sections | and Il, wherein some met recognized
accreditations (for criteria 1.1 and 111.8), yet also went ahead and completed the
assessment (for 1.2 to 1.7, 1.9, 1.11, and 1.13 to 1.18 in Section I, and for 111.8.1 to 111.8.20
in Section I1I).

Post pilot, IEC recommends:

« Improving the clarity of communications as to which organizations should submit
a response to which section of the criteria.

 Providing more information for applicants to ensure an agreed-upon scope before
a full response is submitted and assessed.

« For Section I and 111, reorganizing the criteria and building a two-step process
wherein applicants only need to submit information on the additional sub-criteria
where they are found to not meet the recognized accreditations. Doing so would
help to reduce the level of effort and complexity for both applicants and IAEs in
completing the assessment. An online system can accommodate this.
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Data quality and gaps, limits the ability to rely on “self-assessment”.

The quality of the responses and evidence submitted by applicants varied widely, even
after a “completeness check” and the opportunity for applicants to update responses. In
many cases, applications contained several gaps in responses including missing
responses, missing evidence, and unsubstantiated claims that criteria were “not
applicable.” Notably, although the instructions clearly stated that applicants were to
provide a “yes” or “no” answer as to whether they met the criteria, most applicants did
not follow that instruction and instead provided textual responses that communicated a
yes or no response. Other applications routinely claimed that their standards met criteria
that they clearly did not meet. There were also several gaps wherein no evidence was
submitted, or where evidence submitted did not support the response made. Routinely,
the submissions did not point to specific evidence relevant to specific criterion, making it
time consuming and challenging to assess. In general, where there were gaps in
responses or in evidence, the decision rule used was that there was “not enough
information” to assess the response.

Post pilot, IEc recommends:

« Changing the format for the application to a more structured, ideally online
system that asks direct questions of applicants and requires responses to move
ahead.

« Allowing more self-attestation in lieu of evidence for criteria outside of the
environmental effectiveness realm. However, couple the increased use of self-
attestation with an audit function for assurance purposes.

Over-use of “not applicable”.

Applicants overused the option of stating “not applicable” with no or weak explanation as
to why. Upon further investigation, many of these criteria were found to be applicable. If
the applicant indicated “not applicable” without an acceptable explanation, the decision
rule used was that they did not meet the criterion.

Post pilot, IEc recommends:

o Limiting the availability of “not applicable” as an option, and giving more
explanation as to what would be considered truly not applicable. If “not
applicable” is chosen, applicant explanations as to why this was chosen should be
required.

Further definitions needed.

There was apparent misunderstanding of some criteria by applicants, as some responses
submitted were clearly not relevant to the particular criterion. IEc and EPA developed
some decision rules during the assessment to address this need, and noted where more
definition is needed.

Post pilot, IEc recommends:
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« For all criteria, providing additional guidance and definitions to applicants and
assessors to further improve assessment quality. There is a need for more fine-
grained definitions, thresholds, benchmarks and guidance as to what would meet
and not meet the criteria in an assessment manual.

Answered some but not all of the criteria.

Where criteria had multiple parts, some responses only addressed a part — not all - of the
criteria. Where the applicant met only part of a criterion (but not all of it), the decision
rule used was that they did not meet the criterion.

Post pilot, IEc recommends:

 For those criteria with multiple parts, breaking these out into individual criteria
in the future. However, IEc also recommends streamlining criteria to reduce
redundancy.

International equivalencies may be needed.

For some non-US based applicants, equivalent standards and accreditations were not
provided (nor found with a brief desktop search by the IEc team), making it difficult to
assess their response to some criteria. In these cases, the decision rule used was that there
was “not enough information” to assess the response.

Post pilot, IEc recommends:

« For each criterion, researching international equivalencies to standards cited by
criteria (where readily available), and/or requiring applicants to provide this
information in order to be assessed.

The rest of the report presents findings and recommendations for each of the four sections
of the criteria.
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SECTION I | STANDARD DEVELOPMENT PROCESS

Summary IAE results for Section | are as follows:

INITIAL RESULT PER IAE ASSESSMENT NUMBER OF STANDARDS
Meets Baseline 2
Does Not Meet Baseline 34
Not Assessed 11

Currently, only 2 standards meet the 14 baseline criteria for Section I, which emphasize
various aspects of voluntary consensus and other process integrity procedures for
standards development. The reasons for the low passage rate are diffuse; there is no one
or two criteria driving this result. However, 14 baseline criteria are a lot of baseline
criteria for one topic, and standards had a difficult time meeting all of them. Related, only
5 of the standards participating in the pilot are American National Standards (ANS) that
are assumed to meet OMB’s definition of a voluntary consensus standard. ANS standards
did not need to be evaluated against Section | criteria: 2-7; 9; 11; and 13-18.

Criteria-specific findings for Baseline criteria include:

« For 1.2 (Open Participation): 9 applicants were assessed as not meeting this
criterion and three did not provide enough information and therefore did not meet
the criterion. Many of these applicants did not provide evidence of outreach to
stakeholders, and three did not provide documentation of the identification of
interest categories. IEc recommends potentially dropping evidence of outreach as
a decision rule; or allow self-attestation for the outreach component for standards
developed prior to 2013.

« For 1.11 (Dominance): Seven applicants were assessed as not meeting this
criterion and 12 did not provide enough information and therefore did not meet
the criterion. Of the seven standards which did not meet this criterion, five did not
have policies specifying what constitutes a balance of interest; and two do not use
a committee model, which is a prerequisite for achieving a balance of interest.

IEc recommends changing this criterion to leadership.

« For 1.12 (Conflicts of Interest) Six applicants were assessed as not meeting this
criterion and 11 did not provide enough information and therefore did not meet
the criterion. All of the applicants which did not provide enough information did
not provide evidence of a documented COI policy. All of the standards which did
not meet the criterion lack a policy requiring the disclosure of significant funding
to stakeholders. IEc does not recommend changes to scoring for this criterion, but
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does recommend EPA follow up with the 11 applicants that did not provide
enough information to give them another opportunity to produce, or perhaps to
develop, a binding COI policy.

For 1.13 (Consensus): All applicants that provided information met the criteria,
but 13 did not provide enough information. IEc recommends changing this
criterion to leadership.

For 1.14 (Objections): Thirteen applicants were assessed as not meeting this
criterion and 12 did not provide enough information and therefore did not meet
the criterion. Of the 13 standards which did not meet this criterion, nine provided
policies which did not include a process for appeals; and four self-attested when
not eligible for it. IEc recommends removing communication of right to appeal
from this criterion since it is covered elsewhere.

For 1.15 (Appeals Mechanism): Seven applicants were assessed as not meeting
this criterion and nine did not provide enough information and therefore did not
meet the criterion. All of the standards which did not meet this criterion do not
have a documented appeals mechanism. All of the applicants which did not
provide enough information either did not provide a response, or provided no
rational for claiming N/A. No changes recommended; see recommendations below
on appeals.

For 1.16 (Appeals Process): Ten applicants were assessed as not meeting this
criterion and nine did not provide enough information and therefore did not meet
the criterion. IEc recommends changing this from Baseline to Leadership status.
1.15 is a more basic criterion regarding the appeals mechanism.

For 1.17 (Conflicting Standards): Fifteen applicants did not provide enough
information and therefore did not meet the criterion; all applicants that provided
information met this criterion. Of the 15 applicants which did not provide enough
information, 11 either did not provide a response, or did not provide evidence/self-
attested when not eligible; 4 apparently misunderstood the criterion and addressed
an appeals process instead of conflicts with other standards. IEc recommends
changing this criterion to leadership and clarifying it.

IEc’s additional Section I recommendations post-pilot include:

 De-emphasize the focus on consensus as an outcome. There are criteria in Section

I, including stakeholder involvement, COI policies, and documented mechanisms
for objections, that appear to be fundamental for ensuring reasonableness and
process integrity in a standards development process. However, given the
Government’s ability to specify standards that are not based on a consensus
outcome in certain cases, per OMB A-119, IEc recommends de-emphasizing
consensus as an outcome by switching some Section | criteria to leadership.

 Appeals are covered in three separate criteria in redundant ways. This is

unnecessarily burdensome and confusing; IEc suggests consolidating criteria into
one criterion on appeals.
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« Allow for additional self-attestation in Section I in particular, which would
increase the passage rate. As noted above, combine self-attestation with an audit
approach for assurance purposes.
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SECTION Il | ENVIRONMENTAL EFFECTIVENESS

Summary IAE results for Section Il are as follows:

INITIAL RESULT PER IAE ASSESSMENT

NUMBER OF STANDARDS*

Meets Baseline
Does Not Meet Baseline
Not Assessed

11
21
12

* Totals do not include standards that met Baseline criteria for certain
product categories but not for others. One standard was not assessed
for Section Il because it does not contain environmental criteria.

Currently, 11 standards meet the two implemented baseline criteria for Section I1I: 11.1
(Hotspots) and 11.4 (Weighting). It is important to note that I11.3: (Reputable Sources of
Information) could not be implemented as currently written, due to the difficulty and

level of effort required and the overall resources available for the pilot assessment effort.

HOTSPOTS

IEc applied several decision rules in evaluating applicants’ responses on hotspots. These
rules had a significant impact on the overall results.

« As directed by the Panels and Governance Committee, we required that standards

address all Baseline hotspots for the lifecycle stages they covered. Many standards
did not pass as a result. If the standard clearly did not address a particular lifecycle
stage, those hotspots were determined to be not applicable. Single-attribute
standards generally benefited from this decision rule, although there were some
single-attribute standards that failed because the attribute they addressed was not
considered a hotspot.

Either required or optional practices within a standard were allowed as means to
address a hotspot. Counting only required practices would have further reduced
the number of applicants passing the criteria.

For Baseline hotspots, a management plan approach was considered acceptable.
Leadership hotspots required more specific measures to demonstrate performance
outcomes. This was communicated in the example sources of evidence provided
to applicants.

Furniture Hotspots

Nine standards met the Baseline hotspots for furniture, and four were awarded leadership

credit. Fourteen did not meet the Baseline criteria. Among those that failed, by far the
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most challenging lifecycle stage was pre-extraction and raw materials sourcing, but that
was due to issues specific to forestry standards (discussed below). Excluding forestry
standards, only three furniture standards failed the pre-extraction and raw materials
sourcing stage hotspots; two failed to address the manufacturing stage hotspots; and one
each failed to address the installation and use and end-of-life hotspots. Only one standard
failed to address the hotspots for more than one lifecycle stage covered by the standard.
This suggests that for furniture, the hotspots chosen for the pilot reflect the current state
of the marketplace reasonably well.

Flooring Hotspots

Nine flooring standards met the Baseline hotspots and three met the Leadership hotspots,
while 12 did not satisfy the Baseline criteria. Similar to furniture, the main area of failure
was in the pre-extraction and raw materials sourcing stage, driven by forestry standards.
Excluding forestry standards, four other flooring standards failed to address the hotspots
for that lifecycle stage (two of these also failed the evaluation for furniture, and two were
flooring-specific standards). Also similar to furniture, only two standards failed the
evaluation for the manufacturing stage and one failed the installation and use stage. Only
one standard (the same one as for furniture) failed the hotspot assessment in multiple
lifecycle stages. Again, this relative level of success demonstrates that the flooring
hotspots chosen are consistent with the current market landscape.

Paints and Coatings Hotspots

Eight paints and coatings standards met the Baseline hotspots and four met the leadership
hotspots, while four did not satisfy the Baseline hotspots. Because there were no Baseline
hotspots in the pre-extraction and raw materials sourcing stage or the manufacturing
stage, most of the standards that failed did so because they did not meet 11.1.3, on indoor
air quality. In other product sectors, some standards that failed 11.1.3 were international
standards whose indoor air quality provisions were not readily comparable to the U.S.-
based requirements; however, for paints and coatings, all of the standards failing 11.1.3
were from U.S. organizations. It is also worth noting that none of the standards failing the
hotspots assessment for paints and coatings were paint-specific standards. Thus, as with
the other product sectors, the hotspots chosen appear appropriate given the current state
of the marketplace.

Forestry Specific Sub-Hotspots

To provide more definition where needed to assess the forestry standards submitted, and
to be more transparent and consistent in the assessments, EPA and the IEc team further
defined twenty sub-hotspots specific to forestry standards, as shown in Appendix A. For
example, biodiversity was split into “identify biodiversity types and values pre-
deforesting,” “invasive, exotic and alien species,” “regularly monitor impacts to
biodiversity and adapt management plans as necessary,” and “old growth forests”. These
sub-hotspots were based on a detailed review of relevant literature conducted by EPA
staff. The forestry experts on the Panels will help to further refine these sub-hotspots
based on the initial findings and applicant responses. Forestry standards were required to
meet > 50% of the sub-hotspots to meet each hotspot overall. As with the other standards,

99 e
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forestry standards were required to meet all Baseline hotspots in order to pass the overall
Baseline hotspot criterion.

This approach proved to be challenging for the forestry standards to meet. Only one out
of six passed the overall Baseline hotspots criterion. While the standards generally had
practices on each of the hotspots (e.g., biodiversity), their coverage of the more specific
sub-hotspots (e.g., “old growth forests™) was inconsistent. The endangered species
hotspot was met by most of the forestry standards, but none of the other hotspots were
met by a majority of the standards. Only one standard satisfied the habitat degradation
and biodiversity hotspots.

Overall Hotspots Recommendations

For the pilot assessment and for future efforts, we recommend greater flexibility in
applying the hotspots criterion. Specifically, rather than meeting all Baseline hotspots,
we recommend that standards be allowed to pass the overall Hotspots criterion if they
meet the hotspots for three out of four lifecycle stages. (This would not affect standards
that address three or fewer lifecycle stages.) Requiring that standards meet all hotspots
for applicable life cycle stages could, paradoxically, discourage standards from
addressing a given lifecycle stage at all; allowing greater flexibility would solve this
problem.

A similar approach could be used for the forestry standards. As one possibility, forestry
standards could be required to meet only four or five of the six hotspots. Another option
would be to count an overall hotspot as being met if the standard address 50 percent or
more of the sub-hotspots (rather than requiring a clear majority, as we did in the current
evaluation).

OTHER SECTION Il CONSIDERATIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

No standards passed the other Section Il Baseline criterion: 1.4 (Weighting). Most
standards do not weight attributes, meaning this criterion was not applicable to them.
However, among those that do weight attributes, none provided the type of information
sought (i.e., an explanation of weighting methodologies, including the decision
science/tool used to develop weights). We recommend changing this to a Leadership
criterion; with this change, any standards that pass 11.1 (Hotspots) would meet the
minimum requirements for Section Il as a whole.

Among the Leadership criteria, a relatively high number of standards met 11.5 (toxic
hazards) and 11.6 (disclosure of chemical substances), although the high success rate for
11.5 may be due in part to the nature of the review undertaken for the pilot. For I1.5,
many applicants cited information sources other than the ones that were listed as
examples. In these cases, there is currently no quick check method to assess whether
these other sources are reputable. EPA may also want to consider broadening the current
list, and/or further defining reputable for this criterion as referring, more broadly, to
relevant U.S. federal, select state (e.g., WA, CA), or select EU regulations, policies, or
standards that include listings of Chemicals of Concern.
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1.7 (public disclosure of chemical substances of concern) represents one criterion where
applicants’ performance could improve with better information, and/or a more in-depth
evaluation process. Many applicants cited information sources other than the ones that
were listed as examples. There is no quick check method to assess whether these other
sources of information are reputable. There is also no quick check method to ascertain if
the chemicals addressed by the standard are relevant to the product category. In some
cases, the applicant appeared to have rigorous hazards criteria, but did not provide any
information on the method for developing those criteria, and therefore did not meet this
leadership criterion in our assessment. In the future, applicants may be able to meet this
criterion by providing clearer documentation.

11.9 (innovation): 13 standards were awarded a Leadership credit for the innovation
criterion. IEc reviewed responses, those marked “N/A” by the application, and also
considered reasons other than those stated in the response (i.e. if the standard itself
showed meaningful and innovative criteria). A “yes” was assigned if: 1) the standard
includes additional attributes (beyond hotspots); ii) those attributes are not typically
covered by the other standards reviewed in the assessment for this category; and iii) those
attributes meaningfully address environmental human health impacts (meets leadership
threshold that a specific approach or measurable outcomes are required). IEc excluded
claims regarding the user-friendliness of their system; general social responsibilities; or
common practices that mean the company/ facility is in compliance with applicable laws
and regulations. In the future, assessment for this criterion would greatly benefit from
defining the criteria more closely to 11.1 (hotspots), listing potential criteria that would
meet the threshold of “innovative” for each product category, and providing examples of
what would not meet the definition of innovative.

None of the other Leadership criteria were met by any more than three standards,
indicating that these criteria proved to be very challenging. Regardless, we do not
recommend any changes to the scoring or assessment decision rules for these Leadership
criteria.

Informational criteria (11.10) (determining industry averages): 9 organizations included a
response, but no methods documents were provided. Suggestions for measuring market
averages included:

« The number and percentage of companies in the relevant industry, the number and
percentages of products assessed, and the achievement levels that are being
attained.

» To be based on meeting baseline government standards.

« To be based on literature reviews to determine "business as usual" and "best
practice."

Informational criteria (11.11) (using quantitative vs qualitative measures): 7 organizations
included a response. Many of the standards use a combination of quantitative and
gualitative measures, although quantitative measures were generally described in more
detail; and definitions varied.

INDUSTRIAL ECONOMICS, INCORPORATED 13
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SECTION IIl | CONFORMITY ASSESSMENT

Summary IAE results for Section Il are as follows:

INITIAL RESULT PER IAE ASSESSMENT NUMBER OF ORGANIZATIONS
Meets Baseline 14
Does Not Meet Baseline 27
Not Assessed 6

Using the original Baseline/Leadership designations, 14 applicants met the Section 11l
baseline criteria. Section Il is structured in such a way that if an applicant met 111.8, they
did not need to also demonstrate conformance to 111.8.1-20. In addition, if they met I11.8,
they also met I11.1, 111.2 and I11.3 — as these criteria are covered by the ISO 17065
designation.

As noted in the first section of this report, IEc ran into some scoping problems with this
section of the criteria — some ‘scheme owners” submitted their rules for Conformity
Assessment Bodies (CABs), whereas in other instances, CABs themselves submitted to
be assessed for this section.

Some organizations submitted evidence that was drawn from another standard (to which
they are also a CAB), and in these cases, IEc did not consider this as evidence to meet the
criteria. If the organization were able to prove (or attest) that they used the same
procedure, this type of evidence could be allowed in post-pilot assessments.

Criterion-specific findings in Section Il are as follows:

« For 1.1 (CAB is independent), all 41 applicants met 111.1 (the CAB is defined
and independent to the organization whose products/services are being assessed
for conformity).

« For 111.2 (neutrality as to the specific CAB), 26 organizations met the leadership
criteria and were counted as meeting it if they were open to any CAB that met
their criteria (not just more than one). The 13 that did not generally provided CAB
services “in house”. This should remain a leadership criteria.

 For 111.4 (offers a sliding scale of fees) only 9 organizations met this criterion.
Many who were scheme owners claimed that they are unable to require CABs to
do this or to disclose their fee information. Many who did not meet the criteria did
not submit a response and/or did not provide evidence.

 For I11.5 (disclosing scoring method) — for this, some 21 standards were judged as
“not applicable” for this criterion as they are “pass-fail” binary standards for
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whom it does not make sense to disclose scoring methods. Moreover, there was
some confusion as to whether the disclosure was about the CABs scoring
approach (as intended) or the scoring approach embedded into the standard:
further definition is warranted post-pilot.

For 111.6 (disclosing specific credits achieved by products) like 111.5, some 22
standards were judged as “not applicable” for this criterion as they are “pass-fail”
binary standards for whom it does not make sense to disclose criteria-level results
(as they have to meet all of them). Even of the applicable tiered standards, only
one standard met this criterion, suggesting that this is truly a leadership criterion.

For 111.7 (public access to means of financial support). Only 9 organizations met
this criterion. Many that are scheme owners claimed that they are unable to
require CABs to do this or to disclose their fee information; organizations that met
it were all NGOs proffering 1-990 disclosures to the IRS. IEc recommends that
that this criterion could potentially be cut as it does not provide much descriptive
value.

For 111.8 (Accredited CAB), some 17 organizations met this criterion either as
accredited CABs themselves, or as scheme owners with rules requiring
accreditation. The list of potential accreditations needed to be relevant to the
standard being assessed to be recognized. In addition, only those accreditations
provided by members of either the International Laboratory Accreditation
Coo