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TELEVISION WORKING GROUP MEETING    

Tuesday, October 27, 2009

11 to 1 PM EDT

Welcome from Patty Dillon and Shannon Davis, co-chairs. 

Roll Call/ Attending:  

Walter Alcorn (Alcorn Consulting); Dorothy Allen (HealthLink); Clifford Bast (SustainGroup); Cate Berard (EPA); Pamela Brody-Heine (EcoStewardship Strategies); Gerard Catapano (Consumers’ Union); Paul Chalmer (self); Sue Chiang (Ctr. For Environmental Health); Joyce Choi (Sony); Mike Coop (heyCoop); Derek Dao (Samsung); Shannon Davis (EPA); Patty Dillon (Dillon Env. Associates); Ric Erdheim (Philips); Faridoon Ferhut (CIWMB); Jack Geibig (Univ. of TN); Missy Hayes v (Mitsubishi); Sego Jackson (Snohomish Co., WA); Katharine Kaplan (EPA); Richard Kerr (Bayer); Jum Kim (Corning Display Technologies); Michael Kirschner (Design Chain Assoc.); Richard Krock (Vinyl Inst.); Barbara Kyle (Electronics TakeBack Coalition); Susan Landry (Albemarle); Sergei Levchik (Israeli Chem.); Judy Levin (Ctr. For Environmental Health); Frank Marella (Sharp); Valerie Rickman (ITI); Wayne Rifer (GEC); Mark Schaffer (Schaffer Env.); Steve Scherrer (Bromine Science); Robin Schneider (Public Works Research); Mark Sharp (Sony); Yuichi Somemori (Sharp); Katherine Stewart (TerraChoice); Todd Washburn (Sabic); Ed Weil (Polytechnic Inst. of NYU); Sarah Westervelt (BAN); Aida Sefic Williams (IL Sustainable Tech. Ctr.); Cat Wilt (Univ. of TN); D’Lane Wisner (UK Defra).

Agenda Review:  Patty elaborated on the agenda for the call, and noted that reference documents for agenda topics are provided as hot links on the agenda.  

Approval of September Minutes:  The minutes for the September 29 meeting were approved as distributed by affirmation. Minutes from meetings are posted on the public section of the workgroup after approval. 

General Announcements/Updates:  

Call for Patents:  The co-chairs provided an opportunity for participants to identify patent claims of which the participant is personally aware and that may be essential for the use of the standard. No patents were identified on this call.

Final Standard Development Principles:  On the September call, we reviewed the 1680 draft standards development principles, which were pending approval.  The principles have now been approved with no additional changes. There is a link to the final document within today’s agenda. The principles are also posted on the public portion of the IEEE website in the EASC section.

Nov 17-18 IE-TV Face to Face Meeting in Washington DC:  The joint meeting of the 1680.2 and 1680.3 Working Groups is scheduled for November 17th and 18th in Washington D.C.  Patty reminded everyone to register if they have not done so.  

Patty reviewed the draft agenda, which is still evolving. The current draft has been restructured to accommodate the requests of some stakeholders to allow more time for substantive discussions of draft criteria and issues.   

Overview of Television Display Technologies & Environmental Issues & Benefits, Derek Dao, Samsung Electronics:  Patty thanked Derek for his willingness to present this overview to the Working Group.  His presentation was linked with the agenda, titled “TV Display Overview Derek Dao 10-27-09.ppt.”  Derek  acknowledged that this presentation was developed for the 1680.3 Working Group, and is not intended to represent Samsung.  The presentation covered several topics, including material composition, hazardous substances, energy, and recyclability of different display technologies.

The presentation was followed by questions & answered. Derek as well as other TV manufacturers on the call responded to questions. 

Q:  The presentation discussed on-mode and stand-by mode. Are there similar issues related to data-acquisition mode (DAM)?

A: This is different from manufacturer to manufacturer. Many TV manufacturers are working toward the compliance levels required in the current version of ENERGY STAR.

Q: What is being done related to recycling LED backlights?

A:  These have been recently introduced, and manufacturers and recyclers are still exploring solutions for recycling.  Studies are underway to better understand the fate/transport of materials of potential concern in LED backlights.

Q: What about off-spec materials being sent for recycling? Is there manufacturer-based direction on how to recycle these?

A:  No, there is no current direction from manufacturers to recyclers.

Q:  For LEDs are there different substances of concern? Are there opportunities to use other types of technologies that could reduce impacts from shredding during the recycling process?

A: (From general discussion) TVs use white LEDs for backlights, which do not contain gallium arsenide.  Reference was made to a current LCA study by DOE, which is more for lighting products, but should provide good data for our purposes. Not aware of other substances of concern in LEDs.

Q: What about trends to encourage recycling of panel glass?

A:  Not aware of any new trends on this issue.

Q: Are there any changes in the use of nitrogen tri-fluoride in the manufacturing of LCDs?

A: (From general discussion):  One manufacturer referenced internal reports that it is used and captured at a rate of 95% during the manufacturing process.  Another stakeholder raised a concern about residual amounts left in the containers used during manufacturing. 

Q: Are there decision points that manufacturers use to decide how much recycled material is used in a part?  Is there a standard amount?

A:  This varies from company-to-company, and model-to-model. One manufacturer noted ranges of 0 – 80%.

Q: Why is it more expensive to use post-consumer recycled material?

A:  (From general discussion):  Manufacturers noted that PCR material costs more on a unit basis, which drives up product costs.  Cost can also depend on the location of the material because transportation adds significant costs.  There may also be fluctuations due to the stability of markets for set volumes and quality of recycled materials.  Several manufacturers noted difficulty in sourcing stable quality and quantity of different plastics.

Q: Are bio-based plastics any cheaper or more suited to use with electronics? Would use of bio-based plastics remove some of the known issues with electronics recycling?

A: No real experience yet on use of bio-based plastics.

Q:  How do you arrive at your assessment of “moderate” in terms of recyclability of various materials streams?  Is there a design stage that looks at these issues?

A:  There are internal design metrics used for various materials that are considered in conjunction with cost estimates.  Recycling is considered alongside other environmental impact considerations such as energy consumption during use.

If there are additional questions, please send them to Patty and she will circulate them to the manufacturers in the group.   

It was suggested that perhaps, in the future, EPEAT could better reward manufacturers that are actively pursuing the types of data and information that have been discussed here today.  Performing an LCA is something that the Corporate Performance subgroup is considering.

Environmentally Sensitive Materials Subgroup Queries for TV WG

The merged subgroups were tasked with coming back to the WGs if/when specific questions arose that are product specific.  This is the first such query that has come back to the TV WG. Patty referenced the document “ESM Criteria Discussion Hg and Batteries” that provides a comparison of the 1680.1 and proposed 1680.2/1680.3 criteria for mercury in light sources criteria. The Environmental Sensitive Materials subgroup is proposing to replace two 1680.1 criteria (4.1.3.2 Optional – low threshold for amount of Hg in light sources and 4.1.3.3 Optional – Elimination of intentionally added Hg in light sources) with one criteria (Optional – Elimination of RoHS exemptions for Hg.)  The question for the WG is whether the proposed 1680.2/1680.3 Hg criterion accomplishes the same objective (to eliminate Hg in light sources) as the 1680.1 criteria?  (Note: compliance with RoHS is still a required criterion.)

The subgroup thought that this proposal might accomplish the same objective as the  criteria related to mercury in 1680.1, but were not certain. The threshold of 0.01% (<1000 ppm) would apply if there was no exemption claimed.  Several concerns with the proposed criterion were raised: 1) It would make verification more difficult. The current 1680.1 criterion is very clear (“no intentional introduction of Hg in light sources”), while the proposal would add ambiguity (“elimination of RoHS exemptions for Hg”.)  2) It would favor LED technology; 3) Mercury elimination is an important issue for purchasers. The proposed wording is not as transparent/clear as the 1680.1 criterion. A purchaser would need to know what the RoHS exemptions mean.  
As next steps, Patty suggested that the WG first determine the technical equivalency of the proposal compared to 1680.1, and then consider the verification and transparency issue. Patty asked manufacturers if they could find out if the current RoHS Hg limit (1000 ppm) would be the same as no intentionally-added mercury in light sources.  We will discuss it at the November meeting, along with the battery issue.

Next Steps:  

· November 17-18 meeting in Washington, DC. 

· Subgroups will provide their initial draft criteria at the meeting, so it should be quite engaging!

