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IEEE 1680.2 Imaging Equipment and IEEE 1680.3 Television

JOINT WORKING GROUP MEETING DRAFT MINUTES   

Wednesday, April 21, 2010
Conference Call, 1 – 3 PM EST 

Welcome by Pamela Brody-Heine, IEEE 1680.2 Co-Chair and John Katz, IEEE 1680.3 Co-Chair. 

Roll Call/ Attendance:  See attached attendance list.  
Agenda Review:  Pamela Brody-Heine reviewed the agenda for the call, and noted that reference documents for agenda topics are provided as hot links on the agenda.  Agenda was approved.
Approval of March Face to Face Meeting Minutes:  The minutes for the March 2010 face to face meeting were distributed last week and posted with the meeting materials on our website.   Late yesterday we received comments from a WG member & will make the suggested modifications. There were three main comments: 

1) Note discussion about invited experts 

2) Clarify that straw polls were non-binding & of WG members in attendance
3) Add a comment that several WG members expressed concern that the subgroup approval process was different than what they thought 

There were no additional suggested revisions to the minutes from participants on the call.  The draft minutes will be revised to reflect these comments & redistributed to the WGs. 

Announcements

Call for Patents.  Pamela Brody-Heine referenced the link to the IEEE patent slides on the agenda and provided an opportunity for participants to identify patent claims essential for the use of the standard. 
No patents were identified on this call.

WG Member Affiliation and Dominance

Affiliation. There have been questions about WG members declaring affiliation.  IEEE’s policy on disclosure of affiliation is as follows: 

5.2.1.5 Disclosure of affiliation 

Every member and participant in a working group, Sponsor ballot, or other standards development activity shall disclose his or her affiliation. An individual is deemed "affiliated" with any individual or entity that has been, or will be, financially or materially supporting that individual's participation in a particular IEEE standards activity. This includes, but is not limited to, his or her employer and any individual or entity that has or will have, either directly or indirectly, requested, paid for, or otherwise sponsored his or her participation. Failure to disclose every such affiliation may result in complete or partial loss of rights to participate in IEEE-SA activities. An individual is not excused from compliance with this policy by reason of any claim of a conflicting obligation (whether contractual or otherwise) that prohibits disclosure of affiliation. 

A person who believes that a participant's disclosure is materially incomplete or incorrect should report that fact to the Secretary of the IEEE-SA Standards Board and the appropriate Sponsor(s). 

Pamela explained the difference between employer and affiliation.  They may be the same or different. Your employer is typically the entity that would be reporting you as an employee for tax purposes. If you are consulting or contracted with another entity, your employer and affiliation will typically be different [e.g., your employer, self-employed, or your consulting firm name as the employer; the client(s) as the affiliation]. 
Dominance. In the past few days, there has been a significant influx of individuals seeking membership in a couple of subgroups. The IEEE has received expressions of concern about this, and the IEEE is currently investigating the situation.

Members and applicants are reminded that efforts to dominate an IEEE standards processes are in violation of IEEE policies and procedures [IEEE-SA ByLaws 5.2.1.3 Dominance]. Members and member applicants are also reminded that their behavior in IEEE working groups is also subject to antitrust laws. Finally, members and member applicants are reminded that "dominance" can take either an affirmative form (dominating to get a standard through) or negative form (dominating to block a standard).

A WG member asked in which stakeholder category this was occurring, and which subgroup(s).  Pamela said that it is within the supplier category and occurring in the ESM subgroup.  Another WG member noted that they are also seeing this in the Packaging subgroup.
Subgroup Guidance

Pamela reviewed the April 12, 2010 Subgroup Guidance, The Final Leg for Subgroups: Responding to Comments & Approval Process.  Pamela noted that the guidance was developed in close collaboration with IEEE to ensure that the document was in alignment with both the:

1) Operating Procedures for Study Groups and Working Groups of the Environmental Assessment Standards Committee (EASC) Sponsor of IEEE 1680 Family of Standards of the IEEE Computer Society (WG P&Ps); and

2) Operating Procedures for the Environmental Assessment Standards Committee (EASC) Sponsor of IEEE 1680 Family of Standards of the IEEE Computer Society (EASC P&Ps).
Pamela stepped through the full guidance document.  She made note that while subgroups must consider and respond to all comments from WG members in good standing, subgroups are not required to make changes to the draft standard component to satisfy the issue/concern raised by WG members, if a majority of the subgroup approves to “take no action.”  If no action is taken, the subgroup should record the rationale for its decision. If an issue was already addressed by the subgroup and a vote taken or consensus reached, the group could use this as justification for not revisiting the issue.  

Certain elements of the guidance were developed because members of the WGs raised the issue of what would happen if there was an impasse, and recognizing that the P&Ps do not have a provision for this situation, guidance was developed in consultation with IEEE.  Pamela walked through the guidance on what happens if the subgroup is at an impasse? 

If 75% approval on the draft standard component is not reached by May 31, the following steps may be taken:

· A small balanced Resolution Task Force selected by the WG chairs, in consultation with the subgroup chairs, will review the situation and provide recommendations on how to move forward to get to 75% subgroup approval.

· If 75% approval is not obtainable, the subgroup should consider moving the draft standard component directly to the WG for consideration and approval. 

· If 75% approval is not attained, since the subgroups do business on behalf of the WG, the WG may decide by simple majority to bring a criteria package forward to the WG that has not been approved by a subgroup. Adoption of the draft component for incorporation into the draft standard would require 75% approval of the WG.      

Discussion:

Q)  Is this guidance, or is mandatory?  And if guidance, how do subgroups decide if they are going to follow it or not?  And, won’t approval of criteria by subgroups be a moot point based on this guidance?
IEEE stated that it is meant to be guidance.  
The guidance provides suggestions on how to address an impasse, should one occur.  If a subgroup is at an impasse, the Working Group has the authority to review the draft criteria, reasons for the impasse and actions which had been taken to address the impasse, and take action.   
This is only one possible end result.  The purpose of the subgroups is to develop and adopt criteria, which then become part of the standard.  For the WG to change a draft standard component that has been approved by a subgroup requires a 75% vote of the WG.  This process was designed this way to empower the subgroup to move things forward in a very strong way.  The guidance document just covers what to do if this process fails.  
Q) Clarification was requested on the process – what requires a majority vote, and what requires a 75% vote?

At the subgroup level, any vote on an individual criterion or text needs a simple majority (50%+) approval.  Final approval of the full set of criteria (draft standard component) by the subgroup (May 31 deadline) will require 75% approval.
Q) The guidance document states “if the subgroup is at an impasse, subgroup should consider moving the draft standard component to the workgroup for their approval.”  How would this work?  
A WG or subgroup member can make a motion to bring the draft standard component to the Working Group to finish the work that the subgroup was doing – working through the draft standard component, make necessary revisions, then approve that draft standard component to move it into the draft standard.   A decision by a subgroup to move an unapproved draft standard component to the WG level needs 75% approval.  The WG can also decide by simple majority (50%+) to bring a criteria package forward to the WG that has not been approved by a subgroup. 
Q) What is the expectation that the Working Group will achieve 75% if the subgroup can’t achieve 75%?

Not all the subgroups are balanced, so the expectation is that when something goes to the full Working Group, there will be more balanced representation of stakeholder interests.  
Q) What is process to take a criterion off the table?  
At the subgroup level, the subgroup can decide by a simple majority to take a criterion off the table.  Each criterion has to have a simple majority vote to be incorporated into the draft standard component. If the draft standard component can’t reach 75%, the subgroup can consider removing a criterion.  If a subgroup has approved a draft standard component, the Working Group needs to have 75% approval to remove one criterion from the draft standard component.
Definitions & Special Terms
A draft definitions and special terms document has been created.  Note that:

· Items not highlighted are those terms that were in 1680.1, and are also referenced in the draft criteria of 1680.2 and/or 1680.3.  These definitions can be modified if desired by the WG(s), however, if at all possible for harmonization, it would be beneficial to use the same definitions throughout the 1680 family of standards.

· Items in yellow are new terms (not in 1680.1)

· Some of these new terms have definitions proposed by subgroups, and others do not.  As you work in your subgroups, please use this document both as a resource, and to review and provide input on proposed definitions and suggestions for those terms that do not yet have definitions.

Report Out on WG Review of Draft Criteria

Overall WG Comments

At the request of WG members, we included a survey to provide general overall comments on the draft criteria.  We received 64 comments from 34 WG members.

Some of the recurring themes of the comments included:

· The number of criteria 
· Verifiability of the criteria
· Balance between accessibility and leadership

· Accessibility of manufacturer website declarations/disclosure

· Consistency of terminology

· Impact to small OEMs

Patty and Pamela will be drafting up responses to these comments, and will build off the work of the subgroups.

Subgroup Report Out on WG Comments

Environmentally Sensitive Materials:    
There were about 800 comments on 14 proposed criteria from 84 different commenters.  Three subteams who initially drafted criteria are working through these.  There were some consistent questions on number of criteria and verifiability of criteria.  About 18% of comments received were from non rostered workgroup members – so advisory, and will be dealt with after the other comments.

Material Selection: 

The subgroup had 457 comments.  112 of them are pro forma and 345 need to be addressed.  Identified three main criteria groups, and identified volunteers to look at each of these subsets of criteria.  They are assigning the comments into buckets: comments which may trigger revisions, ones that need a response but no revision necessary, and no response necessary.  Will focus on criteria in which commenters seem to agree that some action needs to be taken.  Hope to have all draft responses to comments in by Thursday.
IE Design for End of Life/Product Longevity: 
There are 12 criteria in DfEOL – 6 more in life extension.  They received about 600 comments on the DfEOL criteria.  There are a wide range of comments.  Classified comments into 4 categories and gave that guidance to the sub-subgroups.  These groups will be drafting responses and possible revisions to criteria.  

TV Design for End of Life:

They have 15 criteria, and received 409 comments, from 48 separate commenters.  The subgroup has not met yet.  They plan to proceed as other groups have.  They received both minor and major comments.

TV Product Longevity:
They have 5 criteria, and did not receive many comments.  Of the ones they did receive most are straightforward, so there are a fairly small number of comments they will need to work on.

IE Energy Conservation:  

This subgroup received comment from 59 commenters on their 9 criteria.  They have met and are working through their responses.  They hope to have draft responses for their meeting next week.
TV Energy Conservation:  
This subgroup received about 200 comments and will be meeting on Monday to begin working through them.  

EOL Management:
This subgroup has 1 required criteria, 5 optional criteria, and Annex A.  They have received about 800 or so total comments.  They have identified authors of draft responses for three subsets of criteria, and will start reviewing these draft responses at the May 3rd meeting.   Overall comments included that the required criterion is too cumbersome.  However, there were many different perspectives on how to address this.   
Corporate Performance: 
This subgroup has 10 criteria, and received about 20 comments per criterion with 65 separate commenters.  Two buckets of comments: 1) Housekeeping – definitions questions, etc. and 2) More substantive comments with suggested revisions.  They will need to focus time on environmental aspects, and will ask authors of environmental aspects criteria to come back with amended language.  
Packaging: 

They have 7 proposed criteria, received 370 comments, and 344 on the criteria themselves, with 200 of these being substantive.  Most comments focused on verification or things needing clarification, but comments for two criteria focused on overall intent of the criteria.  The sub-subgroups are drafting proposed responses to comments and will bring these to the subgroup for review and approval.
IE Consumables:  
This subgroup has 9 criteria - received comments from 64 IE WG members.  Each criterion received somewhere around 40 to 50 comments.  We have 4 subteams that are working to provide recommendations to the subgroup on responses to comments, and revisions to criteria.  Lots of comments on verifiability, clarification of language, suggested language changes.  Other comments more substantive and will take more time to get through.
IE Indoor Air Quality:  
They have 1 required criterion, and received 25 substantive comments on the criterion.  Overwhelming majority of comments were supportive of criterion.  Got lots of comments suggesting revisiting an optional criterion on IVOCs.  First meeting to discuss the comments is tomorrow.
Next Steps
· Next merged 1680.2 and 1680.3 WG call will be May 20, 1 PM ET.  An email and Outlook Meeting notice will be sent out shortly. 
· Subgroup May 31st Deadline.  Noted that the 31st is Memorial Day, so the actual date will be adjusted, but subgroups should focus on the end of May,
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