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IEEE 1680.2 Imaging Equipment and IEEE 1680.3 Television

JOINT WORKING GROUP MEETING MINUTES  

Thursday, December 9, 2010
Conference Call, 1 PM – 3 PM ET 

Pamela Brody-Heine, IEEE 1680.2 Co-Chair and Patty Dillon, IEEE 1680.3 Co-Chair called the meeting to order.
Roll Call/ Attendance:  See attached attendance list.  
Agenda Review:  Pamela Brody-Heine reviewed the agenda for the call. Pamela noted that the call may include informal real time nonbinding polling to assess support for the 4.6.1.1 amendment.  The real time polling will include WG members in attendance but will not be able to accommodate proxy voting.  

After an amendment option is determined a Survey Monkey will open that will close at 5 PM Pacific (8 PM Eastern) today.  As usual, proxy voting will be allowed for the survey monkey vote
Hearing no objections, the agenda is approved.

The agenda was approved by affirmation. 
Meeting Protocols: Pamela reviewed the meeting protocols.
List of Proxies (WG member holding proxy in parenthesis)

Proxies were announced by posting on WebEx at the start of the call.

	1680.2 WG
Don Wright, Lexmark (Chris Saunders)

Anne Peters, Gracestone (Mark Schaffer)

Cathie Gosnell, Premier Safety Institute (Beth Eckl)

Leslie Jackson, Sutter Health (John Handzo)

John Macaluso, Teknor Apex, (Rich Krock)

Stephanie Castorina, IPC (Fern Abrams)

Karen Pollard, EPA (Jenny Stephenson)

Holly Elwood, EPA (John Katz)

Karen Cook, Alameda County (Sego Jackson)

Rachel Baker, Kaiser Permanente (Sue Chiang)

Wayne Rifer, Green Electronics Council (Mark Schaffer)

Colleen Pickford, ITI (Chris Cleet)

Holly Evans, Strategic Counsel (Mario Rufino)

Dave Cassano, Apple (Kim Holliday)

Steve Tolan, Oce (Brian Gallipeau)

Jos Beekwilder , Oce (Brian Gallipeau)
Renee St. Denis, Sims Recycling Solutions (Larry King)

Tricia Judge, International Imaging Technology Council (Bill Huggins) – need to include

Laura Heywood, UKCRA (Michael Gell) 

	1680.3 WG

Ric Erdheim, Phillips (Chris Cleet)

Shannon Davis, EPA Region 9 (John Katz)

Anne Peters, Gracestone (Mark Schaffer)

Cathie Gosnell, Premier Safety Institute (Beth Eckl)

Leslie Jackson, Sutter Health (John Handzo)

John Macaluso, Teknor Apex, (Rich Krock)

Stephanie Castorina, IPC (Fern Abrams)

Karen Pollard, EPA (Jenny Stephenson)

Karen Cook, Alameda County (Sego Jackson)

Rachel Baker, Kaiser Permanente (Sue Chiang)

Wayne Rifer, Green Electronics Council (Mark Schaffer)

Colleen Pickford, ITI (Chris Cleet)

Doug Smith, Sony (Keiko Yokoyama)

Renee St. Denis, Sims Recycling Solutions (Larry King)


Call for Patents. Patty Dillon provided an opportunity for participants to identify patent claims essential for the use of the standard. No patents were identified on the call.

Approval of November 30 Meeting Minutes:  The minutes from the last Joint IE/TV WG call, November 30, were distributed on 12/1 and again with the meeting materials on 12/6. The draft minutes contain the voting results for the commercial term amendments.  With the exception of criterion 4.6.1.1, all the proposed amendments were approved. See Appendix 2 for detailed results.
The minutes from November 30 were approved by affirmation and will be posted on the public area of our website.

Review of IEEE Policy & Guidance on Commercial Terms

Patty Dillon noted that the IEEE policy and guidance on commercial terms was reviewed on both the 11/18 and 11/30 calls. The document was also provided with the materials for today’s call. Dillon asked if the WG wanted to review these again or discuss further. As there were no requests, the WG moved on to the next agenda item.

Criterion 4.6.1.1 Commercial Terms Amendments
Pamela summarized the status of the commercial terms amendments. The WGs approved all the commercial terms amendments except for criterion 4.6.1.1. Pamela emphasized that the WGs must address this issue; IEEE staff has informed the Chairs that the WGs cannot move the draft standard forward with the current language in the draft.
· Following last week’s vote, the Chairs worked with the IEEE attorney to develop another option for 4.6.1.1.  In the opinion of the IEEE attorney, the new proposed language pertaining to consumer take back does not contain commercial terms.  The CTTF approved this recommendation with 7 in favor and 1 abstaining.  This is the highest level of approval that we have gotten from the CTTF on an amendment for this issue of 4.6.1.1.  This is also the most favorable opinion that we have received from legal counsel.

· On 12/3 this amendment was sent to the WG for approval. Since the Chairs received several requests from WG members to have this call to discuss the proposed amendment prior to voting, the Survey Monkey was aborted, and we are convening this call. It is the Chairs’ understanding that the requests to have this WG call today were primarily based on a desire to discuss the amendment within the WG and make sure that everyone was in agreement on the interpretation of the new language. 
Pamela reviewed the amendment summary document that was distributed with the meeting documents, including the language that appears in the current drafts of the standards as approved by EOL Subgroup.
Patty provided background on the 12/3 amendment. After the last amendment (11/22 amendment) failed, the Chairs worked in consultation with the IEEE attorney and staff to try to develop draft language that, to the extent possible, addresses both commercial terms and maintains the original intent of the subgroup, and can achieve consensus support of the WGs. In this context, the 12/3 amendment as follows was proposed by the Chairs.  
For consumers, the manufacturer shall assume financial responsibility for the product take back service.  For commercial customers, the service can be purchased separately provided that it is offered at a competitive price.

It was the attorney’s opinion that this language -- and specifically the phrase “assume financial responsibility” did NOT contain any commercial terms since it did not prescribe, and in fact, was silent on price and pricing mechanisms. The language is flexible and would allow manufacturers, if they choose, to internalize the cost of take back into the product price or charge a separate fee at the point of sale. The Chairs don’t believe that manufacturers would embrace a fee in such a competitive marketplace, but the criterion language wouldn’t rule it out. In addition, the proposed amendment would provide manufacturers with the option of providing and funding the take back service themselves or in conjunction with other manufacturers or retailers. 

Financial responsibility for take back service: Payment for collection and processing of equipment for reuse, refurbishment, remanufacturing, and/or recycling. 

Note:  manufacturers have the flexibility to assume financial responsibility individually or in conjunction with other entities such as other manufacturers or retailers; and to determine how to fund the take-back service. 

Working Group members commented on the 12/3 CTTF recommendation. Some WG members voiced support for the recommendation, while some industry stakeholders expressed concerns that the term “financial responsibility” was not clear and could use a definition. It was further suggested by some industry stakeholders that “financial responsibility” was still a commercial term and the two sentences should be struck from the criterion entirely. WG members were not in agreement on whether the amendment preserved the intent of the subgroup.
After approximately 30 minutes of discussion an informal nonbinding poll was opened up to gauge support for the 12/3 recommendation.   Of those voting, 65% supported the 12/3 CTTF recommendation.  Following announcement of the results, WG members that voted “no” were asked to share what it would take to change their votes to yes.  A second poll was conducted for removing the sentence(s) altogether that refer to pricing – 55% of voting WG members supported this proposal.  
The discussion continued on what could be done to build support for the 12/3 CTTF recommendation.  A definition of “financial responsibility of product take-back” was explored.  The following definition was posted on WebEx:

Financial responsibility for take back service: Payment for collection and processing of equipment for reuse, refurbishment, remanufacturing and/or recycling.

Note: manufacturers have the flexibility to assume financial responsibility individually or in conjunction with other entities such as other manufacturers or retailers; and to determine how to fund the take-back service, provided that a fee is not incurred at the point of service. 

A third poll was taken on incorporating a definition into the 12/3 CTTF recommendation.  This proposal received 31% approval.  A final poll was taken to assess support for the previous 11/22 CTTF recommendation.  This poll garnered 56% approval.

The Chairs said that they would be shutting down the Survey Monkey to reconfigure the questions to include the two options that received the highest levels of support during the polling. The Survey Monkey will be open until 5 pm pacific (8 pm eastern). Everyone needs to vote or revote, even if you voted in the Survey Monkey that was aborted earlier this week. The Chairs emphasized that when evaluating the proposed amendments, the voting question is whether the proposed language resolves the commercial terms issue, while preserving, to the extent possible, the original intent of the draft criterion. The decision facing the WGs now is NOT about the substance of the criteria in general.
The Chairs noted that if we cannot get support for this amendment, we will need to schedule calls for January and continue the discussion.
Draft Standards Approval Process 
The Chairs reviewed the process for approval of the draft standards.

1) Following approval of an amendment for criterion 4.6.1.1, Patty and Pamela will send out the revised draft standards and the Survey Monkey URL to the full workgroups for a vote. The draft standards will be voted on separately by each of the WGs. They’ll be two URLs, one for 1680.2 and one for 1680.3.  If you are a rostered member of both WGs, you must complete a SM for each standard.

· The vote is on whether or not you can live with the draft standard going forward to ballot – NOT if you like everything in the entire standard.  The Chairs asked WG members to recognize the incredible amount of work that everyone has put in to crafting the standards to this point. With such a broad range of stakeholder interests on the WG, no one will, or should expect to, get everything they want. 

· The Chairs also noted that any revisions to the draft standards that are proposed as a result of the WG approval process must be approved by the WGs. Bear in mind that the WGs already went through an extensive amendment process, and voiced their consent or dissent of numerous proposals to modify the draft standards. 

· Finally, during balloting all stakeholders participating in the balloting group will have the chance to provide detailed comments on the standards, and revisions can be made to the standards in response to these comments.

The basic question that the SM asks is whether you approve of the draft standard or not. If you approve of the draft standard you have one box to check off and you’re done.  If however you vote “no” you do not approve of the draft standard, you must identify what revisions you would need in order to change your “no” vote to “yes.”  
2) The Survey Monkey will be open for 2 weeks after it is issued. If the 4.6.1.1 amendment passes today, the Survey Monkey will open tomorrow.  

The Chairs agreed to poll WG members on their preference for leaving the Survey Monkey open for 2 weeks, closing 12/24 or 4 weeks, closing 1/7, given the upcoming holidays.    
3) Co-chairs will compile the survey results and share with workgroups.  The complete voting results, including the specific revisions requested and the submitter, will be distributed to the WGs for review and discussion.   
4) If the WGs achieve a 75% approval of sending the draft standards out to ballot, then the balloting process will be initiated.  Information on how to join the balloting group will be sent back out to the working groups at that point.  

5) If the WGs do not achieve 75% approval, then the Workgroup Co-Chairs will form a Resolution Task Force to determine changes to make to the standards in order to get to a 75% approval rating.  The revised draft standard will be sent out to the full workgroups following the completion of their work, and an informational workgroup meeting will be held to walk through the changes.  

6) Following the informational meeting, a second Survey Monkey will be sent out to vote to approve to send the standard going out for balloting.  

7) If 75% is not achieved, the RTF will meet again to address remaining issues which will allow the workgroups to get to a 75% approval.

Next Steps
· The Survey Monkey on the amendment to criterion 4.6.1.1 closes today at 5 PM Pacific/8 PM Eastern.  
· If we do not get approval of the amendment, then we will resume WG discussions on how to resolve the commercial terms issue for criterion 4.6.1.1 in January.

· Once we get approval of an amendment to criterion 4.6.1.1 we move to approval of the draft standards as just discussed.

Meeting Adjourned
Attachment 1
IEEE 1680.2 & 1680.3 Working Groups Attendees, December 9, 2010

Allen Blakey, Vinyl Institute

Ashley Foster, SCS

Barbara Kyle, ETBC

Ben Knudson, Hennepin County

Beth Eckl, Practice Greenhealth

Beverley Thorpe, Clean Production Action

Bill Huggins, Static Control

Brian Gallipeau, Oce

Brian Hilton, RIT

Carol Hetfield, EPA

Charlie Pizarro, Center for Env. Health

Chris Cleet, ITI

Chris Saunders, Lexmark

Cindy Erie, E-World Recyclers

Colleen Pickford, ITI

Daniel McNamara, Catholic Healthcare West

Dave Krupar, Charles Schwab & Co.

David Hogan, Central Texas Zero  Waste

Dewey Pitts, Lenovo

Diane Williams, Corning

D’Lane Wisner, ACC

Ed Weil, Polytechnic Institute of NY

Eric Gilbert, Acer

Eric Harris, ISRI

Erica Logan, ITIC

Fareed Ferhut, CalRecycle

Fern Abrams, ITI

Frances Cabrera, Canon USA

Gail Lee, University of CA San Francisco

Gerry Kelly, InfoPrint

Hallie Smith-Petee, PolyOne

Herman Hall, Vinyl Institute

Hiroshi Uramoto, Ricoh

Jack Price, FL DEP

James Mejia, Redemtech

Jason Kelley, Lexmark

Jason Linnell, NCER

Jeffrey Jacoby, Texas Campaign for Env Fund

Jenni Chun, LG
Jennifer Miyamoto, Xerox

Jenny Stephenson, EPA

Jessian Choy, City of San Francisco

Jim Arnold, Rissa Studios

Jim Hulbert, Pitney Bowes

Joe Burquist, HP

John Handzo, UNR Business Env Program

John Katz, EPA

Jon Fairhurst, Sharp

Jonathan Wood, Defra

Joseph Yob, Creative Recycling Systems

Judy Levin, Center for Env. Health

Justin Lehrer, StopWaste.Org

Kathy Fox, Washington Hospital Healthcare

Keiko Yokoyama, Sony

Ken Lowe, Vizio

Kim Holliday, consultant on the behalf of Apple

Larry King, Sims Recycling Solutions

Ligia Bejat, Lexmark

Lisa Sepanski, King County Solid Waste 

Malia Zaman, IEEE

Marcus Chong, Fujistu

Mario Rufino, Canon

Mark Sajbel, USDA

Mark Schaffer, Schaffer Environmental

Marty Strauss, City of Sacramento, CA

Mary Harscher, Great Lakes Solutions

Michael Gell, Xanfeon

Mike Anderson, Eastman Kodak Company

Mike Biddle, MBA Polymers

Mike Coop, hey Coop LLC

Mike Hutchings, Oracle

Nicola Schirru, self
Pamela Brody-Heine, EcoStewardship Strategies/ZWA 

Patty Dillon, Dillon Environmental

Paul Chalmer, self 

Rich Vernam, Panasonic

Richard Krock, Vinyl Institute

Rick Hicks, CalRecycle

Rob Guzzo, Apple

Robert Hunn, Hospital Safety by Design

Robin Schneider, TCE Fund

Ron Mateas, Epson

Sandra Cannon, US Dept of Energy

Sara Schedler, Friends of the Earth

Sarah Westervelt, Basel Action Network

Sego Jackson, Snohomish County

Sergei Levchik, ICL-IP

Sheila Davis, Silicon Valley Toxics Coalition

Sheila Dormody, Clean Water Action

Skip London, Static Controls

Stacey Foreman, City of Portland

Stacy Guidry, Central Texas Zero Waste Alliance

Stephen Greene, Howland Greene Consultants 

Steve Kuo, Apple

Steve Scherrer, Chemtura

Sue Chiang, Center for Env. Health

Susan Landry, Albemarle

Ted Smith, ETBC

Tim Ringo, Konica Minolta Holdings USA

Todd Washburn, SABIC

Toni Stein, EPP-LCA.org

Tony Jasionowski, Panasonic

Victoria DeYoung, Xerox
Waverly McFarland, PolyOne

Wayne Rifer, Green Electronics Council

Wendy Neu, Hugo Neu Corp

Yuichi Somemori, Sharp

    Zac Trahan, TCE

Attachment 2
Voting Results for Amendments of Criterion 4.6.1.1

	 
	1680.2
	1680.3

	Approval of 11/22 CTTF Recommendation
	41%
	40%

	Approval of 12/3 CTTF Recommendation
	68%
	72%

	Do not support either recommendation
	23%
	17%
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