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75 Hawthorne Street, San Francisco, CA

Monday, March 15, 2010
Welcome by Patty Dillon, IEEE 1680.3 Co-Chair, and Pamela Brody-Heine, IEEE 1680.2 Co-Chair. 

Attendance:   See attached list of meeting attendees.

Welcome:  Jeff Scott, Director, Waste Management Division, EPA Region 9
Introductions Working Group (WG) members introduced themselves.   It was requested that anyone who identified themselves as a consultant please state their affiliation, if they’re not representing themselves. 
Agenda Review & Meeting Objectives:  Pamela Brody-Heine, Co-Chair IEEE 1680.2 Working Group.  
Agenda of the meeting was reviewed by Pamela. Pamela requested to add “Applies To Recommendations” to the agenda on Tuesday afternoon, since this was inadvertently omitted. The agenda was approved without objection by the WGs.  The main purpose of this meeting is for the subgroups to inform Working Group members of the status of criteria development and the substantive issues being addressed, and to prepare WG members to provide constructive comments through the comment process.  All comments that WGs members would like addressed by the subgroups need to be submitted in writing during the comment period.
Objectives of meeting were explained and include:

· Focus is on content of criteria and informing subgroup decisions

· Discussing the standard development process and timeline

· Meeting not intended to do decisional voting

· Straw polling to gauge support for criteria in broader group.

All presentations for this meeting are posted on the Members Only website.
Work Group Business/Announcements:
· Call for Patents:  Patty Dillon, Co-Chair IEEE 1680.3 Working Group, 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.  

· Approval of Minutes from Joint Working Group Call- February 23, 2010:   John Katz made a motion to approve the minutes; Mark Schaffer seconded. There was no further discussion. The minutes were approved without change by unanimous consent.
IEEE Overview of Standards Development & Ballot Process:  
An overview of the IEE standard development process was given by Malia Zaman, Program Manager, IEEE Technical Program Development.
Don Wright, IEEE SA Board of Governors and Standards Board gave a brief additional review of the standards process.  Specific points highlighted by Don included:
· Balance and Openness – Groups must be balanced, but cannot be balanced through exclusion of members of groups with stronger representation. Balance must be achieved through recruitment of additional members.  

· Membership – Only IEEE members can participate in the final IEEE ballot of the standard.  Some participants will be allowed to vote as invited experts if they demonstrate expertise deemed vital to the standard. 

· Standard classified as an Individual project with an associated lower cost.

Review of IEEE 1680.2/1680.3 Standards Development Timeline & Decision Process:
Holly Elwood, Co-Chair IEEE EASC Committee & Co-Chair 1680.2 WG gave an overview of the 1680 group of standards including upcoming process, timeline, commenting, voting, and the eventual balloting of criteria for the standard.   

Key Dates
· March 18 – April 9 
· WG members provide written comments on draft criteria  

· Verification Review Committee will review criteria and provide comments back to subgroups 

· April 13 – May 31 - Subgroups consider and respond to all written comments received from the WGs 
· June 1 – Subgroups adopt their draft criteria

· June 30 - WGs approve the draft standard for ballot 
· August 1 – Begin first round of balloting

· September – January 2011- Ballot recirculation rounds conducted

· January 2011 -  EASC approval and submission of draft standard to REVCOM

· July 2011 - Published IEEE 1680.2 and 1680.3 Standards 

Additional points brought out in discussion include:
· List of Invited Experts needs to be submitted by June meeting. An invited individual expert is a non-IEEE-SA member who has been invited by a Sponsor to ballot on a specific standards project for the purpose of providing his or her technical expertise to improve the quality of that document. 
· All comments during the balloting process must be addressed in a formal response to comments. 

· Balloting and WG approval of each standard will be conducted separately, though voting on criteria by joint IE/TV subgroups will be done by the combined subgroup.  

A discussion regarding the closure of sub-groups to new voting members was led by Patty Dillon.  It was proposed for WG consideration that no new voting members be allowed to join the voting roster of any subgroup after the internal comment period closes (April 9th) to facilitate the sub-groups reaching timely decisions on criteria under deliberation.  New members would be allowed to participate in subgroups, but only as non-voting members after the closure date.  This change would not affect voting at the WG level, which would remain open to new voting members who meet all of the eligibility requirements for being a voting member. If the WG approves the proposal, it would have to change the P&Ps to reflect the changes. A non-binding straw poll of WG members in attendance indicated that there was not overwhelming support for the proposal, so the proposed change was dropped.
Overview of Draft Criteria Package:
Patty Dillon gave an overview of the current status of draft criteria.  Three documents pertaining to the draft environmental criteria were circulated to meeting attendees prior to the meeting.  The documents were as follows: 
· Summary of Draft Criteria – Criteria approved to be reviewed and commented on by the WG, including those generally agreed to as well as those not yet decided.

· List of Environmental Performance Criteria 
· Criteria Taken off the Table

Environmentally Sensitive Materials (IEEE 1680.2 & 1680.3):
Erica Logan, Subgroup Co-Chair, gave a review of individual draft criteria for Environmentally Sensitive Materials (ESM) for both IEEE 1680.2 and 1680.3 Standards.  The review included both criteria generally agreed to as well as criteria developed but not yet decided.  Erica’s presentation covered the criteria in the Summary of Draft Criteria document.
WG members were provided the opportunity to ask clarifying questions.

Erica reviewed the current level of voting support for the ESM criteria, and solicited thoughts from meeting participants on how to move the criteria towards consensus. Discussion topics included:
· Safer Alternatives. Concerns about Safer Alternatives criteria centered on product inventory and the capability of the supply chain to provide the required information.  The WGs discussed the merits of suppliers specifying materials for these parts and whether that is feasible. 
· Greenhouse Gas Emissions from LCD manufacturing (4.1.9.1).  It was explained that this criterion covers reductions in fluorinated compounds in LCDs only. The WGs discussed that it should be modified to clarify that the 90% reduction is an on-going practice as opposed to an historical record.  Use specific 90% target as the criterion. 
· Organohalogens (4.1.8.1).  The WG discussed the inclusion of this criterion in the Standards.  Topics brought up included the likely emissions, disposal routes, merits of inclusion by precautionary principle, and others.  
Pamela reminded stakeholders to be specific when they submit written comments on these and other criteria in the near future to facilitate the advancement of the criterion.  

Tuesday, March 16, 2010

Welcome by Patty Dillon, IEEE 1680.3 Co-Chair, and Pamela Brody-Heine, IEEE 1680.2 Co-Chair. 

Introductions – People who were new to the meeting introduced themselves.   

Materials Selection (IEEE 1680.2 & 1680.3):  
Paul Chalmers and Mike Biddle, Subgroup Co-Chairs, gave a review of individual draft criteria for Materials Selection for both IEEE 1680.2 and 1680.3 Standards.  The review included both criteria generally agreed to as well as criteria developed but not yet decided.  The presentation included the criteria in the Summary of Draft Criteria document.  
WG members were provided the opportunity to ask clarifying questions.

Paul solicited comments from the group on the following topics:

· Required Minimum Post Consumer Recycled (PCR) Content. The WGs discussed the pros and cons of establishing a required PCR threshold and, if so, what the threshold should be. Those in support of such a criterion questioned why the threshold was so low, when states such as CA have requirements for 10% PCR content. Concerns about a required PCR criteria converged on the availability of a continuous supply of PCR resins to avoid disruptions in production. A couple of straw polls of WG members in attendance were conducted (all non-binding) with results as follows:

· A straw poll of all WG participants showed narrow support (40 for – 30 against) a required PCR-content criterion.  

· Straw polling by WG returned slightly more favorable results for TVs:

· Television WG voted 28-13 in support of a required PCR criterion

· IE WG voted 29 - 21  in support of a required PCR criterion

· Derived from Edible Plant Parts – The WGs briefly discussed the whether the renewable/biobased criteria should restrict resins derived from edible plant parts.   

Patty reminded WG members to be specific when they submit written comments on these and other criteria to facilitate the advancement of the criteria.  

End-of-Life Management (IEEE 1680.2 & 1680.3):  
Mark Shaffer and Walter Alcorn, both Subgroup Co-Chairs, gave a review of individual draft criteria for End of Life Management (EOL) for both 1680.2 and 1680.3 Standards.   John Katz (EPA) presented the optional criteria developed by a sub-team of the subgroup.  The criteria presented included both criteria “generally agreed to” by the subgroup as well as criteria “developed but not yet decided” as outlined in the Summary of Draft Criteria document.  
WG members were provided the opportunity to ask clarifying questions.

Discussion topics included:
· Annex A was presented and the WG members were provided the opportunity to ask clarifying questions about the material in the Annex.  Annex A is still under discussion and revision by the subgroup.

· Optional criteria were presented by John Katz, and the WG members were provided the opportunity to ask clarifying questions. John noted that the Optional Criteria sub-team of the subgroup might submit several additional criteria for WG comment. This sub-team will be allotted additional time (until April 1) to further discuss and refine several criteria that were proposed by sub-team members, since the sub-team was never given the opportunity to make a conscious decision on the fate of the criteria (i.e., send them to the subgroup for discussion or take them off the table.) Any additional criteria that are approved by the sub-team (non-binding) for submittal to the subgroup will be included in the WG comment period as “not yet decided.” Following the WG comment period, the subgroup will have the opportunity to discuss, modify, and approve/reject these additional criteria.     

Corporate Performance (IEEE 1680.2 & 1680.3):  
Shannon Davis, Subgroup Co-Chair, gave a review of draft criteria for Corporate Performance for both 1680.2 and 1680.3 Standards.  The review included both criteria generally agreed to by the subgroup as well as criteria developed but not yet decided by the subgroup.  Shannon’s presentation covered the criteria in the Summary of Draft Criteria document.  
WG members were provided the opportunity to ask clarifying questions.

Shannon solicited thoughts from the group on how to move the criteria towards consensus.  Discussion topics included:

· Manufacturing Aspects. – The WGs group discussed and offered suggestions for improving or modifying proposed requirements around the disclosure of environmental aspects from supply chain manufacturing.

· OEM Definition - The definition of OEM was discussed and the challenges of defining for these Standards were commented on.  

“Applies To” Section:
John Katz (EPA) led a presentation on the purpose and recommendations for the “Applies To” section for criteria. Guidance for consistently defining the “Applies To” section across the Standards  was developed by the Applies To Task Force.  
The purpose of the “Applies To” section is to clearly define which types of products are subject to a particular criterion. In the context of these standards, the primary distinction is made between products that are destined or intended for sale primarily for institutional markets versus products that have broader consumer and small business markets. Generally, the “Applies To” section should not be used to distinguish among products based on function, composition, or features, as that complicates registration and verification of products. We have provided guidance on how to incorporate these distinctions in the body of the criteria. 

Proposed Definition: 

1. For criteria that apply to the product, the manufacturer should declare whether the product is an “institutional product” based on the following criteria: 

· Only available for purchase through authorized dealers or resellers

· If sold directly, are marketed primarily as a product for “business” or “enterprise” or equivalent.

2. For specific services that must be supplied by the manufacturer, they will be based on actual sales as follows:

a) Sales to institutions

b) Sales to consumers

This definition will be included in the criteria, and the manufacturer will not need to declare where the product is sold.  However, it will be verified. 

WG members were provided the opportunity to ask clarifying questions.

· Pamela stated that she and Patty intend to go through all of the proposed criteria and attempt to clean up the “applies to” section and make suggestions back to the subgroups on how they might adapt criteria to be consistent.  

· The WG Co-Chairs agreed to upload the “Applies To” recommendation document into a Survey Monkey for comment during the WG comment period.

WGs separated for the remainder of the day to hear reports from subgroups specific to each Standard.  

IEEE 1680.2 Imaging Equipment WG Breakout

Indoor Air Quality (IEEE 1680.2):  
Josh Saunders, Subgroup Co-Chair, gave a review of the criterion for Indoor Air Quality for the 1680.2 Standard.  The criterion presented by Josh is in the Summary of Draft Criteria document.  
WG members were provided the opportunity to ask clarifying questions.

The WG discussed the one optional criterion that the subgroup had voted to take off the table.
Energy Conservation (IEEE 1680.2):  
Holly Elwood, Subgroup Co-Chair, and Chris Saunders, Subgroup member,  gave a review of individual draft criteria for Energy Conservation for the 1680.2 Standard.  The review included both criteria generally agreed to as well as criteria developed but not yet decided.  The criteria presented are in the Summary of Draft Criteria document.  
WG members were provided the opportunity to ask clarifying questions.

Holly solicited thoughts from the group on how to move the criteria towards consensus.  Discussion topics included:
· Merging of Criteria. Feedback was sought on merging several criteria.  

· Dynamic Link to Energy Star. The WG discussed the merits of dynamically linking the proposed Energy Star criterion. Several purchasers registered their strong support for a dynamic link. 
· A non-binding straw poll of WG members in attendance was conducted to gauge support at the conclusion of the session:

· IE WG voted 20-2 in support of including a dynamic link in the Energy Star criterion

IEEE 1680.3 Television WG Breakout

Patty Dillon, IEEE 1680.3 Co-Chair, welcomed WG members and reviewed the agenda for the  afternoon and Wednesday morning sessions of the TV WG. 
Introductions – WG members introduced themselves.

Design for End of Life (IEEE 1680.3):    
Frank Marella, Subgroup Co-Chair, reviewed the draft criteria for Design for End of Life (DfEOL) for the 1680.3 Standard.  The review included both criteria generally agreed to as well as criteria developed but not yet decided.  The presentation covered the criteria in the Summary of Draft Criteria document.
WG members asked clarifying questions, discussed issues, identified terms that need definitions, and offered suggestions for modifying criteria for clarity and to achieve stated objectives. Some discussion topics including:
· Recyclability of Materials. The distinction among these criteria was discussed and the possibility of consolidating them.

· Identification of Non-standard or New Materials. WG members discussed how non-standard or new materials could be defined with a standard (e.g., new to whom & when) and what is the best way to communication this type of information to recyclers.
Wednesday, March 17, 2010

The WGs convened separately for the first half of this day.
IEEE 1680.2 Imaging Equipment WG Breakout

Welcome by Pamela Brody-Heine, IEEE 1680.2 Co-Chair
Introductions – People who were new to the meeting introduced themselves.   

Design for End of Life/Product Longevity (IEEE 1680.2):    
Wayne Rifer and Cate Berard (by phone), both Subgroup Co-Chairs, gave a review of individual draft criteria for Design for End of Life (DfEOL) for the 1680.2 Standard.  Ligia Bejat, Subgroup member, then presented the draft criteria on for Product Longevity/Life Extension for the 1680.2 Standard.  The review included both criteria generally agreed to as well as criteria developed but not yet decided.  The presentation covered the criteria in the Summary of Draft Criteria document.  
WG members were provided the opportunity to ask clarifying questions.

Wayne solicited thoughts from the group on how to move the criteria towards consensus.  Discussion topics included:

· Special Handling Needs.  The WG discussed the focus of requirements for new materials and where responsibility for determining safe handling should lie.

· Disassembility. Discussion focused on regarding whether IEEE 1680.2 should include required criteria that could exclude consumer-based products because they are lower performing, or whether to have separate criteria for consumer and institutional products.  

· Testing for EOL Functionality., Feedback was offered on requirements for a manufacturer to share or provide the means for a recycler to assess the functionality of the product at EOL.  

· Modular Design.  The WG discussed the proposed modular design criterion.

Consumables (IEEE 1680.2):  
Pamela Brody-Heine, Subgroup Chair, and several subgroup members gave a review of individual draft criteria for the Consumables Subgroup for the 1680.2 Standard.  The presentation included both criteria generally agreed to as well as criteria developed but not yet decided.  Their presentation covered the criteria in the Summary of Draft Criteria document.  
WG members were provided the opportunity to ask clarifying questions.

The group then solicited specific comments on the following criteria:

· OEM Take Back/Recycling (4.9.3.1) - Feedback was offered on several outstanding questions associated with establishment of thresholds for acceptable landfilling and incineration, maximum allowable waste to energy percentage, and whether this criterion unintentionally excludes reuse.   

· OEM Enables Take Back/Reuse (4.9.3.3) – Discussion regarding several outstanding issues such as thresholds for content reuse, inclusion of downcycling, and how to account for new products without a substantial EOL stream.

IEEE 1680.3 Television WG Breakout

Introductions – WG members introduced themselves.

Product Longevity (IEEE 1680.3):    
John Katz, Subgroup Chair, reviewed the draft criteria for Product Longevity for the 1680.3 Standard.  The review included both criteria generally agreed to as well as criteria developed but not yet decided.  The presentation covered the criteria in the Summary of Draft Criteria document.  

WG members were provided the opportunity to ask clarifying questions about criteria. Discussion then focused on two issues:
· Warranty Provision. John asked WG members if 1680.3 should require manufacturers to provide a 1 year warranty for free in addition to having a 3+ year warranty available for purchase? Does an extended warranty actually provide any improved incentive for better design, since most retailers already offer extended warranties for sale? WG members discussed current warranty practices among manufacturers and retailers, repair & refurbishment, and whether a 3 year warranty provide an environmental benefit given product life expectancy and failure modes over time.
· Enhanced Product Longevity. The WG discussed if there was a need for enhanced longevity given current product lifetimes, and if so, what features might extend the product lifetime.
Definition of Televisions:
The WG finished up its discussion of Product Longevity early and decided to use the time to discuss and come to agreement on how to define “televisions” in the 1680.3 Standard. 
Some background was provided to inform the discussion. 
· Televisions are defined broadly in the IEEE Project Authorization Request (PAR)
· There was preliminary agreement by the TV Study Group (preceded the 1680.3 WG) that 1680.3 should align with the Energy Star definition of televisions.  
· The WG read the Energy Star definition of televisions and the current 1680.1 definition of computers.

The WG decided unanimously to align the 1680.3 Standard definition of televisions with Energy Star. 
Patty agreed to contact the Green Electronics Council to ask for clarification on whether professional displays are eligible for registration under the 1680.1 Standard. 

Energy Conservation (IEEE 1680.3):  
John Katz, member of the Energy Conservation Subgroup, gave a review of individual draft criteria for Energy Conservation for the 1680.2 Standard.  The review included both criteria generally agreed to as well as criteria developed but not yet decided.  The criteria presented are in the Summary of Draft Criteria document.  

WG members were provided the opportunity to ask clarifying questions.

John solicited feedback from the group on whether 1680.3 should include a dynamic link to Energy Star or an alternative to a dynamic link. The WG discussed the Energy Star 4.0 (effective May 1, 2010) and 5.0 (effective May 1, 2012) requirements and the merits and concerns of a dynamic link with Energy Star. 
Reconvening of Joint 1680.2 and 1680.3 Working Groups

The IEEE 1680.2 and 1680.3 WGs reconvened for the remainder of the meeting.
Packaging (IEEE 1680.2 & 1680.3):  
Karen Cook, Subgroup member, gave a review of individual draft criteria for the Packaging Subgroup for both the 1680.2 and 1680.3 Standards.  The presentation included both criteria generally agreed to as well as criteria developed but not yet decided.  Their presentation covered the criteria in the Summary of Draft Criteria document.  
WG members were provided the opportunity to ask clarifying questions.

The group solicited specific comments on the following criterion:

· Compostable/Recyclable Packaging (4.8.2.2) - Feedback was offered on several aspects of the proposed criterion including defining materials considered recyclable, the appropriate threshold, and whether it should be modified to account for various localities.  
· A non-binding straw poll of WG members in attendance was conducted to gauge support for the intent of the criterion.  The Joint WG voted 33-18 in support of the intent.
· It was explained that due to the lack of balance in the subgroup when the 50% vote was taken, the criterion was brought forward for WG discussion to gauge broad support from the overall WG simply as another data point for the subgroup to consider.

Full Criteria Document:

Patty introduced a summary of the number of current draft criteria proposed in each performance category for the two Standards and solicited feedback from the group on the number and balance of criteria proposed.  The summary included both required and optional criteria.  
WG members were provided the opportunity to ask clarifying questions and to offer comments.  The WGs discussed balance, cost and verification. 

It was noted that the number of criteria are likely to shrink rather than grow from this point forward, based on the comments over the last few days.

Written Comment Process & Commenting Tool:

Pamela presented the upcoming process for the WG’s commenting on draft criteria. Specifics include the following:

· Comment period opens on Thursday March 18th and closes at 5 PM on April 9th.   

· Who gets to comment:

· All members of the IEEE 1680.2 and 1680.3 WGs (rostered members and observers).  Note that if you are member of a subgroup, you must also be on a WG roster in order to comment at this time.

· Subgroups are required to consider and respond to comments from WG rostered members in good standing.

· Comments from observers & WG rostered members not in good standing are tagged as “advisory.” Subgroups are encouraged to address them, but not required to.

· Only WG members can comment on individual criteria within the standard on which they are an active member on the WG.

· Comments should be clear, concise, and explain why they support or not support a specific criterion

· Organizations can circulate the document within their organization, but are not to circulate outside of their organizational boundary.

· Comments should seek to move criteria towards consensus where possible.

· Use capitals (additions) and parentheses (deletions) on survey monkey as it does not support redline or strikeout.

· Anonymous comments should be submitted directly to Pamela or Patty and they will see they are included with the other submitted comments.

· When entering comments, be sure to scroll to the bottom and hit the “DONE” button.  DO NOT select the EXIT THIS SURVEY button or you will lose all of the work you have entered

· All written comments will be responded to by each subgroup.

A request that no additional criteria beyond the five identified EOL criteria and a few select edits identified throughout the meeting be allowed to be submitted for commenting.  Confirmation was given that all other criteria are effectively frozen until the comment period is over. An updated Summary of Draft Criteria document reflecting all changes (to be identified in redline) will be circulated on Thursday March 18th along with the Survey Monkey links.

Meeting Wrap Up:

Pamela and Patty reviewed key dates (see page 1 of these minutes) and went over the process going forward. 
Subgroup Approval Process of Draft Standard Component

· Subgroups shall adopt a draft component (i.e., the full set of criteria) by a vote with participation of at least a majority of subgroup members and shall be adopted by a 75% vote of the members participating in the vote.

· All “no” votes need to include a clear written explanation of what it would take to make the vote a “yes”.  
· If 75% approval of the draft component is not achieved, a small balanced pre-selected group will review the comments and will provide recommendations on how to move forward to get to 75% subgroup approval.

· If 75% is not obtainable, the draft component will go to the WG for consideration (could include revisions) and approval before going into the Draft Standard.

· Subgroups disband after May 31st.

Several stakeholders raised questions and concerns about what they considered to be deviations from the policies and procedures in the process laid out at this point.

Clarification of the IEEE procedures for resolution of impasse was given by IEEE representatives attending the meeting.

Holly Elwood requested that stakeholders identify research needs and objectives for future deliberations in writing so that they can be captured to inform future activities.  

Closing Remarks:  Holly Elwood, USEPA.   Holly thanked everyone for their immense dedication to the process to date and for their terrific work during the meeting.  

Meeting was adjourned at 4 PM PST.
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