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IEEE 1680.2 Imaging Equipment & 1680.3 Television Working Groups

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Washington, DC

EPA East Building 12th and Constitution Ave. NW

Tuesday, November 17, 2009

Note: One of the primary goals of the WG meeting was to provide feedback to the subgroups on criteria development. For this reason, we’ve tried to capture and record the conversation at a level of detail that is not typical of our meeting minutes.  

Welcome 

Patty Dillon and Pamela Brody-Heine welcomed everyone to the first face-to-face meeting of the IEEE 1680.2 and 1680.3 Working Groups.  
Holly Elwood of the USEPA introduced Barbara Cunningham, Deputy Director, U.S. EPA OPPT.  She stated EPA’s commitment to working with all the stakeholders in the development of strong environmental leadership standards which will drive the marketplace. She stated EPA’s appreciation for the tireless hours of work that has gone into the process thus far.
Introductions and Agenda Review  

Patty and Pamela provided some basic logistics and housekeeping for the meeting.  The Standards Development Coordinating committee was introduced, including 1680.2 co-chairs, Pamela Brody-Heine and Holly Elwood; 1680.3 co-chairs, Patty Dillon, John Katz and Shannon Davis; EASC co-chairs, Holly Elwood and Wayne Rifer; and EPEAT Standards Development grantees managing the process, Cat Wilt and Jack Geibig. Participants introduced themselves. A list of meeting attendees is provided as Attachment 1.

Pamela reviewed the agenda for the next 2 days. Goals for the meeting include:  

· Working Group feedback on strategic and tactical direction of subgroups and draft criteria  

· Subgroup work time 

· Achieve common understanding of the timeline 

All presentations and meeting materials are posted on the WG website.

Lessons Learned in the Development & Implementation of IEEE 1680/1680.1  

Wayne Rifer, Green Electronics Council  

The EPEAT system is designed as a tool for OEMs to promote the environmental attributes of their products, and for purchasers to easily identify EPP electronic products. It is ultimately a measurement tool that manufacturers can use to distinguish their products according to their environmental attributes, allowing manufacturers to compete in the environmental realm. The core idea behind EPEAT is that meeting the 1680 Standard at the Bronze level is readily achievable for manufacturers who have designed their products with the environment in mind, and that the higher tiers of Silver and Gold provide a real distinguisher for environmentally superior products. That is, the idea behind required criteria, which provide a base of environmentally good products, and optional criteria which are the basis for manufacturers to demonstrate that their products are environmentally superior.

That this is working is demonstrated by the increased interest of computer manufacturers in updating the computer standard and raising the bar. They want EPEAT to remain a strong basis for competition because it allows them to distinguish their products. 

Wayne discussed the progress made by EPEAT, demonstrated by the dramatic growth in the number of products registered to the 1680 computer standard over the past 3 years and the number of companies registering products to the standard.  There has also been substantial growth in medium-sized regional subscribers in the last couple of years. 

A couple of items were not originally envisioned during the development of the computer standard. Use of the standard and the registry is occurring internationally. To address this, the Registry has been internationalized with the ability of subscribers to declare products in 40 countries. Also, EPEAT is being drawn into the consumer sector, and that is creating new challenges. Retailers are showing increased interest because they wish to provide environmental choices to consumers, but no one knows how consumers will respond.  This puts more responsibility on EPEAT to create leadership standards that will be credible to retailers and consumers. That has the benefit to help prevent a patchwork of different requirements arising in the market.

We are now at a critical stage of our stakeholder negotiations where the stakeholders must work together and compromise to achieve a consensus. All stakeholders are responsible to come to such understandings about each other interests and find the balance that meets all stakeholders’ interests as much as possible.

Key Q & A:

► Concern was expressed about achieving balance between procurement requirements (the need for federal agencies to have a sufficiently large pool of products from which to purchase) and leadership requirements (the need for EPEAT to reward top performers, which may diminish the pool of eligible products) and how such balance would be achieved. 
Wayne stated that guidance would be given to subgroups in order to help them make decisions that balance these two considerations.
► Now that the standards are entering the consumer space, will EPEAT have a consumer label?
Wayne said that he doesn’t know, but that was not the initial intent.  
Standards Development Timeline, Deliverables & Process 

Holly Elwood, U.S. EPA

Holly provided an update of the timeline, which is essentially the same as previously presented to the WGs, just now a bit more specific going forward. The timeline is aggressive, but we are trying to keep to the schedule so that everyone knows that there is an end-point.  There is also a concern about ensuring that we maintain resources for paid facilitation.

Details of the current timeline, deliverables, and associated process are included in a document that was provided with meeting materials. The next major deadline is March 1 for all subgroups to submit draft criteria to the WGs. There will be a meeting in San Francisco in mid-March to provide the WGs will an opportunity to review and provide feedback back to the subgroups on draft criteria. Subgroups will then revise and approve criteria for inclusion in the draft standard by May 1.  WGs will approve the draft standard by May 30, and the draft standard is scheduled to go out for the first round of balloting by July 1.  We are assuming a couple of rounds of comments and balloting, with a goal of EASC approval and submission to NESCOM by October 18, 2010.  If all goes according to schedule, the standard should be live by January, 2011.  

Comments:

► Members of the WG expressed concerns about:

· The aggressive timeline and our ability to meet it.
· The standards process to date-specifically the implementation of IEEE guidelines and procedures.
· Not all subgroups having defined scope statements before discussing draft criteria.
· The number of criteria being large related to verification efforts and in comparison to the number of criteria in IEEE 1680.1.
Discussion of Draft Criteria Under Development
Pamela provided an overview of the current status of draft criteria. In advance of the meeting, WG members were sent two criteria documents: 1) the full text of criteria currently under discussion within subgroups; and 2) a summary table of the criteria. The criteria are organized into four sets, or “buckets” of criteria:  

1) Completed draft criteria (generally agreed to by the subgroup)

2) Criteria under discussion

3) Criteria not yet vetted or fully developed

4) Criteria taken off the table (with agreement by the subgroup).

Environmentally Sensitive Materials Subgroup 

Co-chairs: Erica Logan, Xerox; Stephen Greene, Howland Greene Consultants  

Erica and Stephen provided an overview of the subgroup scope and criteria being developed by this merged IE-TV subgroup. (See ESM PowerPoint presentation and criteria document for additional details.) The subgroup broke into 3 subteams, addressing ROHS/REACH, Bromine/Chlorine, & Qualitative/Safer Alternatives.  The subgroup has 7 criteria that are generally agreed to, 10 that are under discussion, 2 that they haven’t had time to start on, 4 taken off the table, and 2 that were held for Consumables subgroup.  In the ROHS/REACH category there are 4 criteria generally agreed to. 
Key Q & A:

► Brief discussion of whether there was agreement by the subgroup on the presented scope, specifically whether there was agreement on risk-based vs. hazard-based criteria. There was a  

suggestion that the scope statements from the subgroups be formally reviewed to ensure there is consensus on the statements and that there are no glaring gaps.  

The WG Co-Chairs agreed to make approval of subgroup scopes a priority for the December joint WG call.

► Question on the removal of language on “no intentionally added..,” specifically had there been discussion of how this potentially impacts verification?  The subgroup has discussed this extensively, and they feel they have reached a net-similar outcome.

► From the standpoint on implementation and verification of criteria on SVHC and REACH, did the group discuss difficulties related to meeting SVHC requirements that will be shifted on a 6-month basis? Yes, the subgroup tried to address this issue by including a requirement that the OEM demonstrate elimination of the material with a Date of Inclusion of one year or more within product registration with EPEAT.

► Was there agreement that recycled materials would have an exemption under this criterion?  The subgroup needs to review this question.

► General discussion on how to best address issues where we are referencing items that are coming up for review in other regulatory sectors.  

► Question on whether consideration will be given to EPA’s new chemical management program as an alternative to REACH?  This program it currently much less developed than REACH, and would not be a suitable alternative.

► Comment that current EU discussions on batteries are dealing with regulatory changes for cadmium and mercury batteries, but that lead batteries are falling under a labeling scheme—might want to look into that.

Performance Goals for Safer Alternatives—the concept is generally agreed to, but the subgroup is still fleshing it out: 

► Question on whether the subgroup discussed potential for double counting, with the category of SVHC materials elimination.

► General comment that the subgroup look into the overarching environmental impacts of “safer alternatives.”

Other issues under discussion by the subgroup:

1) Beyond RoHS with lead

2) Reporting on the amount of mercury in light sources

3) REACH SVHC Restrictions at the homogenous level

4) Inventory of substances used in products and public disclosure

5) Bromine/Chlorine issues:  have two subteams working in parallel, which will hopefully come together in a couple of months.  Also looking at ways to define “low-halogen” 

► General comment that a threshold of 900 ppm is very difficult and expensive for recyclers to achieve.  Achieving that low level in recycled plastic would also entail increased out throw of material. A somewhat higher level would be much easier for recyclers to achieve. By having such a low level you discourage use of recycled material and affect the recycling industry.
Criteria Not Yet Vetted:  Use of NF3; Critical minerals.

Criteria Taken Off Table:  inventory of chemicals used in production; demonstration of not using CMRs/PBTs.

► General comment that while the criterion regarding inventory of chemicals used in production was taken off the table, there was recognition that this was likely a direction that would be pursued in the future.    

Materials Selection Subgroup  

Co-Chairs: Paul Chalmer; Mike Biddle, MBA Polymers   

Paul provided an overview of issues being considered by the IE-TV merged subgroup, including:  post-consumer recycled content, biobased/renewable content, weight declarations, and assessing environmental impacts of material selection.  (See Material Selection PowerPoint presentation and criteria document for additional details.)
Criteria Generally Agreed To: 

The subgroup reached general agreement on three criteria on post-consumer recycled content, adopted from the 1680.1 criteria.  However, the subgroup has created an exclusion list with each, in order to address components with very incidental uses of plastics and for which there is no functional replacement. This exclusion list came from the TCO standard.   

Key Q & A:

► The terms “electronic components” and “optical components” seem to be a very broad terms which could include lots of components. Was a definition of these components considered?  This may be something that should be better defined. 

► Comment - there are resins under development now that would address applications included in this list.  Asked that the subgroup consider the impact of their exclusions on market demand for new technologies.

► Question on whether external power supplies have been included?  For 1680.1, they are included. 

► There was considerable discussion about the recycled content requirements. Some comments suggested concern that we are setting the bar too low, both with the post-consumer recycled content inclusion (too easy) and with all the applicable exclusions.  It has become almost a free point.  Commenters on this point felt we should either ramp this up or make the minimum level a required criterion. There was a counter-statement that this should not be considered a “give-away” as it makes OEMs go through the valuable exercise of quantifying all their materials.

► Question of whether there was consideration of post-consumer content for metals? Or, taking it a step further and having all materials accounted for? It will be under discussion in the near future.

► Regarding the potential minimum requirement for recycled content, there was discussion around the need for stable sources of quality recycled material. Almost all OEMs allow the use of recycled content, but can’t always assure a consistent supply. This is a key supply/demand issue that should be recognized.  

► A suggestion was made that the exclusion list be turned into a potential “inclusion” list for optional points for unique applications.

Criteria Under Discussion:

1) Required:  Minimum content post-consumer recycled plastic.  There is still some hesitancy within the subgroup on this criterion as there are concerns about availability of steady sources of post-consumer recycled materials.  The criterion would not include post-industrial scrap since the material is largely already reused.

2) Required:  Declaration of renewable/biobased plastic materials content. 

3) Optional:  Minimal content of renewable/biobased plastic materials.  There is some discussion within the subgroup on how this relates to questions of food supply.

Key Q & A:

► There was a question as to whether the subgroup considered inclusion of other forms of post-industrial recycling, such as industrial scrap swaps.   

►Was there any calculation of what type of demand the minimum requirement would create, perhaps based on the 1680.1 sales figures?  Or how the 1680.1 percent recycled content thresholds relate to IE?  These calculations could be used to judge whether the levels are appropriate.

► There was considerable discussion about the emphasis on plastics vs. metals by the subgroup.  Issues raised included whether, given the traditional high recycling rate of metals, it was appropriate to not include them in the criterion. Some stakeholders felt that there was too much emphasis on post-consumer plastics, to the exclusion of other materials. There was significant concern expressed that we lack adequate infrastructure to create strong post-consumer resin supply in the US.   There was debate about whether this could best be addressed by incentivizing the use of metal vs. plastic, or incentivizing use of post-consumer plastic. There could also be consideration of selection of materials that use less energy or have proven environmental benefits based on LCA-type data.

► On biobased materials discussion:  has there been any considered of other life cycle categories?   Has there been consideration of whether bio-based materials will potentially harm the existing post-consumer resin recycling infrastructure?  This latter questions falls under the EOL subgroup.

Process Suggestion:  It would be valuable to check the criteria being suggested against all the products that could potentially be registered. For example, if a product doesn’t include plastic parts, are they excluded from competing for those points?  The WG Co-chairs noted that this type of review will be done when we get closer to having finalized draft criteria. We will evaluate the draft criteria to assess balance, overlap, etc.

Proposed Greenhouse Gas Criteria
Holly Elwood, U.S.EPA, Chair, IE Energy Conservation Subgroup

Shannon Davis, U.S.EPA, Chair, Corporate Performance Subgroup 

Holly and Shannon discussed GHG criteria being proposed by the IE Energy Conservation and Merged Corporate Performance Subgroups. The IE Energy subgroup is developing product-specific criteria, while the Corporate Performance subgroup is developing OEM-level criteria.  Both subgroups have agreed to not require public documentation of GHGs or threshold requirements for GHGs. (See Greenhouse Gas Emission PowerPoint presentation and criteria document for additional details.)
The Corporate Performance subgroup has essentially agreed to a disclosure criterion, and an optional criterion for reporting with 3rd party verification.  

Key Q & A:

► There was a question as to why EPEAT considers corporate performance when it develops product-based standards?  Corporate performance was an area of focus in 1680.1, and there is recognition that corporate performance can drive environmental product improvements.  It also simplifies matters for purchasers, who may want to also be specifying products from good corporate actors.

► Question as to whether the subgroups considered Scope 3 requirements?  Yes, the group discussed, and felt that harmonized tools did not exist to get at Scope 3 issues.

Energy Conservation Subgroup Draft Criteria:

· Optional:  Cradle-to-Gate analysis and disclosure

· Optional: Cradle-to-Grave analysis and disclosure

· Optional:  Making analyses publicly available

► It was suggested that there be an agreed upon definition for “cradle-to-gate.” 

The subgroups expressed several questions that they have been wrestling with:  Should they reference the same standards across subgroups?  Should standards in-process be referenced?  Do we want to make GHG calculations available publicly?  Since there are no product-category rules on how we will measure products within the standard categories, it makes it difficult to compare progress.  This will have to be addressed at some point.  The subgroup has also discussed allowing a point for making data publicly available, but hasn’t decided whether to suggest inclusion in the US LCI database or one of the EU databases.

► It was suggested that the subgroup review the EUP discussions, which included a rough LCA that stated much of the GHG impact came from paper use.  This plays a role in the commercial v. consumer question.  

►There were requests that the subgroups consider the impacts of these criteria on large v. small manufacturers.

► It was suggested that the subgroups need to discuss how to report GHGs across jurisdictions.  Where products are manufactured can make a large difference in the carbon footprint of the product.

► How are the waste impacts being included/excluded in these discussions?  Should there be a broader LCA “bucket” that these categories can be considered in?

► Parking Lot item: need to be on the lookout for LCA activities and studies that may be underway that may relate to our standards.  Japan is developing product-category rules.  France is developing carbon footprint labeling for consumer products by 2011. One stakeholder referenced studies from independent analysts in both France (Price Waterhouse) and in Germany that suggest carbon footprint analysis was not appropriate for product regulations.

► Is there a need to better define the scope of GHG reporting-- Corporation as a whole?  Product category?  Specific manufacturing facilities?  It was suggested that we follow-up with representatives at EPA on plans for the corporate climate reporting program.

► Has the subgroup considered other ways to request data that could contribute to environmental product declarations?  Embodied energy reporting?  LCA data reporting?

► Have the stipulations of the energy implications of the use-phase of the products been considered? 

Corporate Performance Subgroup 

Chair: Shannon Davis, U.S. EPA 

The subgroup is vetting a number of potential criteria and issues, then will wrap back around and decide what needs to be included.  Corporate performance themes include transparency and publicly available data; accurate and meaningful reporting; developing criteria with greatest leverage; and influencing the supply chain. (See Corporate Performance PowerPoint presentation and criteria document for additional details.)
Criteria Generally Agreed to (in addition to 1680.1 criteria):  

1) Required—Demonstration of publicly available corporate environmental policy consistent with ISO 14001

2) Required—Publicly available corporate report with environmental information

Under Discussion:  Reduced impact of product transportation; disclosure of 1st tier suppliers; environmental emissions of 1st tier suppliers; disclosure of water drawn from public sources.

Not Yet Vetted:  renewable power procurement; open eco-patent commons; improved performance on reuse and zero landfill; 1st tier supplier participation in Electronic Industry Citizen Coalition.

Taken Off Table:  Climate restoration; GHG inventory; GHG reduction goal and reporting; LCA on product (sent to Energy conservation subgroup).

Key Q & A:

► Is there any plan for moving toward social responsibility?  It was discussed, but  since social responsibility is not part of the PAR, the subgroup dropped it.

► Regarding language under 4.7.2, it is an oxymoron to use the phrase “self-certification.”  Please change to “self-declare” in the next draft.

► With some of these requirements, will it be a problem for small businesses to enter the EPEAT market?  There is no cost-analysis with those items discussed, but one could imagine there would be cost-barriers.  Could cross-reference with the survey sent out by WalMart last year, including to many SMEs.

Process Suggestion:  Create a set of screens against which to consider criteria. This will be done by the Coordinating Committee and shared with all subgroup chairs.
EOL Management Subgroup  

Co-Chairs: Mark Schaffer, Schaffer Environmental; Walter Alcorn, Alcorn Consulting

There were originally three criteria in 1680.1. To date, there are no agreed upon criteria in the subgroup.  A significant portion of the early work of the subgroup was related to vetting available EOL recycling standards; the subgroup hosted webinars on two such standards.  The subgroup has agreed that the criteria will include “R2, E-Stewards, or Equivalent” as part of the criteria.  They are working on an EOL requirements checklist; this is further necessitated by IEEE requirements that standards not reference a proprietary program.  (See EOL Management PowerPoint presentation and criteria document for additional details.)
Key Q & A:

► Question on how transboundary waste will be handled?  What rules will apply?  This will be handled in the EOL checklist, in terms of equivalency to E-Stewards and R2.

► A stakeholder noted that there are some batteries in the back-up power supplies in some products.  Inclusion of these may help to keep the standard fresh. 

►Need to clarify IEEE guidance on referencing existing standards (and associated accredited certifications).

The subgroup has had significant discussion about takeback requirements, including convenience and accessibility requirements. What is a “competitively-priced” takeback program for consumer televisions?  They have a basic question about whether this standard is an appropriate vehicle to deal with this issue.  There is no consistency on EOL requirements across state policies.  If they address takeback, should it be a product-based criterion for the declared product, or should it be a corporate-based program across an entire group of products?   How should we deal with historic coverage v. on new product sales?

Comments regarding takeback issues included:  

· For scoping, don’t assume there are no institutional purchases of TVs (around 10%).  

· OEMs are already taking much of this on, and it shouldn’t be pushed further.

· If we don’t adequately deal with EOL takeback issues, the standard will be less credible.

· The issue of a national takeback system sort of morphed into the discussion of convenience.  

· If this is a leadership standard, this could be an optional point for those companies that are thinking of creative ways to deal with takeback.

· Takeback requirements could effectively prohibit SMEs from registering products.

· It is possible to not register in countries where there is no national takeback program.

· These issues, and some referenced in the GHG discussion, may be pushing the boundaries of what is covered under EPEAT.  This may be an issue for the EASC or some other umbrella entity.

· 27 EU countries require manufacturer takeback of products through infrastructure supplied by municipalities.   If this cannot be done in the US, one should ask how this product can be tackled.

· The materials in these products are considered “low-grade” commodities that are exported. This makes it more critical to include takeback in EPEAT, to keep from dumping low-grade materials on other countries. 

· By requiring takeback, it may make EPEAT-registered products more expensive.  Does this send a negative signal that green products are more expensive?

· Can we confirm that this is a takeback program and not a pick-up program?

Joint WG meeting adjourned for individual subgroup meetings, including merged IE-TV Environmentally Sensitive Materials, merged IE-TV Material Selection, and IE Consumables. Meeting notes for these breakout sessions are posted on the subgroup directories.  

Wednesday, November 18, 2009

IEEE 1680.2 Imaging Equipment WG Breakout

Pamela Brody-Heine presented the agenda for the morning meeting of 1680.2 Working Group.

Approval of 9/17 Meeting Minutes: The minutes were distributed a couple of months ago, but were not approved.  Minutes were approved as presented.

Indoor Air Quality Subgroup 

Co-Chair: Josh Saunders, UL Environment

Josh described the working process of the group and the scope for the subgroup.  (See Indoor Air PowerPoint presentation and criteria document for additional details.)
Generally Agreed Upon Criteria:

Required-- Reduction of Product Emissions: 
Demonstration that the product does not exceed the emission rate of the following substances when tested in accordance with ISO/IEC 28360-2007 using the RALUZ 122 options for emission calculations methods:  TVOC, Benzene, Styrene, Ozone, Dust.

Key Q & A:

► Was there discussion about how different technologies might impact IAQ?  There was discussion, but since Blue Angel does not differentiate, the subgroup chose not to.
► Regarding the language of the “applies to” statement—this language must be translated into different classes of products that are registered. Is there any way to standardize it within the preamble or someplace else?  This can receive further discussion.. 

► Does this exclude copiers and high-speed devices?  No, in general terms it would exclude large format printers and print shop department-type printers. The WG scope does not include high-speed, print shop specialty machines.  What about the emissions for those operations?  The subgroup did not find any data that adequately described those emissions.  There was a request that the subgroup reconsider the potential off-gassing issues related to casings.

► Has the IAQ subgroup looked at impacts of consumables items?  Yes, as part of the testing, the basic consumables such as paper and a standard OEM cartridge supplied with the product are tested.

► Regarding the print speed requirements:  Is there any concern that the designation of a print speed will be antiquated in the near future? Will printers that print faster than this be exempted?  This would be good data to have before this criterion is approved.

► Was there consideration of a disclosure requirement?  Yes, it was discussed, but the subgroup didn’t feel that there was sufficient capability to educate the user so that the data was useful.  

► Beyond issues of IAQ, should there be a requirement for general compliance with an ECMA-type declaration?  Would it be useful?  It was suggested that this might be a good parking lot issue.
Criteria Under Discussion:  Optional Criteria for the reduction of product emissions of additional substances, including IVOCs, formaldehyde.  Further discussion necessary on the use of emissions rates vs. room models as well as substance limits.  

► Are IVOCs considered discrete chemicals? 

► Did they address any emissions from PVCs in casings?  This would be captured by existing testing protocols.

Energy Conservation Subgroup  

Chair: Holly Elwood, USEPA.  

Building from the GHG discussion yesterday, Holly referenced the remaining issues under the Subgroup.   

 Criteria Generally Agreed to:

1) Two Required—Low Standby Power Consumption, harmonizing for the federal requirements by FEMP and the upcoming EU requirements.

2) Optional—Auto Power Down to Low Standby Mode

Criteria Under Discussion:

1) Product Specific GHG Criteria 

Criteria Not Yet Vetted:

1) Use of Energy Star or LCA to demonstrate improvements

2) Qualify or comply with Energy Star at time of declaration

3) Early adoption of new Energy Star Applications

4) Duplexing

Key Q & A:

► How do these standby requirements correlate to other North American standards, such as announced Canadian standby regulations?  The Canadian requirements are higher than both FEMP and EU requirements.

► What is “class B?”  Class B is an EMC-requirement.  Class A is not recommended/intended to be used in the home.  There was agreement that this definition needed to be added to the criteria for clarity.

► Are networked printers exempted?  This is a confusing terminology issue, due to differing regulatory definitions of off-mode, stand-by, etc.  Networked computers are included.  More clarity would be useful in the criteria on this area.  

► Regarding duplexing, are the discussions going to be related to Energy Star thresholds for shipping with defaults on?  No.  Energy Star just requires printers to have duplexing capability.  The criterion up for discussion would require duplexing to be set as a default on all shipped EPEAT registered IE products..

Consumables Subgroup 

Co-Chairs: Pamela Brody-Heine, Eco-Stewardship Strategies; Cat Wilt, University of Tennessee. 

Pamela recognized the past leadership of Christopher Kent with the USEPA, who recently had to step down from his co-chair position.  

This subgroup has agreed to the following scope.  

The Consumables Subgroup is working towards developing criteria that address the following topics:

1)      Allowing use of renewable or recycled content, or chlorine process free paper

2)      Allowing use of non-OEM cartridges

3)      Responsible end of life management of cartridges

4)      Not inhibiting reuse of cartridges 

Criteria Generally Agreed To:

1) Required--Copy Paper:  Allowing use of renewable and/or recycled content and chlorine process free paper.

Criteria Under Discussion:

Required--Allow use of non-OEM cartridges:  not limit the use of non-OEM cartridges.

Criteria Not Yet Vetted 
--Responsible EOL management of cartridges

--Not inhibiting reuse of cartridges

Criteria Taken Off Table:  

· Materials Selection

· Environmentally Sensitive Materials 

· Product Yield

· Design for Longevity

· Universality

· Carbon Impacts

· User Information

· Marking of Plastic Parts

Key Q & A:
► There is obvious need for/interest in a standard for toner cartridges. GreenSeal has suggested that toner cartridges are on their list of products prioritized for future standards development, however they won’t be taking them up for at least a year.  A stakeholder mentioned that there is a cartridge standard being developed under ISO; the particulars of this process will be shared with the subgroup.    

► Regarding paper, was there a paper thickness or weight specified?  What about issues related to use of lightweight paper voiding warranties?

► Comment:  There should be consistency in how we address anything shipped with the product.  Cartridges present a huge potential materials stream that is important to the recycling industry.  Could there be optional points for OEMs that pursue such programs?

► As a general point, there may need to be higher-level decision regarding whether  issues   taken off the table by one subgroup can be picked up by another.  Under IEEE and EASC policies, scopes are supposed to be vetted by the WGs, and the subgroups are supposed to do the work of the WG.  The ability of EPEAT to be a “one-stop shop” for purchasers is not being satisfied if some of these issues are taken off the table.  

► The issues of establishing criteria for some cartridges (those shipped with the product) and not others (replacement cartridges) creates large potential implications for a level-playing field.

► Has the subgroup considered new technologies on inks?  This has not been dealt with yet.

IEEE 1680.3 Television WG Breakout

Patty Dillon presented the agenda for the separate meeting of the Television Working Group.

Approval of 10/27/09 TV Meeting Minutes: 

Minutes were approved with two corrections -- the affiliations of D’Lane Wisner (ACC) and Mark Sharp (Panasonic). 

TV Energy Conservation Subgroup 
Co-chair: Mike Coop, heyCoop LLC

Mike Coop, assisted by John Katz, U.S. EPA, reported on the Energy Conservation subgroup criteria.  They presented the draft scope statement and requested WG feedback.  They previewed the upcoming Energy Star standard. Energy Star 4.0 is due out in May 2010; and 5.0 is scheduled for May 2012.  Specifications include on mode power consumption, sleep mode power consumption, luminance, download acquisition mode (DAM), and no grandfathering. Energy Star 5.0 also caps power consumptions regardless of screen size.

An overview of the draft Energy Conservation criteria were presented, including proposed required and optional criteria.  There was lengthy discussion about setting a dynamic standard where EPEAT criteria would automatically reflect the changes in Energy Star.  Another question posed was the necessity of an eligible product going through Energy Star certification first and then EPEAT.  The WG agreed to talk more about the specific wording of the criteria in the breakout group later in the morning.

Other criteria under discussion include powering down for lack of viewer movement, product carbon footprint from cradle to gate, and integrated optical disk player and cable or satellite receiver. Industry may be able to provide some life cycle energy data to help the WG assess the value of a carbon footprint criterion.

See TV Energy Conservation PowerPoint presentation and criteria document for additional details on proposed criteria.
TV Design for End of Life Subgroup

Co-Chairs, Anne Peters, Gracestone, Inc.; Frank Marella, Sharp Electronics

Anne Peters reported the DfEOL issues for TVs are much more challenging than they are for computers, in part because the computer recycling sector is far more developed than TV recycling/refurbishing efforts.  The new technologies of LED, plasma and LCD affect these efforts, too.  Money is being made refurbishing and recycling televisions now; the average life span of a TV is 18 -22 years.  

There are three major categories of criteria under consideration for TV DfEOL: 1) Product disassembly; 2) Recyclability of plastics and; 3) Planning and analysis for end of life. See TV DfEOL PowerPoint presentation and criteria document for additional details on proposed criteria.
There was discussion around the importance of knowing where all parts of the TV are, especially hazardous ones, so that recyclers can get them out.  It was reported that parts with Hg are going into shredders because of inaccessibility. New technologies require ongoing, updated information.  
Reconvening of Joint 1680.2 and 1680.3 Working Groups
The WGs reconvened to discuss several issues common to both the 1680.2 and 1680.3 WGs.

Definition of Institutional and Consumer for “Applies to”

The WGs may want to differentiate markets in the “Applies to” section of criteria, as is done within 1680.1. The “applies to” designation would be used for product declarations, and in assessing conformance. Patty proposed that the WGs consider a definition based on percentage of sales to the market segment.

 Questions and Comments: 

►Are there circumstances where a product could declare for both markets?  How does the registry enter into it?  Would definitions need to differ across product categories?  This would have to be defined carefully, to reduce likelihood of a way to game the system.

► It was suggested that we consider point-of-sale, which isn’t clean but may provide some guidance.

► Concerns were expressed about verification requirements.  If declarations of customer lists are required, this might not be legal.

►Rather than dealing with it in the “applies to” category, it could be done by creating parallel criteria for institutional v. consumer products.  

► Could consider having EPEAT incorporate the administrative requirements of proving category, rather than having the OEMs do it.

► Make sure to consider the international implications of this issue.  

Patty requested volunteers for a Subcommittee to generate proposals for how to address this issue. Volunteers included: John Katz, Sarah O’Brien, Mario Rufino, and Pat McPhail.

WG Input on Corporate Performance Subgroup

The WG Co-chairs asked participants to provide additional input to the Corporate Performance subgroup on prioritizing topics for criteria development.  The exercise was a process for WG members to weigh in and provide guidance for subgroup consideration, not a directive. 

Comments and Questions: 

►At this time, some members expressed concern that the scope of the corporate performance subgroup team had not been drafted and, as a result, a vote was being taken on a list of criteria that had not yet been determined to be within the scope of the subgroup.  These members expressed their objection that a vote was being taken before the relevance of the criteria had been evaluated.  In effect, would this vote justify their inclusion regarding of the scope of the subgroup?

Pamela emphasized that the WG was providing guidance to the subgroup to help them prioritize their discussions over the next few months since they have many issues under consideration, and this was not a vote on acceptance of criteria. 

►Several members of the WG expressed concerns about this type of tally and requested the option to either not participate or cast their votes in favor of none of the choices listed above in order to demonstrate their objection to this process.

Pamela said that WG members could abstain from participating in the exercise.
Participants were asked to select three topics they consider most important for the corporate performance subgroup to focus their attention on from the following list of topics under consideration by the subgroup. The tally of votes cast for the topic is in parentheses.  

1) Reduced impact of product transportation (22)

2) Disclosure of 1st Tier suppliers (1)

3) Environmental emissions of 1st Tier suppliers (4)

4) Disclosure of water drawn from public sources (9)

5) Renewable power procurement (6)

6) Open eco-patent commons (initiative of the WBCSD) (7)

7) Improved performance on reuse and zero-landfill (32)

8) 1st Tier supplier participation in various standards (13)

9) Emissions from manufacturing (15)

Review of Process for Moving Forward/Next Steps
Pamela reviewed key “next steps” identified during the past two days’ work.  Next steps include: 

· Complete and get WG approval on subgroup scope statements

· Further clarification on reference proprietary/trademark standards and the implications for various subgroups

· Set up processes to review criteria through different lenses such as balance amongst performance categories, number of required versus optional, subscriber understanding, verification, etc.

There was a review of the timeline, with the opportunity to ask questions regarding decision-making processes.  

Questions & Comments:

► Is the March 1 deadline for draft criteria from the subgroups hard-and-fast date, meaning that will nothing else be considered in the standard other than those items that are presented by that point?  The true drop-dead date is May 1.  Some issues can be presented with options for WG feedback (though this should be the exception).

Subgroup decisions on issues such as language, individual criteria, etc, can be handled with simple majority votes in the subgroup. The entire “bundle” of criteria has to be sent forward at the same time with 75% approval from the subgroup.  When it comes from the subgroups to the WG, aspects of the subgroups’ decisions can be amended or changed, but those changes have to be approved by the whole WG.

► Suggest developing an FAQ about voting protocols for the criteria development and approval process.

►A WG member raised concerns about how the criteria related to the Principles and suggested that the principles be used as a means to ensure that the criteria meet the overall objectives of EPEAT.  There was also discussion that the process for evaluating EPEAT criteria is not clear and has not been communicated to working group members.  It was further suggested that a subteam be created to assist in development of a checklist for use by subgroups in evaluating criteria against the Principles.
Next meeting, December 17, 2009:  This will be a joint call of the 1680.2 & 1680.3 WGs, and will feature a report from the Packaging Subgroup as well as approval of subgroup scope statements.

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.  
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