4/20/11 EASC (Non-conflicted members) meeting minutes

Re:  ULE Request for Interpretation regarding the Market Surveillance Entity (MSE) in the IEEE 1680 Standard.

Non-conflicted EASC members in attendance: Colleen Pickford, Leslie Jackson, Sandra Cannon, Sue Chiang, Susan Landry.   (Absent: Mario Rufino)

Conflicted EASC members present: Wayne Rifer (Absent: Holly Elwood, Juan Lopez, Scott Matthews, Jason Linell)

IEEE representatives:  Malia Zaman, Sue Vogel

Interpretations Taskforce Activities Update (led by Colleen Pickford):

Pickford reported back that she had recruited people for the interpretations taskforce from among the pool of participants in the 1680 standards development process.  (Toni Stein, Governmental Environmental Representative; Stacey Foreman, Purchaser, City of Oregon; Steve Scherrer, Supplier, Chemtura; Ted Reichelt, Suppliers/Public, Retired Intel Employee). 
The taskforce met several times over the course of roughly 6 weeks. They looked at how the original 1680 standard was developed, how it was modified in 2008-2009, at the comments that were submitted during the revision and the responses to those comments. They talked about stakeholder intent and look at the ANSI Essential Requirements (in particular Section 3.2). They discussed how best to respond to the request for interpretation and determined that there doesn’t have to be more than one MSE but due to ANSI Essential requirements clause 3.2, the standard cannot preclude having more than one MSE, if an organization meets the requirements to fill that role.
Discussion:

Participants on the call raised questions and concerns about the recommendation.  Sandra Cannon asked for clarification on what is meant by “preferred platform,” which was mentioned in the second sentence of the first paragraph of document, “IEEE 1680 2009 DRAFT Interpretation for SASB_yeh”. Pickford responded that it referred to various ways that the list of registered products could be presented to the public (e.g., a registry, an eco-label, certification checkbox, etc.)    Pickford also mentioned that the taskforce conducted a gap analysis, which will be shared with the EASC in the future.  
Cannon asked about how purchasers would decide on the platform when it is up to the MSE to determine this?  Pickford responded that it would be up to the MSE to determine how they present the information and that this would depend on the type of customer that they are targeting – and that ultimately the “market would decide” .  Pickford pointed out that the original audience of the EPEAT 1680 standard was originally only institutional purchasers.
Pickford raised questions about what qualifies an organization to be an MSE?  We need clarification about the respective roles of and relationship between the PRE (Product Registration Entity) and MSE.

Sue Chiang raised concerns about having more than one registry – particularly if they did not have the same products listed in each - and that this would potentially be very confusing for purchasers.  Chiang asked for clarification – to confirm that the ANSI Essential requirements language, “or the equivalent,” basically requires that more than one MSE is allowed.  [The language in the 1680-2009 standard states “Those regions or countries shall be listed on the MSE’s Registry1 .” The footnote states: “At the time of this publication, the EPEAT® Registry (http://www.epeat.net) was an example of an MSE’s Registry… Equivalent products or services may be used if they can be shown to lead to the same results.” ] From the discussion, it seemed clear that there was no choice but to have the 1680 standard allow for more than one MSE.
Wayne Rifer commented that he thinks the interpretations taskforce did a good job and recognized that a standard cannot have only one MSE.

The group also discussed the need for much clearer guidelines and description of the MSE, its role and function.
Next Steps:

Given the conclusion that the standard must allow for more than one MSE and that it would need to be updated to reflect this (including more information about the MSE’s role and function*), Sue Vogel reported that the EASC has options for next steps to consider:   1) initiate a revision to the full standard (this would open up the entire standard for potential changes); 2) initiate an amendment to the standard (this would address a particular piece or section only).  IEEE staff will compile the options available to the EASC and report back.
*Pickford mentioned that the taskforce included recommendations on amending sections 1.4 or 1.5 in a memo that will be shared with the EASC.
Edits to Document & Vote:

The group was asked to share any concerns or suggest changes to the interpretations taskforce document (IEEE 1680 2009 DRAFT Interpretation for SASB_yeh).  The following changes were noted:
· Remove italics in the last line of the second paragraph. “The stakeholders also intended to create an American National Standard to assure a highly credible process to develop, implement, and sustain this standard and [italics here will be removed] to comply with the ANSI Essential Requirements including but not limited to those in Section 3.2 for Commercial terms and conditions.”

· The following edit already noted in the third paragraph of the document that was sent out (red strike out of specific names) will be accepted.  “The interpretation taskforce came to this conclusion after a review of the IEEE 1680 development history, ANSI Essential Requirements, the edits to IEEE 1680-2006 as well as a review of correspondence between EASC co-chairs Holly Elwood and Wayne Rifer with UL Environment on this issue.”  

Non-conflicted members of the EASC were asked to vote on the document. 

Cannon: Yes
Jackson: Yes

Pickford: Yes

Landry: Yes

Chiang: Yes
Rufino:   (Absent)

The non-conflicted member (Rufino) will be asked to submit a vote via email to the full group by 5 pm PST on Tuesday, May 3rd, 2011.

Once approved and finalized by the EASC, IEEE will publish the interpretation request and the interpretation and make it part of the official standard. This will be published on the IEEE website.

