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Notes from EPP Standard for Printer and Duplication Cartridges Workshop
Thursday, September 21, 2006
Attendees:

· In-person:  
· Tricia Judge, International Imaging Technology Council
· Lester Cornelius, International Imaging Technology Council

· Stan Lau, Department of Toxic Substances Control

· Bill Orr, California Integrated Waste Management Board
· Jerry Hart, California Integrated Waste Management Board

· Kimya Lambert, California Integrated Waste Management Board

· Fareed Ferhut, California Integrated Waste Management Board

· Rachel Davis, California Integrated Waste Management Board

· Marc Apprea, Hewlett-Packard

· Dan Miller, Hewlett-Packard

· Scott Canonico, Hewlett-Packard

· Paul Swoveland, Lexmark

· Gene Erbin, Lexmark

· Robert Hinchman, Department of General Services

· On telephone:

· Mario Rufino, Canon

· Anne Stocum,  Xerox

· Richard Lam, Office of Environmental Health Hazard Assessment
· Beth Eckl, on behalf of StopWaste.org
· Itaru Sato, Sharp 
· Holly Elwood, USEPA

· Andy Harlan, Rochester Institute of Technology

Opening remarks by Jerry Hart (JH, CIWMB)

JH provided an overview:

· Started in May 2005 as part of efforts of EPP Task Force (EPPTF)

· Three comment periods in August, September, and November of 2005

· Used information based on existing statute

· Language has been revised over time

· Had a workshop in December 2005

· Industry workgroup was loosely formed primarily to propose an alternative to Benchmark 4, the collection option

· Letters

· February 8, 2006 from EPP Industry Workgroup to CIWMB
· August 4, 2006 response from CIWMB to EPP Industry Workgroup

Using PowerPoint slides, Fareed Ferhut (FF, CIWMB) covered the scope of the meeting and the agenda.

Agenda Items
1.
Review CIWMB’s environmental objectives for the EPP standard
· Scott Canonico (SC, HP) asked what the benchmark is for determining “fewer cartridges landfilled or incinerated.”  Less than what?

· Mark Aprea (MA, representing HP), asked if we know the number of cartridges that are currently being landfilled or incinerated in California.

· JH responded that we do not have that number.  We don’t want to get into trying to calculate that number, but we do know that there are many cartridges in CA that could be remanufactured that are not.  What should be done with those cartridges and how should they be treated?  -- a standard.

· Lester Cornelius (LC, representing I-ITC), asked if the idea is to “incentivize” this instead of having a specific value.

· JH responded yes, but he wouldn’t necessarily use the term “incentivize.”

· LC asked JH what he thinks about exporting the waste.

· JH said that it’s a mixed bag.  Components must be managed properly.

· Tricia Judge (TJ, representing I-ITC) and LC asked about how well we will handle materials being sent overseas.
· JH said that our draft standard doesn’t include that now.

· Holly Elwood (HE, USEPA) mentioned draft standards/BMPs for e-waste that are being developed at the national level.  Karen Pollard of the USEPA is working on the e-waste handling BMPs.

· MA asked if cartridges are e-waste.

· *Mario Rufino (MR, Canon) said that they don’t view cartridges as e-waste.  He said that the collection programs don’t usually involve whole cartridges being shipped.  He thinks that a lot of the recycling takes place here.  Yes, we might want to include how things/if things are shipped overseas.

· Itaro Sato (IS, Sharp) said that we should focus only on toner cartridges.

· JH said that this (see * MR, Canon above) could be handled later.

· SC said that this (see * MR, Canon above) could be handled by the OEMs by using their mass balance data.

· Gene Erbin (GE, representing Lexmark) asked how the EPP standard for cartridges would be used.

· Bill Orr (BO, CIWMB) said that the EPP standard is meant to be used in the bid specifications of voluntary or mandatory contracts.

· GE asked if this is a prohibition, not an incentive.
· BO said that it’s not a prohibition.  People can purchase from other contracts.

· MA said that it’s very difficult to get permission to go outside of the strategically sourced contracts.

· BO acknowledged the trend towards strategically sourced contracts that tend to be large, single vendor, and mandatory.

· Robert Hinchman (RH, DGS) said that one of their concerns is that they want to ensure adequate competition.
· SC – SKU by SKU reporting under penalty of perjury is not practical at all.  He doesn’t think that millions of cartridges are being landfilled.  He thinks that the system is working very well.

· JH mentioned that previous discussions and research show that a number of used cartridges are not accounted for.  Quality, efficiency, and health and safety considerations exist, in addition to what happens after the cartridge has been used.

· BO said that cartridge incineration, whether or not it takes place in California, is not considered recycling.

· MR said that waste-to-energy is recycling in Japan and that incineration is not recycling according to the USEPA.

· MA, addressing cartridges that are unaccounted for:  If what is being done now is insufficient, how do we decide what is sufficient?

· JH said that collection is only mentioned in one of the four benchmarks.  The collection benchmark is wrought with problems -- like, with having a numerical benchmark, a number has to be achievable.  We don’t want the status quo; we want progress.  We want to provide options for compliance.  He doesn’t think that a collection benchmark is “doable.” 
· BO:  If we can’t come up with a baseline, what do we do then?

· MA:  Some products may lend themselves to an EP consumer – actions on the part of the State that would not require a statutory change, e.g., the State of California can’t throw them away.  The state of California (the consumer) can’t throw them away.  They must return the cartridges.  The consumers should change their behavior.

· BO mentioned that the EPP Best Practice Manual section on toner cartridges shows that we are taking a proactive role.

· LC said that HP’s designs don’t hinder the aftermarket.  He thinks that HP should get EPP credit for making cartridges that are easy to remanufacture.  Two cartridges – HP2600 and HP 9000 – are welded, and these are the only two that he has a problem with.
· FF mentioned that Tier 1 says that you can’t prohibit anyone from remanufacturing your cartridge.

· GE thinks that the collection option is the strongest one.
· BO said that what they are stuck on is the recycling rate.  We need a robust collection program.
· MR said that they can count the number of cartridges, but they don’t know the sales of that cartridge in California.  They can’t do model-specific calculations.

· FF said that maybe a collection program should be part of Tier 1. He said that you might have to replace benchmark 4 with the eco-criteria.

· MR said that that would change the dynamic of the whole thing.
· HE said that if California had a statewide BPA, then everyone would be buying through it, and that would provide for the tracking of purchases.  She stressed that a facilities management person for the State has to have buy-in and input in terms of collection.

· MA told HE that the EPP Standard is not that kind of closed system.

· MR said that they don’t track which states they receive cartridges from.

· MA said that the State should track what it buys and track what it returns.

· SC said that he still doesn’t understand the problem we are trying to solve.

· BO mentioned that our Board wanted us to go for measurable results – biggest bang for the buck in terms of increasing California’s diversion rate.  To affect diversion on a statewide basis.  Our marching orders from the Board were to get quantifiable diversion at the State level.  Trying to get a number in the first place was largely driven by the Board wanting something quantifiable.
· JH reiterated that collection is just one facet of the overall standard.  We need to have a discussion on a benchmark by benchmark basis.  There is more than one environmental attribute.  Each benchmark has different goals and objectives. We need to look at each benchmark individually.  The bulk of the effort has been spent on the collection objective.  He doesn’t want to downplay collection, but he acknowledges that it is a huge problem.

· BO said that just having a take-back requirement is not EPP.  Take-back programs have existed for years.

· MA:  What else would we add to make it EPP?

· BO:  Eco-criteria.
· Kimya Lambert (KL, CIWMB) asked the OEM representatives to compare and contrast the OEMs’ definitions of incineration and waste-to-energy.   MR said that: Incineration = disposal.  Waste-to energy = generating steam to generate electricity. Based upon the subsequent discussion, it appears that CIWMB staff use incineration and waste-to-energy interchangeably, while the OEMs differentiate between the two.  

BREAK
· SC provided a presentation titled “An Overview of the Printer and Duplication Cartridge Market for CIWMB” put together by the OEMs (EPP Working Group) on the aftermarket.  SC passed out hard copies of the final presentation and MA will email the final presentation to FF.

2. Review other critical standard parameters (e.g., tracking and reporting)
· SC:  SKU-specific information.  They know which SKUs are and are not covered by a recycling program and which ones don’t go into a program.  He spoke of maintaining averages and achieving the standard across a product line.
· JH:  The validation of a product as an EP should be based on the merits of the product.  How can you identify something at the point-of-sale as an EP when that attribute doesn’t apply until end-of-life?
· GE was concerned that this would mean that nothing that wasn’t a reman [remanufactured cartridge] could ever be an EP.  He doesn’t want to go number by number.  He wants to know if he can convince us that we don’t have to go model by model.
· BO thinks that there is a compromise.  All EPP designations cover a specific range of products, e.g., carpet, EPEAT.  The reporting might not have to go by SKU.  Example:  For carpet, Company A might take back any company’s carpet.
· JH:  But, the designation can’t certify the entire company.
· MR said that they know the recycling efficiency of the plant.
· HE said that with EPEAT, they have criteria for recyclability.
· LC suggested that claims could be peer-reviewed by competitors.
· BO asked RH how DGS would handle recycling rates to pre-qualify someone.
· RH said that it would depend upon whether it was an IFB (invitation for bid) or RFP (request for proposal).
· MA said that a centralized way to collect data at the point of purchase is very important – something like a strategically sourced contract.
· BO mentioned the SCPRS reporting system.  He likes the mega-reporting concept of “Benchmark 5” from SC’s presentation, and maybe Benchmark 4 can be added to Tier 1.  “Benchmark 5” could be separated from the collection issue.  Collection/take-back needs to be separated from reporting.
· MA asked JH:  What is the problem we are trying to solve?  What tells us that we have a problem?  Is there an agreement on what the problem is?  He thinks that we’re saying that we’re doing OK and we can do better.

· JH doesn’t look at it so much as a problem.  The project is to establish an EPP standard.  To set a standard, measurement must be robust and verifiable.  We need a verifiable collection rate and a verifiable recycling rate for this particular benchmark to establish a standard.   Mutually exclusive ways to attain compliance with the standard.
· BO:  We see this more as an opportunity.  It’s a business opportunity for you to differentiate yourself.  We surveyed local jurisdictions a while ago, and they and others were interested in an EPP standard for cartridges.
· MA wants help with defining the parameters of the discussion.

· JH re:  collection rate on “Benchmark 5” – He wants a collection rate and then the recycling rate would be how much of what is collected is recycled.

· GE and SC said that they can’t make the collection rate specific to California.  It would have to be global.

· JH:  The list of 29 environmental criteria could be Option 6, not something to sprinkle among other tiers.

Next steps

SC said that it would be good for them to document where we are in the process, and CIWMB representatives agreed that the CIWMB would do that and send it out to the larger group.  TJ of the I-ITC agreed.  JH said that the CIWMB would summarize things, including today’s discussion; chart a course for the next steps; and write something up and email it and put in on the Web.  The write-up will be emailed by October 5th.  The next workshop will not be scheduled until after the write-up is sent.
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