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Introduction 
 
Thank you, Senator White and members of the Environmental Resources and Energy Committee 
for the opportunity to participate in this hearing.  My name is Valerie Rickman; I am an 
Environmental Affairs Analyst for the Information Technology Industry Council.  I am here 
today speaking on behalf of the approximately 70 companies that are members of the 
Environmental Leadership Council at ITI.   
 
The Environmental Leadership Council at ITI represents many leading manufacturers of 
computers, televisions, video display devices, printers, and other electronic equipment.  Our 
member companies have long been leaders in innovation and sustainability.  Many of our 
members go beyond requirements on environmental design and energy efficiency, and lead the 
way in product stewardship efforts.  In fact, manufacturers have recovered over 2 billion pounds 
of electronics products for sound management and are already involved in numerous partnerships 
with the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, states, retailers and NGOs.  As a result, such 
prestigious indices as the Dow Jones Sustainability Index, the Financial Times Sustainability 
Index, and the Global 100 have consistently recognized numerous ITI members for their concrete 
environmental and sustainability achievements. 
 
ITI and our member companies have been at the forefront in taking action to support the safe and 
appropriate recycling of used electronics products to help meet the important environmental goal 
of resource conservation and recovery.  As a leading advocate of the high-tech and electronics 
industries, ITI appreciates the opportunity to provide the views of our membership concerning 
the end-of-life management of our products.  On behalf of ITI, I look forward to working with 
this committee to discuss the challenges and opportunities surrounding electronics recycling.   
 
Existing Recycling Laws 
 
Prior to the 2008 legislative session, 10 states had already passed electronics recycling 
legislation: California, Oregon, Washington, Maine, Connecticut, Maryland, Texas, North 
Carolina, New Jersey and Minnesota.  In 2008 alone, West Virginia, Virginia, Oklahoma, 
Missouri, and New York City enacted electronics recycling legislation.  Several different 
approaches have been taken at the state level to manage end-of-life electronics.  Determining 
which approach to use for electronics recycling legislation is a difficult task for any state.  My 
testimony will discuss which approaches states are taking and I will share our recommendations 
for key policy elements of an electronics recycling system.   
 



 

1250 Eye Street, NW  ¥  Suite 200  ¥  Washington, DC 20005  ¥  t: 202.737.8888  ¥  f: 202.683.4922  ¥  www.itic.org 

 

Shared Responsibility:   
 
Given the complex nature of the challenge, ITI supports efforts to establish a viable recycling 
infrastructure in which all the major stakeholders Ð manufacturers, retailers, government, non-
governmental organizations, and recyclers Ð participate based on their unique expertise and 
capabilities. The combined goal of these institutional stakeholders should be to develop a 
recycling infrastructure that is convenient for the residential consumer, meets environmentally 
sound management principles, and minimizes costs.  Implementing a system based on principles 
of shared responsibility will increase the efficient collection of electronics and ensure economies 
of scale by taking advantage of existing infrastructure. Existing infrastructure includes municipal 
waste collection systems and reverse distribution systems that rely on established product 
distribution and retail channels.  Given that there is no true national or even regional collection 
and transportation infrastructure for electronics, making use of these systems is critical. 
 
The vast majority of electronics products are sold through traditional distribution and retail 
channels.  In general, manufacturers sell products in bulk to distributors, who sell them to 
retailers.  Retailers in turn sell them to consumers through a network of thousands of retail 
locations.  These products then have years of useful life, and are often re-sold, passed along to 
friends or family members, or donated to schools or charities.  In most cases, manufacturers do 
not have a direct relationship with the end user at the time of initial sale, let alone years later 
when the product is ready to be placed into the recycling stream. 
 
Given the way our products are manufactured, distributed and sold, it is clear that each 
stakeholder can and should bring its own strengths and capabilities to the table under a shared 
responsibility model.  Manufacturers, for example, can best fulfill our role by continuing with 
our broad and successful efforts to design products that are lighter, more efficient, more 
environmentally-friendly, and easier to upgrade and recycle.  We will also continue to participate 
as a key partner in efforts to develop a broader national approach to electronics recycling.   
 
Retailers can likewise make unique contributions.  Unlike any other stakeholder in the process, 
retailers have millions of face-to-face interactions with consumers every year.  When consumers 
come into a retail store to purchase a new computer or television, it is often to replace an older 
unit that is ready to be collected and recycled.  Many retailers have already participated in 
successful recycling events Ð often in partnership with manufacturers, NGOs and government Ð 
that include collecting used devices at retail locations.  Because of their direct and special 
relationship with the public, their numerous stores and their existing transportation and 
distribution networks, retailers have a vital role to play. 
 
For their part, recyclers need to provide their services in a safe, cost-effective and 
environmentally-sound manner.  ITI is working with the U.S. EPA, recyclers, NGOs and other 
stakeholders to develop best management practices for electronics recyclers. 
 
Financing:  
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States have embraced several different systems for financing electronics recycling, and different 
entities often bear responsibility for collecting, transporting, consolidating and recycling used 
devices.  For example, California has adopted a point of sale fee (called an advanced recovery 
fee) to provide for all costs.  Maryland collects annual registration fees from manufacturers to 
help provide grants to municipalities to run local collection and recycling programs.  Maine 
requires its municipalities to collect covered devices from residents; manufacturers pick up the 
financial obligation once the devices have been delivered to a consolidator.  Minnesota and New 
York City require manufacturers to bear all the legal and financial obligations from collection 
through recycling Ð an approach that violates the principles of shared responsibility and is 
proving excessively expensive. 
 
In January, ITI adopted a recycling framework that calls for a bifurcated financing approach for 
electronics recycling.  The ITI policy calls for financing TVs separately from desktop computers, 
laptops and computer monitors in order to reflect their divergent business models, market 
composition and consumer base.   In recognition of these market differences, the ITI recycling 
framework calls for an advanced recovery fee for televisions.  In cases where an advanced 
recovery fee is not a viable legislative solution, we advocate for payment obligations based on 
market share for television manufacturers. 
 
We have significant concerns regarding any electronics recycling legislation that disrupts the 
market playing field, particularly for televisions, by imposing costly requirements on some 
manufacturers today while delaying obligations for others. A financing system based on return 
share for television manufacturers will have this exact effect, and we cannot support this 
approach. 
 
For example, Vizio, which has quickly risen to become one of the top manufacturers of 
televisions sold in the U.S., did not exist until 2003.  Syntax-Brillian and Westinghouse Digital 
Electronics are other market newcomers that already possess a significant percentage of the 
market share for televisions in America.  While certain market factors Ð product life-span, 
number of competitors, institutional customer base - do not make this as much of an issue for 
computers, it is a critical issue for television manufacturers.  (Please note that our computer 
manufacturers have varying perspectives on this issue.  Some favor the return share approach, 
while others would prefer a market share approach.) 
 
In recognition of the differences in market conditions for televisions and IT equipment, several 
states have adopted laws that base recycling obligations for IT manufacturers on return share and 
market share for television manufacturers, these states include Connecticut, New Jersey, Oregon, 
Minnesota and Washington. 

 
Covered Entities and Products:  
 
ITI believes that any recycling approach should begin with products whose presence in the waste 
stream and associated collection and recycling costs are well known, and that other devices 
should be considered for inclusion only once a recycling infrastructure is efficiently operating.  
Desktop computers, laptop computers, computer monitors and televisions that are sold to 
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residential consumers are the most common products that states include in electronics recycling 
legislation.   
 
ITI advocates for laws that only cover equipment sold to households because government, 
businesses and institutions are already required by law to properly manage certain obsolete 
electronics equipment. Furthermore, non-household customers often request additional services 
for their recovered products, such as special data security measures; asset tracking and 
management services; on-site pick-up; and, particular reuse or refurbishment services. These 
conditions increase the cost and complexity of collection and recycling and differentiate these 
institutional customers from households. Accordingly many of the providers of business-to-
business (B2B) products and systems already include product recovery services in their contracts 
and have developed programs that allow for non-household entities to select a level of service 
and convenience. The services provided for recycling are a cost of doing business for the non-
household entity. Mandating that manufacturers offer these services for free to B2B customers 
will hinder our ability to provide them as a part of the sale. Legislation should not interfere with 
the successful practices in place for B2B products, nor should it apply to commercial, medical, 
industrial, governmental or other devices not used in a residential setting. 
 
Per formance Metr ics:  
 
There are several different approaches towards tracking recycling rates.  Maine and Connecticut have 
state-run programs, in which manufacturers pay to recycle what consumers choose to turn in.  
Minnesota and New York City have established performance standards that tie recycling requirements 
for manufacturers to sales of products, and impose costly penalties for manufacturers that do not meet 
collection requirements. 
 
We have significant concerns about any program that establishes performance standards for 
electronics manufacturers.  First, manufacturers cannot compel private citizens to turn in their 
property at all, let alone according to some statutory schedule.  To penalize manufacturers for the 
actions (or non-actions) of others is unfair and a violation of due process.   

 
Furthermore, manufacturers are typically several steps removed from the end-users of our 
products.  We rely on a national network of wholesalers, distributors and retailers to get our 
products into the hands of millions of consumers.  Since most manufacturers have virtually no 
capacity on our own to distribute products, we also have virtually no ability or capacity to 
provide for local collection.  
 
Consequently, ITI recommends the adoption of performance goals instead of performance 
standards.  If the state is considering imposing performance standards on manufacturers, we 
recommend setting performance goals, rather than performance standards.  Goals should be 
based on recycling data from the state of Pennsylvania and should not be tied to costly penalties 
for non-compliance.   
 
Our industry has already demonstrated commitment to the management of end-of-life electronics 
and cannot support any measure that applies arbitrary collection requirements that only result in 
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increased costs for manufacturers without any added environmental benefit.  Such requirements 
will only increase costs for manufacturers and consequently, increase the costs of our products 
for your residents. 
 
Conclusion 
 
In conclusion, our industry supports a recycling system that is based on the goal of achieving 
collection that meets the needs of consumers while simultaneously maximizing environmental 
benefits and minimizing costs. 
 
Thank you for the opportunity to share the input and recommendations of high-tech 
manufacturers.  Please feel free to contact me at 202-626-5759 or vrickman@itic.org if you 
would like to discuss any of these issues in further detail. 
 


