Appendix A
Methodology
The Workgroup addressed seven general material categories collected in the curbside residential commingled recycling programs in the counties of Island, King, Kitsap, San Juan, Skagit, and Snohomish.  Whatcom County, which has a three-bin system, was included for comparison.  The seven categories were: cardboard (OCC), glass containers, metal, mixed waste paper (MWP), newspaper (ONP), plastic containers, and odd materials (batteries, textiles, etc.).   
For the purposes this work, ‘the commingled system’ was defined as including the house, curb, MRF, and mill; and the people, including residents, recycling program managers, policy makers, haulers, processors, brokers, and manufactures which are involved in the inputs or outputs of the residential commingled recycling programs. 
The Workgroup began the process by developing a shared understanding of the similarities and differences of the commingled collection programs in the region and identifying which processors were receiving material flow from each jurisdiction (Appendix C). 
The group held once a month half-day meetings and focused on one material type at a time, for all materials. During each meeting, stakeholders shared their perspective on the issues they face with each material. Guests representing end-users were invited to present in order to obtain data on the final use of each material. In addition, field trips and site visits to materials processors and MRFs were organized for additional information gathering.  An identical set of questions (see below) was used for each material allowing the group to track materials and obtain data in a consistent and fair manner, giving each material focused attention.  
Due to the scope of the project, the workgroup agreed to rely on existing data when available and on anecdotal information to understand the ‘story’ of each material as it made its way from the curb, to the MRF(s), to eventually its final end-use.  
Methodology for NW Region Residential Recyclable Materials List
In addition to data gathering data for the report, the group developed a spreadsheet detailing what specific items were included in the collection systems for 100 jurisdictions across the region (see Appendix B). These jurisdictions represented cities, towns, and unincorporated areas in counties.
The publicly available print and website materials were reviewed for each jurisdiction.
Discussion Questions for Each Material Category	Comment by Sepanski,  Lisa: I think we should put these into full sentences.
For Local Governments and Collectors
· What is the messaging for preparation?
· Special/extra messaging?
· Collected the same as other materials?
· Does it provide revenue for your program or is it only a cost?
· Percent of total materials collected in program?

For Processors
· Percent of total incoming?
· Quality of incoming?
· Problems in processing?
· Areas that could be improved from MRF perspective?
· Percent of residual?
· Rate the market: Strong, medium, weak for local and export?
· High value commodity?
· Easy to move?

For Manufacturers/End Users
· Prohibitives?
· Outhrows?
· Yield loss?
· Capacity/ Need to use more?
· Problems with your equipment?
· Value in using vs. other virgin feedstock?
· [bookmark: _GoBack]Final product?
