
Summary -- Eastern WA and Central Basin Regional Recycling Summit
Meeting of June 25, 2009, 10:00 – 3:00 PM
Big Bend Community College, Moses Lake, WA.  


Morning Presentations:

· Shannon McClelland, Ecology, HQ, reported on progress of other regional teams and gave an overview of the trend toward commingled single and dual stream recycling collection and its apparent net effect on rates of actual recycling, as opposed to just rates for curbside collection.  Shannon reports that Northwest Washington’s regional recycling issues group has met once; but she has not received a report from them yet.  The Southwestern Washington group met twice and has decided to focus on analyzing the bin-to-recycled-product process and assessing its cost points and market dynamics for individual commodities.  The Southwest group is focusing first on cardboard and paper recycling.  A report on their findings will be forthcoming as they get further into their work.

· Wendy Mifflin, Yakima County Solid Waste reported on a successful public/private collaboration of the county with the local hauler and a recycling processor who has a sourcing relationship with a local fruit packing company to suppy pulp-derived shipping separators.  In exchange for the free feedstock, they two private sector operations do not charge to take a number of other recyclables beyond pulp producing paper and cardboard.

· Suzanne Tresko, Spokane Regional Solid Waste System, previewed a request for information she is distributing to elicit ideas from private and public separator operators regarding feasibility of a regional commingled single or dual stream materials collection systems and reclamation facility (MRF) as an alternative to long-hauling the material.

NOTE:  Breakout sessions involved reforming the Summit participants into 10 assigned tables to produce suggestions for how best to describe the problems with commingled single or double stream recycling.  What follows is a compilation  of those inputs from all the tables by topical area.  A copy of the actual recorded input from each table is available upon request.

Morning Breakout Session To Define Problems Of Commingled Recycling System: 

· Cost Effectiveness:  

· What is cost effective to collect, may be just as cost prohibitive to recycle due to transportation and processing costs.

· Economic incentives for traditional, source-separated recycling are poor, and the knowledge that might lead to consumers to participate in source-separated recycling is low, so it’s hard to tell how much the public would embrace the current source separated recycling system if it were better incentivized. 

· Commingled recycling needs to be focused on population densities where collection volumes can justify the investment in collecting and processing materials.

· Distance to West side markets combined with escalating gas prices makes it cost prohibitive to long-haul some materials from Eastern or Central Washington to Western Washington, even when collection is commingled.

· Contamination rates escalating adds extra expense for end users and makes virgin materials seem more cost competitive at times.

· Some commodities are being collected at great expense for which there are no end users, even in a single stream system.  

· There is a pronounced lack of local end user markets in Eastern and Central Washington.

· Technology: 
· The technology doesn’t exist today to effectively reduce contamination in the commingled single stream recycling system and to justify the expense of transporting commingled recyclables to large-scale MRFs in Western Washington.

· Current single stream MRFs cannot consistently produce the level of quality in recycled product that many end users demand of input materials to their processes.

· Contamination in transit causes many loads to be rejected.

· Scale:  
· Are there enough recyclable materials in the region and can any recycler get sufficient commitments to use their facilities in order to make a going concern out of a regional alternative?

· Staging and storage areas need to be available and of sufficient size to make transfer of materials for long-haul affordable.

· Fairness (Level Playing Field): 

· There is an uneven distribution of risks, benefits and accountability amongst the participants in the recycling process:  public, government, education, collectors, processors, and end users.

· The existing single stream system does nothing to support local end users of recycled materials.

· Large, well capitalized waste haulers are now competing with small local recycling operations for recyclable materials.

· Regulatory Issues:

· Lack of government packaging mandates causes products to be marketed that are packaged in material combinations that are often difficult to recycle, (e.g. juice boxes) particularly in a commingled system.

· Manufacturers should be required to take back materials from the products they sell in Washington.

· Retailers should specify packaging restrictions that would reduce potential for contamination of commingled loads.

· Communication Issues:
· Public education is difficult for local governments to undertake with such diverse populations of clients.

· No established channel for end user to communicate their quality needs to manufacturers who develop hard-to-recycle packaging.

· There is no system for collecting accurate data at county level for what actually gets recycled in a commingled recycling system, only what gets collected.

· Clientele in rural communities demanding more recycling services; but unwilling to change their purchasing practices to facilitate the more efficient collection represented by commingled single and double stream recycling.

· Systemic Problems: 
· A user feedback loop is either absent or broken.  There is no way for homeowners or local governments to know if the materials going into a commingled recycling bin are, in fact, consistently being recycled into end products.  No public 

Afternoon Panel Discussion: Beyond Commingled Recycling Systems

Panel Conversation:Kip Eagles, City of Richland;, Jim Schrock/Earthworks Recycling; Dennis Durbin, Stevens County Public Works; Judi Dunn Gray, Whitman County Public Works; Thad Schutt, Royal Organics Products; Wendy Mifflin,Yakima County Public Works; and Chris Thomas, SP Recycling:

Concerns were expressed about new state laws and local regulations affecting regional MRF operations.  Bigger counties with numerous collection sites bring sorted materials to one MRF where it is  hard to handle or convert to commingled.

A potentially huge market in energy recovery is being ignored.  When will things collected be used for energy, oil, alternative fuel?  There’s a potentially huge market that has never been developed.  Used tires were given as an example.

There is a bias toward funding small and inefficient public organics projects rather than supporting larger, more cost-effective privately operated regional facilities. Too many small processors can’t handle materials as efficiently, or manage end use specialization.  The publicly funded facilities also tend to reduce the value of end products from organics processing because they often give it away or sell it at a publicly subsidized cost.

How much compostable material is lost to hog fuel?  Don’t know, but there is competition for it.

Government statutes are dated and difficult to change.  They make it hard to be flexible in order  to deal with emerging issues and leverage new technologies or market opportunities.

Single stream paper supplies 700-800 tons per day, 8-22% of which is “nondesireable”, though some will still get made into paper.  Many paper processors in the Northwest won’t touch materials from California because its commingled product contains up to 40% contaminants at the source.  

Shannon McClelland asked the attendees for a show of hands of those local government folks and recycling collectors who know where their recyclables actually end up.  Almost no hands up.

Group concluded that there is also a prominent disconnect between decisions about what gets recycled at the local and state government level and what end users of recycled feedstock actually need.


Breakout Sessions To Define Problem With General Recycling Beyond Commingling:


· Cost Effectiveness Issues:
 
· Distances of most Eastern and Central Basin recycling collection systems from processors and end users makes recycling some items a drain on other local government revenues in order to sustain recycling programs for commodities that can’t be affordably transported to ready markets.

· Uncertainty about availability of grant funds year-to-year creates a challenge for local recyclers that affects their ability to stay in business.

· Systemic Problems:

· There is a persistent lack of product stewardship on the part of manufacturers.

· Customers lack education about the importance and benefits of recycling.

· We fail to think of solid waste management, recycling and organics as integrated systems whose challenges are interlaced.

· We’re aiming at the wrong target. A higher recycling collection rate does not equal more waste reduction, better quality materials to mills or reduced energy expenditure in the solid waste system.

· Low density population in most rural counties drives up the cost of collection, processing and shipping.

· Consumers don’t accept responsibility for the recyclability of their purchases.

· Manufacturers don’t accept responsibility for making more recyclable products or for standardizing products and processes to allow development of corresponding recycling technologies.


· Regulatory Issues:

· Government agencies need to have a better understanding of the overall waste and recycling system and adjust their expectations accordingly, then public guidelines that are explicit about what’s expected of the other players in the system.

· State regulations and recycling requirements should be drafted with regional limitations (lack of processors, distance to markets, etc.) in mind.

· Communications Problems:

· Regarding glass: tell the truth.  Advise members of the recycling public of the true cost of recycling, that glass, especially, and recycling more generally, just doesn’t pay for itself.  It’s a cost center most of the time, not a break-even or revenue generating enterprise most of the time.

· No consistent, sustained commitment to public education about recycling.

· The Solid Waste Information Clearinghouse has not been marketed effectively or consistently.

· Governments don’t seem to listen to private sector players in the recycling system, and then subsidize inefficient or ineffective systems.

· End users don’t do an effective job of communicating what they need in terms of product quality or volume to those responsible for supplying it to them.

· Level Playing Field Issues:

· Governments often lead the way on developing infrastructure to deal with recycling challenges, but they never get to the point of turning over that infrastructure to the private sector, often setting themselves up to be taxpayer-subsidized competition to private sector operators.


This is a quick summary of the input you all provided at the Moses Lake Summit.  Now for the fun part.  Please respond to this report by sending your thoughts about which system actor (state government, local government, end user, waste collector, recycling operator, or MRF operator should be lead for developing solutions for the problems and issues described in this summary.  And list what you think would be an achievable first step this year and/or next.

Send your ideas for starting on solutions to james.wavada@ecy.wa.gov.  I’ll compile these and we’


-END-
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