


WA Commingled Improvements Project:   Northwest Region     
February 20, 2013       10:00 am – 2:00 pm 
Seattle, King Street Center, 6th Floor:  Rooms 603/604                               
Directions: http://www.kingcounty.gov/About/locations/KingStreet.aspx
Coffee provided.  Please bring a lunch or plan to grab something to go from nearby cafes 
Preparation
1. Review Workgroup Goal, Scope and Problem Statements
2. Review summary of brainstormed Project Objectives (Think in context of Workgroup Goal)


[bookmark: _MON_1419686337]

Meeting Objectives  
1. Present the results of KC Recycling Characterization Study
2. Learn about Snohomish County’s process for adding new materials to curbside 
3. Agreement on objectives that address Workgroup Goal

Agenda
10:00 – 10:05	Welcome & Introductions – Shannon McClelland
10:05 – 10:10 	Review of Agenda and Meeting Objectives – Shannon 
10:10 – 10:30	Results of King County’s Recycling Characterization Study – Bill Reed
10:30 – 10:50     Snohomish County’s process for adding new materials to curbside – Sego Jackson  	
10:50 – 11:45	 Review brainstorm and discuss Workgroup Objectives– Shannon & All
11:45 – 12:30     Lunch Break – Please bring a lunch or be prepared to grab one quickly 
12:30 – 1:45 	Cont. Discussion and agree on Workgroup Objectives –All
1:45 – 2:00          Next Steps & Adjourn – Shannon	

Discussion on KC Study and future work
· The impact of food and the terms ‘food recycling’ instead of ‘compostables’
· Can we get more info on what Other Contaminants were?
· How will this change our education?
· Public doesn’t really get the impact of contamination. Don’t understand how MRFs work.
· No curbside checks are happening do to time and automation
· If this quantity of non-program materials is coming in the front end of the MRF, and there is a smaller amount ending up as residuals, what is happening to the rest of it?  What are the big problems at the MRFs and for their markets?
· Textiles appear to be a small quantity but MRFs report it as an issue, so quantity can be deceptive.
· Type of automation that gains efficiency costs in terms of curbside checks.  Rear load/semi-auto can allow for cart inspections.  Front and side do not.  Contracts focus on efficiencies.
· Can MRFs pay for quality as a load comes in?
· 
Snoho’s list
· Could use this list to check current accepted materials
· How do you calculate net gain or loss from this list = final decision. Need to quantify.
· The list is intended for the companies proposing a material – to think through impacts
· Analysis of curbside system – adding materials could actually add GHGs based on additional issues created
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Project Objectives DRAFT.docx
Project Objective Brainstorm from November NW Commingled Meeting

Process Objectives

· Stay open/expansive to solutions – outside the box 

· Do the best job we can for our customers and the environment 

· Opportunity for each stakeholder to explain their perspective on each issue/material

Increased knowledge of the current system (in order to…?)

1. Review all existing outreach tactics and feedback methods that have been tried. Then determine tactics to pilot to determine BMP 3.

2. Agree on problem in order to solve the right problem (data)

3. Determine ‘right’ question in order to solve the problem

4. Understand where each material ends-up – chain of custody/movement across system

5. Understand problem at MRFs

6. Opportunity for each stakeholder to explain their perspective on each issue/material – meant to inform: Cross training/awareness

7. Look at Maybe list (SW) and find out what is actually happening and cost

8. Logistics analysis of all programs (trucks, other programs) – how do they do it and how do they charge? Transparency w/customer

9. Look at entire system in analysis

10. Optimize the current curbside recycling system – determine what optimize is

11. What is an effective way to capture more materials and/or ‘problem’ materials?

12. Knowledge of MRF technology/system that is effectively recovering materials

13. NW specific report that shows what is happening to materials – inform policy makers

14. Acknowledge similarities and differences between SW and NW

15. Focus on contamination – difference between non-program and cross contamination and what is acceptable. Define?

16. Look at bans – are they helping?

17. Understanding of MRF sheds – what goes where?

18. Break thru competitive barriers between companies to work together on shared goals – Pilot/test bale quality to mills to see impact, run different speeds

19. Determine how/where to measure actual recycling – 

20. Determine what factors are contributing to contamination- 

21. Use a method that accounts for volume and weight difference between garbage and recycling. Evaluate.

Harmonize Programs (in order to…?)

1. Literature – standardized lists

2. Universal key messages for customers

Establish BMPs (in order to…?)

1. Process to evaluate materials before added to contracts/program (boutique materials - those that are not yet established) – Volume would be a factor

2. Evaluate all existing materials to determine whether they are working toward goal. Then decide what action to take (equipment of MRF, partnerships, remove material, how to communicate action, etc).

3. Determine which outreach programs and enforcement components/cart inspection feedback work best to increase recycling and decrease contamination

4. Develop BMP to create programs – cost/benefit analysis of all materials currently collected

5. Optimize what goes in the cart/curbside that is actually recycled

6. Agree on what the definition of ‘recycling’ is and use accordingly/appropriately

7. Framework for BMPs – triage then move down to the smaller issues to overall system

8. Apply BMPs to organics programs 

Inform others (in order to…?)

1. Educate internal staff and senior policy makers that there is an issue – Inform

2. NW specific report that shows what is happening to materials – inform policy makers



This is what you will all be working on:

1. Review all existing outreach tactics and feedback methods that have been tried. Then determine tactics to pilot to determine BMP (a).

a. Determine which outreach programs and enforcement components/cart inspection feedback work best to increase recycling and decrease contamination



2. Evaluate all existing materials at curbside to determine whether they are working toward goal. 

a. Then decide what action to take (equipment of MRF, partnerships, remove material) and how to communicate action.

b. Evaluate the feasibility of harmonization on program acceptance list and messaging

3. Determine standardized process/checklist to evaluate new materials before added to contracts/program (Volume would be a factor)



4. Develop plan, including communication strategy, for future coordinated decision-making and continued harmonization
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Northwest Project Charter.docx
WA Commingled Improvements Project:   Northwest Region                             

Agreement on Workgroup Goal

Optimize the residential curbside recycling collection and effective processing system of suitable paper, packaging and other recyclable materials which:

1. Provide customer, environmental, social and economic benefit (jobs, local economy, end-users); 

1. Result in quality materials for return to commerce;  

1. Ensures public confidence in the recycling system; and 

1. Provides ease of use by residents.

Decision on Scope

What’s In – These areas will all be part of the discussion moving forward

1. Single-family curbside recycling – Inside the cart and next to it

1. Multifamily curbside recycling for discussion of materials (Will reevaluate whether still in scope for discussion on outreach)

1. Jurisdictions in Ecology’s NW Region that have curbside recycling collection programs

1. MRFs that accept materials from NW Region collection programs

1. Current and potential markets that do or could accept materials from MRFs in scope

What’s Out –These areas will not be addressed by the Workgroup

1. Organics

1. Commercial sector



Agreement on Key Problem Statements

Still refining language, but the concepts are agreed upon. Suggestions welcome to tighten up.

1. Are we pursuing the right goal (i.e. the recycling rate)? Or is the goal right, but our method wrong/misguided (focusing on increasing the program acceptance list)?

0. Our measurement system drives us to give attention to the collection rate and not the ultimate recovery rate. (Problems with current recovery  system should be an internal discussion not intended for the public)

0. We are moving too fast to recover special materials when recovery of basic materials is still an issue.  (Implies mutually exclusive)

0. Contamination of incoming and outgoing materials—System is not as optimized as it could be. Unrecoverable materials are included and recyclable materials are lost or are not achieving highest and best use.  

Agreement on Key Problem Statements cont



0. Wasted resources and jobs when materials are disposed.

0. Weight vs. volume as a measurement tool  (Note: Undecided if this is a problem)

0. Collected materials that are not providing a benefit to the environment – The tension between customer satisfaction and environmental and economic benefit.

1. Lack of coordinated approach and comprehensive analysis in optimizing commingled curbside materials regarding:

1. Education and Outreach – Behavior change fundamentals and strategies including collection frequencies, cart sizes and colors, signage, enforcement, etc.

1.  Mandates—Voluntary commingled curbside systems for residents , without  a mandatory element (i.e. materials ban from garbage, quality check at the curb of recycling cart, or limits on collection frequency ), can only achieve so much diversion.

1. Policy Drivers – Design collection program to address what end markets want and what can be processed to achieve that vs. Divert more materials to MRFs to expand markets. 

1. Program Material Feasibility– Does this material work ‘well’ in the system (i.e. markets, MRF function, cost, environmental benefit)? Lack of study/list/database.



Underlying Causes – Not problems per se but an explanation of the current operating environment

1. Difference in access to resources – Ability to raise and adjust rates; city vs. UTC rate base

1. Authority for programs is local – Decentralized nature of system and decision-making




