WA Commingled Improvements Project:   Northwest Region Workgroup     
Agenda:  Report Discussion, Workgroup Recommendations     
September 17, 2014       10:00 am – 2:00 pm
Seattle, King Street Center, 6th Floor: Rooms Chinook/King                               
Directions: http://www.kingcounty.gov/About/locations/KingStreet.aspx
Call-in number:  (206) 263-8114, conference ID 715838 
Coffee provided.  Please bring a lunch or plan to grab something to go from nearby cafes 
                  
Meeting Objectives  
1. Gather feedback on Workgroup goals, target audience for the NW Report.  See draft OCC chapter, and Who’s Who chapter (forthcoming; check e-mail)

2. Hone Workgroup Recommendations utilizing the survey results. Please review:
a. Focused Recommendations 9-11-14


b. The Survey Monkey results for Secondary Issues:



3. Brainstorm Recommendations for remaining Key Issues (Plastics and Other)
a. 

Agenda
10:00 – 10:03	 Welcome and Introductions – Diana Wadley
10:03 – 10:05 	 Review workgroup goal and objectives; agenda and meeting objectives – Diana  
10:05 – 10:45	Discuss NW Report goals/review of chapter(s) - All
10:45 – 12:00 	Hone Workgroup Recommendations (discuss proposed wording in above “Focused Recommendations 9-11-14 document,” and then do Secondary Issues) – All
12: 00 – 12:30	 Lunch Break – Please bring a lunch or be prepared to grab one quickly 	
12:30 – 2:00	 Brainstorm recommendations for Plastics/Other – All
Meeting contact (not reachable during the meeting itself):  
Diana Wadley, ECY, 425-649-7056, Diana.wadley@ecy.wa.gov 
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Secondary_Iss_Survey_results_by_Question.xlsx
Weighted

				June 3, 2014 Survey Monkey Results (Secondary Issues & Recommendations)

				Note: Below reflects removal of all of Respondent 22's Q's as they did not follow directions (too many votes) plus another person with their entity answered separately. Also removal of one person's Must Do's, on Q1.

				Q1 

				1.     How to effectively educate on proper disposal (when we commingle at the curb). How do you find that balance between being honest with public regarding how much is really getting recycled into new products vs. landfill and also keep their spirits up?

				·         Answered: 21 

				·         Skipped: 1 

		Recommendation bullet number		–		MUST DO (limit: 1) –

dwad461: dwad461:
Removed one respondent's Must Do answer, since that person put 4 answers under Must Do, and there was a limit of 1.
		COULD HELP (limit: 1) –		Average Rating
(weighted)

				Push waste prevention message rather than ‘Fill your cart!’ 		6		3		24

				Full disclosure – tell them what happens – carefully… Better to be upfront that get caught from behind. Recycle Right message. 		4		5		22

				Consistent communications plan as a regional effort 		5		3		21

				De-emphasize unwanted items 		3		3		15

				‘Constant improvement’ as key tenant in messaging – ‘It’s an evolving system’ 		2		4		14

				Comments(7)









				Q2 

				2. Items such as magnets added into phonebooks are a problem. Non-fiber components (keys, electronic components, etc.) added to junk mail are also a problem.

				·         Answered: 20 

				·         Skipped: 2 

		Recommendation bullet number		–		MUST DO (limit: 2) –		COULD HELP (limit: 2) –		Average Rating
(weighted)

				Educate people to opt out of phonebooks and junk mail as a preventative strategy 		6		4		26

				Educate that customers remove non-fiber material before recycling (Message could be on phonebook itself) 		6		3		24

				Work with industry to voluntarily solve (phonebook industry) 		6		3		24

				Consistent messages across region on opt-out option 		3		6		21

				Ban non-fiber items from phone books and junk mail 		4		4		20

				Tax or fee on non-recyclable advertising materials to producers 		4		3		18

				Work with those advertising in this manner on the impact 		3		3		15

				EPR for phonebooks 		3		1		11

				MRF tech would have a fan that flutters phone book and optical sorter sees and tech pulls off magnet 		0		4		8

				Disruptor fee 		1		2		7

				TCLP – do these materials leach metals? Batteries in musical cards. 		0		0		0

				Comments(3)







				Q3 

				3. Any type of paper that is put “on the side” can be negatively impacted by the weather.  

				·         Answered: 20 

				·         Skipped: 2 

		Recommendation bullet number		–		MUST DO (limit: 2) –		COULD HELP (limit: 2) –		Average Rating
(weighted)

				Public education to keep paper dry 		13		4		47

				Educate about drop off options for large OCC 		7		6		33

				Educate about reuse of moving boxes (craigslist) 		3		9		27

				Educate to keep cart lid closed or technology to address lids that blow in heavy weather 		5		6		27

				Allow for extra/too big OCC to be placed in closed, non-fiber container (i.e separate 32 gal. can) 		5		2		19

				Determine how wet is too wet. 		3		4		17

				Allow haulers to dispose of wet OCC as garbage 		0		3		6

				Screws that attach tarp to cart to create a next-to-cart shelter to protect from weather 		0		1		2

				Comments(5)



How do you find that balance between being honest with public regarding how much is really getting recycled into new products vs. landfill and also keep their spirits up?

Average Rating
(weighted)	Push waste prevention message rather than ‘Fill your cart!’ 	Full disclosure – tell them what happens – carefully… Better to be upfront that get caught from behind. Recycle Right message. 	Consistent communications plan as a regional effort 	De-emphasize unwanted items 	‘Constant improvement’ as key tenant in messaging – ‘It’s an evolving system’ 	24	22	21	15	14	Educate people to opt out of phonebooks and junk mail as a preventative strategy 	Educate that customers remove non-fiber material before recycling (Message could be on phonebook itself) 	Work with industry to voluntarily solve (phonebook industry) 	Consistent messages across region on opt-out option 	Ban non-fiber items from phone books and junk mail 	Tax or fee on non-recyclable advertising materials to producers 	Work with those advertising in this manner on the impact 	EPR for phonebooks 	MRF tech would have a fan that flutters phone book and optical sorter sees and tech pulls off magnet 	Disruptor fee 	TCLP – do these materials leach metals? Batteries in musical cards. 	26	24	24	21	20	18	15	11	8	7	0	3. Any type of paper that is put “on the side” can be negatively impacted by the weather.  

Average Rating
(weighted)	Public education to keep paper dry 	Educate about drop off options for large OCC 	Educate about reuse of moving boxes (craigslist) 	Educate to keep cart lid closed or technology to address lids that blow in heavy weather 	Allow for extra/too big OCC to be placed in closed, non-fiber container (i.e separate 32 gal. can) 	Determine how wet is too wet. 	Allow haulers to dispose of wet OCC as garbage 	Screws that attach tarp to cart to create a next-to-cart shelter to protect from weather 	47	33	27	27	19	17	6	2	https://www.surveymonkey.com/analyze/8XKCT8TLVBdtDqSc8_2FzL_2Fe_2Fwp1VHwkVIJtsLNoJQgpo_3Dhttps://www.surveymonkey.com/analyze/8XKCT8TLVBdtDqSc8_2FzL_2Fe_2Fwp1VHwkVIJtsLNoJQgpo_3Dhttps://www.surveymonkey.com/analyze/8XKCT8TLVBdtDqSc8_2FzL_2Fe_2Fwp1VHwkVIJtsLNoJQgpo_3D

raw_data

				PAGE 2: Secondary Issue 1 

				Q1 

				·         Answered: 21 

				·         Skipped: 1 

				Created with Highcharts 3.0.10

				De-emphasize

				unwanted items

				Full

				disclosure –...

				Push waste

				prevention...

				‘Constant

				improvement’...

				Consistent

				communicatio...

				12345

				–		MUST DO (limit: 1) –		COULD HELP (limit: 1) –		Total –		Average Rating –

				–		62.50%		37.50%		8		2.63

				De-emphasize unwanted items 		5		3

				–		50.00%		50.00%		10		2.5

				Full disclosure – tell them what happens – carefully… Better to be upfront that get caught from behind. Recycle Right message. 		5		5

				–		72.73%		27.27%		11		2.73

				Push waste prevention message rather than ‘Fill your cart!’ 		8		3

				–		37.50%		62.50%		8		2.38

				‘Constant improvement’ as key tenant in messaging – ‘It’s an evolving system’ 		3		5

				–		70.00%		30.00%		10		2.7

				Consistent communications plan as a regional effort 		7		3

				Comments(7)

				PAGE 3: Secondary Issue 2 

				Q2 

				Export

				Customize

				Evaluate the following recommendations. 

				·         Answered: 20 

				·         Skipped: 2 

				Created with Highcharts 3.0.10

				Ban non-fiber

				items from...

				Educate that

				customers...

				Work with

				industry to...

				Work with

				those...

				Disruptor fee

				Tax or fee on

				non-recyclab...

				EPR for

				phonebooks

				MRF tech would

				have a fan t...

				TCLP – do

				these materi...

				Educate people

				to opt out o...

				Consistent

				messages acr...

				12345

				–		MUST DO (limit: 2) –		COULD HELP (limit: 2) –		Total –		Average Rating –

				–		44.44%		55.56%		9		2.44

				Ban non-fiber items from phone books and junk mail 		4		5

				–		60.00%		40.00%		10		2.6

				Educate that customers remove non-fiber material before recycling (Message could be on phonebook itself) 		6		4

				–		60.00%		40.00%		10		2.6

				Work with industry to voluntarily solve (phonebook industry) 		6		4

				–		50.00%		50.00%		6		2.5

				Work with those advertising in this manner on the impact 		3		3

				–		25.00%		75.00%		4		2.25

				Disruptor fee 		1		3

				–		57.14%		42.86%		7		2.57

				Tax or fee on non-recyclable advertising materials to producers 		4		3

				–		75.00%		25.00%		4		2.75

				EPR for phonebooks 		3		1

				–		0.00%		100.00%		4		2

				MRF tech would have a fan that flutters phone book and optical sorter sees and tech pulls off magnet 		0		4

				–		0.00%		0.00%		0		0

				TCLP – do these materials leach metals? Batteries in musical cards. 		0		0

				–		63.64%		36.36%		11		2.64

				Educate people to opt out of phonebooks and junk mail as a preventative strategy 		7		4

				–		40.00%		60.00%		10		2.4

				Consistent messages across region on opt-out option 		4		6

				Comments(3)

				PAGE 4: Secondary Issue 3 

				Q3 

				Export

				Customize

				Evaluate the following recommendations. 

				·         Answered: 20 

				·         Skipped: 2 

				Created with Highcharts 3.0.10

				Allow for

				extra/overfl...

				Public

				education to...

				Allow haulers

				to dispose o...

				Determine how

				wet is too wet.

				Screws that

				attach tarp ...

				Educate about

				drop off...

				Educate about

				reuse of mov...

				Educate to

				keep cart li...

				12345

				–		MUST DO (limit: 2) –		COULD HELP (limit: 2) –		Total –		Average Rating –

				–		62.50%		37.50%		8		2.63

				Allow for extra/overflow/too big OCC to be placed in closed, non-fiber container (i.e separate 32 gallon container) 		5		3

				–		77.78%		22.22%		18		2.78

				Public education to keep paper dry 		14		4

				–		0.00%		100.00%		3		2

				Allow haulers to dispose of wet OCC as garbage 		0		3

				–		42.86%		57.14%		7		2.43

				Determine how wet is too wet. 		3		4

				–		50.00%		50.00%		2		2.5

				Screws that attach tarp to cart to create a next-to-cart shelter to protect from weather 		1		1

				–		57.14%		42.86%		14		2.57

				Educate about drop off options for large OCC 		8		6

				–		30.77%		69.23%		13		2.31

				Educate about reuse of moving boxes (craigslist) 		4		9

				–		45.45%		54.55%		11		2.45

				Educate to keep cart lid closed or technology to address lids that blow in heavy weather 		5		6

				Comments(5)
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Secondary Issues Comments.xlsx
Sheet1

		Secondary Issues 1:		1.     How to effectively educate on proper disposal (when we commingle at the curb). How do you find that balance between being honest with public regarding how much is really getting recycled into new products vs. landfill and also keep their spirits up?

				Is this question being publicsh in the final report? (How do you find that balance between being honest with public regarding how much is really getting recycled into new products vs. landfill and also keep their spirits up? )
This question, in both the way it was phrased, and the way that some of the bulleted recommendation options were phrased, could have unintended consequences if they end up, as-is, in any public document.

I would be interested to hear from the workgroup what the strategies are to talk with the public about the recycling system, especially since there is no current chain of custody documentation for materials as they move from the cart to the end user. What would "we" - the recycling educators from the public and private sectors use to inform outreach messages?


				Explain consequence of contamination.

				Full Disclosure is part of following the "De-emphasize unwanted items" Would like regional communications to make clear what is accepted that actually gets recycled. As a more detailed explanation for targeting the basics, Say outright (in plain words): tetra pak or milk cartons (or any dubious product inching toward national environmental certification levels) "have no viable processing and remanufacturing consumers in this state and so are techinically not recyclable at this time. They end up as a contaminants in other items, decrease the overall market value of other items, and waste resources that could be used in diverting more paper plastic and metal items that are readily recyclable."

				I think full disclosure has some value, but more as a tool when one-on-one with residents. Broad disclosure of end markets and realities would not only be a dit depressing for some, but could also have potential to anger the industry.

				Recycle Right should be the consistent message which (hopefully) will enhance recovery, the end goal of recycling. We will not achieve desired outcomes without honest communication and education. If we can improve the quality of consumer recycling the demand to recover more will follow, creating evolution in the program. Consistent communication is beneficial at the risk of excluding recoverable materials desired by one collector yet undesirable by others within the regional boundaries.

				Will the regional communication efforts include combining advertising funds? 

				I like the "Consistent communications" concept, but contracts with our haulers & what they'll accept in the blue cart may vary

		Secondary Issues 2:		2. Items such as magnets added into phonebooks are a problem. Non-fiber components (keys, electronic components, etc.) added to junk mail are also a problem.

				The paper mills that consume products that have TCLP potential or that contaminate paper (glues, magnets, plastics) could invent and sell fiber-based alternatives that make non-recyclable advertising materials obsolete.

				Education is the best strategy to reduce contamination of recyclables. A ban will stop the practice but there are other contaminants that find their way into recyclables. A tax or fees might discourage some advertisers but for others, it would simply be passed on to consumers and would not solve the problem of contamination.

				Not sure this one has much bang for the buck – would it be the MRFs that were leading this effort? 

		Secondary Issues 3:		3.     Any type of paper that is put “on the side” can be negatively impacted by the weather. 

				moisture and shrinkage is a perenial issue for fiber. Keeping all recyclables dry is a good idea, but not if it entials putting them in plastic bags. Messaging must be simple and direct. These recommendations seem helpful, but can we actually measure if they would make a postive difference in the processing stream? Presumably data would show a reduction in OCC recycling (by weight) when moisture is removed... Another view would be that an OCC drop box that gets rained on once may mean more moisture added than the few carts that had lids blow open that day...

				Again, I believe educating the consumer is the first step to improve quality in recycling. This includes educating them on recycling right and options to recycle more.

				I think people do not understand that wet paper / carboard is a problem. But you need to provide them with appropriate containers to keep material dry.

				Very low priority 

				I just came across this issue after moving into a new place and tons of packaging cardboard. First, I made sure that my cardboard would go out on a day that rain wasn't expected. Of course, this can be difficult in our area. My next step was to take it to the local transfer station. Their container has a large opening, it's free, and so easy to zip in and out, so long as there isn't a line.
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Key Issues

NOTE:  The first version of this document was created at the April 16, 2014 meeting (see the Final Notes from that meeting for the original).



Plastics [We will brainstorm recommendations for this at the Sept. meeting]

Primary Issues

A. How they perform in the MRF, marketability, contamination and cross contamination, etc.



B. Recycling is in jeopardy due to decisions made during the design phase of the packaging.  For example:

a. Introduction of ingredients that can contaminate viable plastic recycling streams [at end market] such as the introduction of nylon into PET to create oxygen barriers and the introduction of calcium carbonate into HDPE – all causing yield loss (full wrap bottles, barrier bottles, thermoforms, calcium carbonate additives, etc.).

b. Growing volume and pace of introduction of new, mixed plastic containers such as flexible packaging that cannot be sorted by standard MRF technology and has no(?) end markets.  

c. Products that carry the recycling logo but can’t be recycled in most curbside programs.



C. Plastic bags are a problem during processing because they clog machinery, and they are very low value. 



D. Markets have dried up for plastics 3, 4, 6 and 7. (Note: Verify)



E. There’s a lot of confusion about what plastics can be recycled curbside. A significant amount of non-program, non-conforming plastic is put in the recycling bin (King County study indicates 16%). This is a contamination problem for MRFs.  Messaging is not consistent.



F. [Undecided whether Primary or Secondary Issue] Role of, and confusion around, conversion technologies for plastics.



Stated as a Recommendation (not a Key Issue):

a) Since plastic-to-oil (Agilyx) is a possibility, how about Ecology sitting down with a bunch of us to make a statement about what mass recovery rate the state would consider as beneficial use or even recycling?

b) How can we stand up to the packaging industry and say WTE is not recycling and therefore we wouldn’t consider it an end-of-life solution for flexible packaging?

c) How about forming a regional group to push back at the plastics industry, possibly to make the non-recyclability of flexible packaging a public issue?





Other [We will brainstorm solutions for this at the Sept. meeting]

Primary Issues

A. Lack of relationship/communication between product design and end of life.



B. Decisions about what to accept in the curbside bin are not based on whether the material can be recycled in a cost effective manner, but rather it is a political decision that ultimately may be detrimental to the curbside recycling system as a whole.  This is due to lack of information about impact through the way system—decisions are not made based on full knowledge.



C. Food contamination = load rejection issue.



D. Cross contamination is a system wide issue. For example, flat plastic containers, tin cans, and aluminum can end up with paper. We don’t know exactly what happens when materials end up at the “wrong” end user.



E. Yield loss at MRFs and end users (such as mills) means that recyclables are lost, and the actual recycling rate is lower than the rate based on collected amounts. 



F. Lack of chain of custody from curb to producer of new product. Impacts the recycling rate.







Secondary Issues

a) There are varying opinions about “caps on” or “caps off” as well as confusion by residents.



b) Small pieces of materials drop through the grid and are lost, e.g. small pieces of paper, lids from cans, lids from containers, etc.



c) Foil can be a problem because it lowers the value of bales of aluminum cans, can be contaminated with food, and can cross-contaminate paper.



d) Public perception that recycling makes money.



Stated as a Recommendation (not a Key Issue):

a) There are very high quality, single-stream MRFs out there. Why can’t we form a regional group to get more MRF improvements, including, of course, exploration of funding sources.

b) How this group’s work can influence/help product development

c) There’s a lot of emphasis on depot collection or “return to store” solutions for some materials, particularly PE film. How can we on the one hand help promote this and on the other get the producers and stores to promote it so that the recovery rates for post-consumer uses will rise to something meaningful?



____________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________




Glass  [Recommendations have been brainstormed and honed (see “Focused_Recommendations.doc”)]

Primary Issues 



· Cross-contaminates other materials, including OCC, MWP and plastics. Plus, as our notes state:  Problems are extensive – MRF equip, final user equip (paper mill), contamination in paper trucks (loose glass falls out of MRF bales and then truck is used to backhaul new rolls of paper and glass fines are impregnated in new product),   MRF staff safety, mill staff safety, market price variances (low quality coming out of SS MRF), results in loss of ~30% once thru MRF due to breakage (fines). 

Brainstormed Recommendations:

· Do not add glass in to a newly created commingled program

· Work on ways to draw glass out of the system – do not remove without an alternative superb recycling system in place

· Partner with Strategic Materials to see about an alternative system to ‘in the mix’

· Do research on alternatives and a solid plan before suggesting to remove it – Can it really work?

· Glass should not be in the commingled system, but should be recycled (OK on the side at curb)

· Quality control at the receiving end—processor 

· Research a system that would yield whole glass containers going to the secondary processor (non-retail take back with bounty/refund/incentive)

· Pursue refillable containers 

· Research and understand collection and yield loss differences, and other pros and cons between the various collection methods (MRF vs. depot, etc.).

· EPR for glass containers

· Research the full cost of glass in the commingled system – from collection to end-user (life cycle costs and revenues/ cost benefit analysis)

· Research on how a glass-on-the-side collection choice impacts quantity collected



· Even in small amounts, leaded glass and ceramics are a problem for end users of glass.

Brainstormed Recommendations:

· Increase customer awareness on what is and is not accepted

· Partner with GPI and Strategic Materials on messaging





Secondary Issues [Need to focus recommendations for Secondary Issue Q1]



· [Survey Monkey Secondary Issue Q1] How to effectively educate on proper disposal (when we commingle at the curb). How do you find that balance between being honest with public re: how much is really getting recycled into new products vs. fill and also keep their spirits up. 

Brainstormed Recommendations: bullet number is order of preference per Survey Monkey, number in () is original bullet number during brainstorming (no priority)

1. (3) Push waste prevention message rather than ‘Fill your cart!’

2. (2) Full disclosure – tell them what happens – carefully…  Better to be upfront that get caught from behind.  Recycle Right message.

3. (5) Consistent communications plan as a regional effort

4. (1) De-emphasize unwanted items

5. (4) ‘Constant improvement’ as key tenant in messaging – ‘It’s an evolving system’



Stated as a Recommendation (not a Key Issue):

· If we assume glass is not likely to be removed from most or all programs, what are our options for minimizing its impact?  Yes, this recommendation is addressed above.

· Glass should not be collected in the commingled curbside bin. Yes, this recommendation is addressed above.

· Better ways to process glass & recover it (Bottle Bill, EPR, better sorting  Yes, this recommendation is addressed above.



Fiber [Recommendations have been brainstormed and honed (see “Focused_Recommendations.doc”)]

Primary Issues

· [Survey Monkey Primary Issue Q3] Polycoated paper (juice boxes, cartons, aseptic, cups, frozen food boxes) can’t be adequately separated with existing sorting technology and is a contaminant with mixed paper because the poly prevents machines at mills from pulping them.

Brainstormed Recommendations: 

1. Work with carton council/poly coated industry to do across the region upgrades for MRFs (MRF sorting tech) with a timeline. If solution is not found, we will remove from curbside recycling lists.

2. Invest technology so all paper mills can process poly during pulping

3. Pair a secondary processing facility with a mill (i.e cullet processor example)

4. Find a local tissue market (mill)

5. Invest technology at MRF to sort poly and bale separately

6. Find financing to address sorting and marketing of poly

7. Needs more research – Implication of changing PP coating to industrial compostable liner.  Would that function better at kraft mills?

8. Use of disruptor fees in EPR program – could this be applied here without an EPR system for packaging? Those packaging types that are problematic pay a fee into the system (to fund a solution)

9. Build in consequence of removing from curbside programs if solution is not found by X date.

10. Coordinate industry experts to explain the issues (i.e. difference between single and double-sided polycoated)

11. Put freezer packaging in the garbage (double-sided coating)

12. Coordinate our leverage to change what is currently happening with polycoat (communicate with Carton Council and others that just because it is on our lists, the problem is not solved – remove from lists?)



·  [Survey Monkey Primary Issue Q4]  Shredded paper is a processing problem in MRFs, and instructions about how to handle it are not harmonized.

Brainstormed Recommendations: bullet number is order of preference per Survey Monkey, number in () is original bullet number during brainstorming (no priority)

1. (5)Keep simple message – shredded paper in compost and credit card/DVDs plastic in garbage (if plastic windows, could cause problems in organics)

2. (6)Shredded paper should not be in recyclables cart.  Options – Promote shred services/events and provide more community outlets (or identify the ones that exist – see AG website for list of events) so people feel secure about their identity, and saying no to recycling will help them limit how much they shred (will make a more thoughtful choice).

3. (1)Helping residents to understand what and why to shred 

4. (2)Educate upstream to not encourage ‘shred it all’. Group of entities could come up with different solutions depending on their business area (bank statements vs. utility bills). Will help private sector branding (enviro conscious). Possible lead- Wells Fargo.

5. (7)Educate on where identity theft occurs (are docs really at risk in the cart?) (Ask police/other experts where the theft occurs.)

6. (3)Shredders can shred non-fiber (credit cards, etc.) now – address this need in education and upstream when they package and instruct to shred. (shred separate from fiber)

7. (4)Education around confetti shred and long shred (confetti is too short of fiber to recycle vs. long shred has difficulty in processing if commingled)

8. (8)For education efforts consider volume



· [Survey Monkey Primary Issue Q5]  It’s confusing to residents where items such as cups, paper plates, and food-contaminated paper should go.  

Brainstormed Recommendations:

1.  (3)Standardized symbol so residents know what is compostable vs. what should go in the recyclables cart

2. (4)Give input to national level work so they know how it is impacting our work at the local level

3. (2)Move towards more and more clearly marked compostable to-go containers

4.  (6)SPC How-to-Recycle label but for How-to-Compost label (working with US Composting Council)

5. (10)Educate that napkins and paper towels (but not from bathroom or cleaning) are perfectly acceptable in organics cart, not in recycling cart (soiled or not). Consider issues of premoistened wipes (not acceptable anywhere).

6. (7)If the SPC label reaches a tipping point we can incorporate that into our messaging

7. (8)Scan existing bar code to learn if item is compostable or recyclable in area

8. (1)Trade Associations like Food Service Assoc should come up with language to distinguish ( we’ll send them our best effort to work from) since there are so many look-a-likes out there

9. (9)In vs. out in terms of categories (i.e. freezer packaging) (for Super Recyclers)

10. (5)Use of a QR code to lead to local information on what to do with it (i.e. Earth 911)







Secondary Issues [Need to focus recommendations for Secondary Issue Q2-3]

· [Survey Monkey Secondary Issue Q2] Items such as magnets added into phonebooks are a problem. Non-fiber components (keys, electronic components, etc.) added to junk mail are also a problem.

Brainstormed Recommendations: bullet number is order of preference per Survey Monkey, number in () is original bullet number during brainstorming (no priority)

1. (10) Educate people to opt out of phonebooks and junk mail as a preventative strategy

2. (2) Educate that customers remove non-fiber material before recycling (Message could be on phonebook itself)

3. (3) Work with industry to voluntarily solve (phonebook industry)

4. (11) Consistent messages across region on opt-out option

5. (1) Ban non-fiber items from phone books and junk mail

6. (6) Tax or fee on non-recyclable advertising materials to producers

7.  (4) Work with those advertising in this manner on the impact

8.  (7) EPR for phonebooks 

9. (8) MRF tech would have a fan that flutters phone book and optical sorter sees and tech pulls off magnet

10. (5) Disruptor fee

11. (9) TCLP – do these materials leach metals? Batteries in musical cards.



· [Survey Monkey Secondary Issue Q3 (last Q of June survey)] Any type of paper that is put “on the side” can be negatively impacted by the weather. 

Brainstormed Recommendations: bullet number is order of preference per Survey Monkey, number in () is original bullet number during brainstorming (no priority)

1. (2) Public education to keep paper dry

2. (6) Educate about drop off options for large OCC

3. (7) Educate about reuse of moving boxes (craigslist)

4. (8) Educate to keep cart lid closed or technology to address lids that blow in heavy weather

5. (1) Allow for extra/overflow/too big OCC to be placed in closed, non-fiber container (i.e separate 32 gallon container)

6. (4) Determine how wet is too wet (Look up in OCC notes – how wet is too wet?)

7.  (3) Allow haulers to dispose of wet OCC as garbage

8.  (5) Screws that attach tarp to cart to create a next to cart shelter to protect from weather





Lack of Harmonization/Unification [Recommendation honing began at Aug meeting, and Diana has suggested wording to discuss at Sept. meeting - see “Focused_Recommendations.doc”]

Primary Issues

· [Survey Monkey Primary Issue Q6]  Regional cooperation and buy-in: how can we educate decision makers and get a majority of cities to put their respective genies back in the bottle and adopt some or all of the work group recommendations? [Note: How do we make the genies more successful?]

Brainstormed Recommendations:

1. (1)De-emphasis strategy and tiered strategy (see other bullets) for widespread campaign on most desirable (marketable, recoverable, etc.) recyclable targets that everyone accepts

2. (12)Reframe what makes a great RFP for city contracts – requirements for verification on what is happening to materials at MRF instead of focusing on a bigger collection list.  Verification of recycled content of what is in the bin?

3. (2)Use regional solid waste advisory meetings to spread the word to elected and decision makers (set slideshow)

4. (8)Create a list of key talking points (i.e. A longer list of materials does not mean more is getting recycled.  Reframe what ‘more’ is – less is more)

5. (10)Visual tier – top tier: anywhere you live you can recycle these items, then go down to the next tier at a regional level, etc.

6. (6)Educate public on material changes if made or proposed – The Why

7. (13)How to handle competition between processors wanting the contract and enabling them to provide the truth?  How to create a contracting environment that meets the goals of the workgroup?  Draft a clause to provide random bale breaks or verification. (see Kirkland for examples).

8. (9)Use harmonized materials statewide for broader campaign, then do more regional harmonization

9. (3)Determine priority areas to put genie back in bottle, then create a strategy to approach decision makers for each priority

10.  (5)Educate public on the system as a whole

11. (7)Engage other cities and counties who have not been participating on or tracking the workgroup

12. (11)Separate set of messaging for Super Recyclers so that they are not forgotten – could this be harmonized?

13.  (4)Partner with enviro groups to approach decision makers



· [Survey Monkey Primary Issue Q7]  How do we harmonize around the materials that are successfully handled in all area MRFs?

Brainstormed Recommendations:

1. (1) Use new material evaluation checklist such as Snohomish County's to evaluate existing materials on the list to determine where to harmonize. 

2. (3) Broad campaign on basic materials – Paper, OCC, cans, plastic bottles & tubs

3. (2) Research how to help the area MRFs to be successful at capturing the additional materials we want.



· [Survey Monkey Primary Issue Q8]   What mechanism can we use to more effectively work together and determine next steps for materials collected, not collected, etc.?

Brainstormed Recommendations:

1. (1)Identify what’s a contamination, what’s a processing problem and what’s an outthrow [Note: The dot matrix in the report will address this]

2. (4)Work with mills/markets/brokers to determine what material is collected

3. (5)Online group so that cities can communicate with one another on materials and markets – how to formalize a system where all parties can be in the conversation across the whole system? Strategy to get information to all participants in the system

4. (3)Workgroup to meet with additional participants  to discuss the materials that are currently collected but we may not choose to collect

5.  (6)Our workgroup is used by national groups to connect and hash out issues and bridge the disconnect. 

6. (2)On caps issue – Create an entity or structure (workgroups convenes twice a year, WSRA WRED, SWANA etc) where national interested parties can convey their support of caps on and show data, as well as get feedback from local government.

7. (7) Explore using regional groups such as the Puget Sound Regional Council



· [Survey Monkey Primary Issue Q9 (last Q of June survey)]   Residents are confused (and so are coordinators).

Brainstormed Recommendations:

1.  (2)Tiered education for the basic things that people that don’t what to think will see and for those items that are still in the garbage (probably not a big brochure) vs. the more detail for the super recyclers.  

2. (3)Electronic resource for universal messaging, super recycler, who takes what, how does a MRF work, what’s a waste shed, what happens to materials after the MRF - so we can start to have a digital hub.

3. (1)Create You Tube videos – like the story of stuff, but how a MRF works, is this recyclable, etc.

4.  (5)De-emphasize strategy to address questionable materials (polycoat, etc) and focus on basic materials and transition away from materials that should not be a part of the program

5. (6)Big opportunity if recyclable boxes (cereal, shipping, shoe, etc) all had SPC label – work with industry.

6. (4)Ask the Recycle Guy tool (Edmonds)





Stated as a Recommendation (not a Key Issue):

· Rather than expand curbside collection of problematic materials, focus on harmonization of those that are not (see Bullet 2)  Yes, this recommendation is addressed above.

· Broad campaign on basic materials—Paper, OCC, cans, plastic bottles & tubs. Yes, this recommendation is addressed above.












image1.emf
Focused_Recommen dations-9-11-14.docx


Focused_Recommendations-9-11-14.docx
WA Commingled Improvements Project:   Northwest Region

Focused Key Issues & Recommendations (draft)



1. Issue:  Glass 

Main problems:  

Cross-contaminates other materials, including corrugated cardboard (OCC), mixed waste paper (MWP), and plastics. Plus, problems are extensive – MRF equip, final user equip (paper mill), contamination in paper trucks (loose glass falls out of MRF bales and then truck is used to backhaul new rolls of paper and glass fines are impregnated in new product), MRF staff safety, mill staff safety, market price variances (low quality coming out of single-stream (SS) MRF), results in loss of ~30% once thru MRF due to breakage (fines).

Recommendations:

The Workgroup recognizes that jurisdictions with “glass in” will continue to have glass in until further study, and information, and financing is able to justify and implement alternative methods of recycling glass.

a) We recommend that those entities with “glass out” strongly consider not putting “glass in,” but rather use other alternatives for recycling glass.

b) Glass should be recycled and fundable systems need to be in place for its recycling. Alternatives to programs where it is in the single stream system need to be researched and consideration should be given to their implementation, to either draw glass out of commingled recycling or to discontinue its inclusion in commingled recycling. That can happen if those other systems have been researched and can be implemented with available financial resources. Part of the necessary research includes a number of the other "research" actions listed.  Research should include at least the following:	

1. Analysis of the existing systems handling glass in WA (including cost comparisons), such as

· Commingled “glass in”

· Depot

· Curbside “on the side”

2. New systems to WA (include cost comparisons), such as

· Bottle Bill

· EPR

· Unknown systems via partnership with local glass manufacturers? We should be sure to contact them in the next step of research.



2. Issue:  Poly-coated paper  (such as juice boxes, cartons, aseptic, cups, frozen food boxes) 

Main problems:  

Can’t be adequately separated with existing NW Region MRF sorting technology and hand sorting is expensive.  Polycoated papers  isare a contaminant with mixed paper because the poly prevents machines at non-specialized mills from obtaining high fiber recovery rates when pulping them.  Many are not allowed per the bale specs & laws for our current end-users.

Recommendations:

To address polycoated papers (Carton Council items, cup stock, freezer board, ice cream containers), the NW Commingled Improvements Workgroup recommends seeking a high recycling yield for these items.  A diverse, public, stakeholder group should be formed to focus on this issue.  Work of the diverse stakeholder group could include:

· Have a public effort towards the goal of high yield

· Engage the Carton Council to address issues, provide analysis, and assist in implementing improvements.

· Explore cups/other non-Carton Council items, and whether those items should be handled in a separate manner from Carton Council items, or combined

· Identify non-Carton Council poly-coated materials and recruit/engage those packagers to address issues (i.e. entire poly coated paper packaging industry should be involved.)

· Identify the main NW region MRFs and whether the communities feeding them take cartons (and other poly coated items?)

· Research quantity of cartons in the stream (How big of an issue is this? What potential (for achieving high yield) is there?)

· Research end markets

· Help MRFs meet community service demands, as well as just finding homes for what’s in the bin

· Explore cups/other non-Carton Council items, and whether those items should be handled in a separate manner from Carton Council items, or combined

· Finding funding sources for pilots/system improvements

· Determine system costs and per ton costs for various approaches to keeping polycoated packaging in curbside and for attaining high yield.

· See how to help it pencil out



If the work of the stakeholder workgroup/others does not achieve a high yield within 3 years of the start of their efforts, we would recommend removal of polycoated items from our accepted lists.



3. Issue: Shredded paper

Main problems:  

While not a large part of waste stream, impact is high.  Shredded paper is a processing problem in MRFs, and instructions about how to handle it are not harmonized.  Very messy, often bagged in paper or plastic, and very little shred actually makes it into the MWP stream in SS (3-bin takes in paper bags and it goes right into the bale).  (Most of what’s on side of the belts is shredded paper, and the glass pile looks more like a paper pile.)



Recommendations:

Shred should not be in the recycling cart.  Options we would encourage instead are:

· Plastic-free shred may go in Organics cart (Note: we wish to first check with the organics industry regarding any shifts of shredded materials to their waste stream.)

· Tear off the sensitive info and shred and then trash that small portion, and recycle the bulk of the page.

· Utilize shred events (Note:  we wish to verify the recyclability at those events (are they taking whole binders, etc.?))

During the phase-out of our old “put your shred in the recycle cart,” message, Workgroup jurisdictions intend to utilize a “de-emphasize” communication method of removing the image of shredded paper from their accepted lists.





4. Issue:  Cups/paper plates/food-contaminated paper

Main problems:  

It’s confusing to residents where items such as cups, paper plates, and food-contaminated paper should go.  There are two levels to this topic; organics and recyclables.  Poly-lined items (paper cups and shiny paper plates) have the same issues as other poly-lined papers.

Recommendations:	Comment by dwad461: This is actually kind of background knowledge, rather than recommendations.  Perhaps the Recommendation is to agree to promote those pieces of information via a concentrated/harmonious education effort?

1) First and foremost, NO FOOD/LIQUID-CONTAMINATED ITEMS in recycle bin.

2) Cups (both paper and plastic) are acceptable/recyclable in most jurisdictions, but not foam cups.

a) (See Workgroup recommendation for Poly-coated Papers for more info on paper cups)

3) Plates (both paper and plastic) are NOT accepted/recyclable in any jurisdictions

4) Food-contaminated paper is NOT accepted/recyclable in any jurisdiction

5) Additionally, the Workgroup encourages individual members to stay engaged at the national level regarding labeling of recyclable (such as SPC’s How2Recycle label) and compostable items, so national entities are aware of issues as they play out on the ground.



5. Issue:  Lack of Harmonization/Unification

Main problems:
Residents are confused about what is recyclable and how to prepare recyclables.  Often, so are local government officials.  Key, basic recyclables with ready sorting technology and markets are too often disposed of as trash by residents.  Decision makers do not readily have tools available to help them understand why certain recyclables and handling methods are preferred.

Recommendations:

Jurisdictions within the NW Region should work together to determine which materials are optimal to include in the commingled cart, and then commit to harmonizing their lists of accepted materials as much as possible.  This harmonization may include these steps:

1. Figure out which materials are optimal to take in the commingled stream, based on either:

a) The ideal list based on our research

b) The basic items all our jurisdictions take

2. Inform our decision makers of the above standardized list and reason(s) behind it.

3. Implement changes across the NW region that move towards harmonization.

4. Tell the public. 



To accomplish #1 (standard, optimal list): 

a) Either:  Workgroup adoption of a tool (such as the one Snohomish County uses) to analyze materials and determine what should be on the accepted recyclables list (or tiered list).  Create the ideal list (or tiered list) based on our research and the application of said tool.  Publish list.  Revisit and revise list as needed.

b) Or:  Determining which items are accepted across all jurisdictions and limit our lists to just those “basic” items.

To accomplish #2 (inform decision makers):

· Communicate unified approach, reasons, public communication strategy via SWACs, a package of materials geared toward decision makers with talking points, etc.

· Communicate same to consultants and others in the SW/recycling industry.

· Offer an advisory group (or have the Counties take a lead) to cities on the RFP process (promote via MSWAC, etc.) 

· Provide toolkit of BMPs/suggested language for RFPs, considering the below:

· How to create a contracting environment that handles competition between those wanting the contract by enabling haulers/MRFs to provide the truth and meet the goals of the workgroup.

· How to verify claims, plus use of information from verification activities (such as random bale breaks, chain of custody, etc.) to:

1) Attempt a consistent characterization of bales from all MRFs

2) Show decision makers how bales can become cross contaminated and thus why staff recommend acceptance of certain materials.  

3) Show what materials are problematic in the MRF system

4) (Key Issue under “Other” regarding Chain of Custody will have more detail on the lack of current verification information) 

· To accomplish #3 (implement changes across the NW region):

· Decision makers agree to utilize the list and practices determined and communicated in steps 1 and 2, above.

· As contracts come due, utilize the new tools available, change as necessary.

· Revise instructions to residents as necessary (see below).

· To accomplish #4 (telling the public):  NW Region jurisdictions could utilize a tiered approach such as the following with simple messaging for each commodity based on how we wish them to be handled (the actual categorization of commodities, etc. will be determined by this Workgroup in later phases of our work)

· Tier One:  Universally accepted/recyclable materials.  Utilize this promotion across the ENTIRE NW region.  This tier should be of items accepted everywhere (including beyond the Seattle/King Co/Snohomish media shed).

· (Examples: office paper, soda bottles)

· Tier Two:  Accepted in some localities (check locally)

· (Examples:  paper cups, lids, glass)

· Note: If all NW jurisdictions agree to a standard list based on Workgroup recommendations (either based on research/adoption of an optimized list of items  or based on the “basic” items that all jurisdictions take) Tier Two might be completely moot.

· Tier Three:  Unusual recyclables (check locally for potential curbside options, or other drop-off options)

· (Examples:  shredded paper, batteries, motor oil)





At the September meeting, we will touch on the above (which covers all of the Primary Issues for the Categories of Glass, Fibers, and Lack of Harmonization/Unification), and shows some Track Changes suggestions from Workgroup members.  



Then, we will do the “honing” work of the below three Secondary Issues.  (The recommendations below have been sorted by order of preference per the SurveyMonkey votes).



If time allows, we will brainstorm recommendations for the remaining Primary Issues (in the categories of Plastics and Other).



[Survey Monkey Secondary Issue Q1] How to effectively educate on proper disposal (when we commingle at the curb). How do you find that balance between being honest with public re: how much is really getting recycled into new products vs. fill and also keep their spirits up. 

Brainstormed Recommendations: bullet number is order of preference per Survey Monkey, number in () is original bullet number during brainstorming (no priority)

1. (3) Push waste prevention message rather than ‘Fill your cart!’

2. (2) Full disclosure – tell them what happens – carefully…  Better to be upfront that get caught from behind.  Recycle Right message.

3. (5) Consistent communications plan as a regional effort

4. (1) De-emphasize unwanted items

5. (4) ‘Constant improvement’ as key tenant in messaging – ‘It’s an evolving system’





[Survey Monkey Secondary Issue Q2] Items such as magnets added into phonebooks are a problem. Non-fiber components (keys, electronic components, etc.) added to junk mail are also a problem.

Brainstormed Recommendations: bullet number is order of preference per Survey Monkey, number in () is original bullet number during brainstorming (no priority)

1. (10) Educate people to opt out of phonebooks and junk mail as a preventative strategy

2. (2) Educate that customers remove non-fiber material before recycling (Message could be on phonebook itself)

3. (3) Work with industry to voluntarily solve (phonebook industry)

4. (11) Consistent messages across region on opt-out option

5. (1) Ban non-fiber items from phone books and junk mail

6. (6) Tax or fee on non-recyclable advertising materials to producers

7.  (4) Work with those advertising in this manner on the impact

8.  (7) EPR for phonebooks 

9. (8) MRF tech would have a fan that flutters phone book and optical sorter sees and tech pulls off magnet

10. (5) Disruptor fee

11. (9) TCLP – do these materials leach metals? Batteries in musical cards.





[Survey Monkey Secondary Issue Q3 (last Q of June survey)] Any type of paper that is put “on the side” can be negatively impacted by the weather. 

Brainstormed Recommendations: bullet number is order of preference per Survey Monkey, number in () is original bullet number during brainstorming (no priority)

1. (2) Public education to keep paper dry

2. (6) Educate about drop off options for large OCC

3. (7) Educate about reuse of moving boxes (craigslist)

4. (8) Educate to keep cart lid closed or technology to address lids that blow in heavy weather

5. (1) Allow for extra/overflow/too big OCC to be placed in closed, non-fiber container (i.e separate 32 gallon container)

6. (4) Determine how wet is too wet (Look up in OCC notes – how wet is too wet?)

7.  (3) Allow haulers to dispose of wet OCC as garbage

8.  (5) Screws that attach tarp to cart to create a next to cart shelter to protect from weather





The (rough) Key Issues for Plastics, Other:

Plastics [We will brainstorm recommendations for this at the Sept. meeting]

Primary Issues

A. How they perform in the MRF, marketability, contamination and cross contamination, etc.



B. Recycling is in jeopardy due to decisions made during the design phase of the packaging.  For example:

a. Introduction of ingredients that can contaminate viable plastic recycling streams [at end market] such as the introduction of nylon into PET to create oxygen barriers and the introduction of calcium carbonate into HDPE – all causing yield loss (full wrap bottles, barrier bottles, thermoforms, calcium carbonate additives, etc.).

b. Growing volume and pace of introduction of new, mixed plastic containers such as flexible packaging that cannot be sorted by standard MRF technology and has no(?) end markets.  

c. Products that carry the recycling logo but can’t be recycled in most curbside programs.



C. Plastic bags are a problem during processing because they clog machinery, and they are very low value. 



D. Markets have dried up for plastics 3, 4, 6 and 7. (Note: Verify)



E. There’s a lot of confusion about what plastics can be recycled curbside. A significant amount of non-program, non-conforming plastic is put in the recycling bin (King County study indicates 16%). This is a contamination problem for MRFs.  Messaging is not consistent.



F. [Undecided whether Primary or Secondary Issue] Role of, and confusion around, conversion technologies for plastics.



Stated as a Recommendation (not a Key Issue):

a) Since plastic-to-oil (Agilyx) is a possibility, how about Ecology sitting down with a bunch of us to make a statement about what mass recovery rate the state would consider as beneficial use or even recycling?

b) How can we stand up to the packaging industry and say WTE is not recycling and therefore we wouldn’t consider it an end-of-life solution for flexible packaging?

c) How about forming a regional group to push back at the plastics industry, possibly to make the non-recyclability of flexible packaging a public issue?





Other [We will brainstorm solutions for this at the Sept. meeting]

Primary Issues

A. Lack of relationship/communication between product design and end of life.



B. Decisions about what to accept in the curbside bin are not based on whether the material can be recycled in a cost effective manner, but rather it is a political decision that ultimately may be detrimental to the curbside recycling system as a whole.  This is due to lack of information about impact through the way system—decisions are not made based on full knowledge.



C. Food contamination = load rejection issue.



D. Cross contamination is a system wide issue. For example, flat plastic containers, tin cans, and aluminum can end up with paper. We don’t know exactly what happens when materials end up at the “wrong” end user.



E. Yield loss at MRFs and end users (such as mills) means that recyclables are lost, and the actual recycling rate is lower than the rate based on collected amounts. 



F. Lack of chain of custody from curb to producer of new product. Impacts the recycling rate.





Secondary Issues

a) There are varying opinions about “caps on” or “caps off” as well as confusion by residents.



b) Small pieces of materials drop through the grid and are lost, e.g. small pieces of paper, lids from cans, lids from containers, etc.



c) Foil can be a problem because it lowers the value of bales of aluminum cans, can be contaminated with food, and can cross-contaminate paper.



d) Public perception that recycling makes money.



Stated as a Recommendation (not a Key Issue):

a) There are very high quality, single-stream MRFs out there. Why can’t we form a regional group to get more MRF improvements, including, of course, exploration of funding sources.

b) How this group’s work can influence/help product development

c) There’s a lot of emphasis on depot collection or “return to store” solutions for some materials, particularly PE film. How can we on the one hand help promote this and on the other get the producers and stores to promote it so that the recovery rates for post-consumer uses will rise to something meaningful?




