WA Commingled Improvements Project:   Northwest Region                                                August 20, 2014       10:00 am – 2:00 pm; King St. Center
 Notes & Outcomes:  NW Report, Workgroup Recommendations
                                                                                                                                                    NW Report Content
Discussion of how to incorporate Whatcom County into the report (since they utilize a 3-bin collection system, rather than single-stream):
· At front of the report, describe the different collection systems.  Then in the commodity chapters, mostly discuss the single stream system, but briefly call out the 3-bin system to discuss its unique challenges or advantages for that portion of the waste stream.
· Data pieces to try to compare/contrast:
· Amount collected per capita and/or per household (hh)
· Number of hh’s participating (taking into consideration mandatory vs. voluntary pay/participation)
· Level of contamination
· Does the increase in amount collected in ss offset the increased contamination?
· Startup/Collection cost
· Materials collected in each system
Mapping of materials
· If possible, at front of report, have a map of the “MRF sheds” and text about what each of those MRFs accepts.

Overall
· Scale and scope of each item is important
· Define “media shed” in the glossary


Recommendation Prioritization: Shredded paper

Discussion: 
· While not a large part of waste stream, impact is high.  Very messy, bags, 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.)

Issue and Recommendation:
Issue:  Shredded paper is a processing problem in MRFs, and instructions about how to handle it are not harmonized.
The Workgroup recommends:
· 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.
Recommendation Prioritization:  Cups/paper plates/food-contaminated paper

Discussion: 
· Cups and poly-lined papers (shiny plates) would have greater detail devoted to them in the poly-lined papers chapter of the report.
· There are two levels to this topic; organics and recyclables.

Issue and Recommendation:
Issue:  It’s confusing to residents where items such as cups, paper plates, and food-contaminated paper should go.  

The Workgroup recommends:
· First and foremost, NO FOOD/LIQUID-CONTAMINATED ITEMS in recycle bin.
· Cups (both paper and plastic) are acceptable/recyclable in most jurisdictions, but not foam cups.
1. (See Workgroup recommendation for Poly-coated Papers for more info on paper cups)
· Plates (both paper and plastic) are NOT accepted/recyclable in any jurisdictions
· Food-contaminated paper is NOT accepted/recyclable in any jurisdiction
· 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.


Recommendation Prioritization:  Lack of Harmonization/Unification

Discussion: 
· A basic approach to harmonization/unification might include these steps:
1. Figure out which materials are optimal to take in the commingled stream, based on either:
· The ideal list based on our research
· The basic items all our jurisdictions take
2. Inform our decision makers of the above standardized list and reason(s) behind it
3. Work together across the NW region towards harmonization/unification
4. Tell the public 

· To accomplish #1 (standard, optimal list): 
· Workgroup adoption of a tool (such as the one Snohomish County uses) to analyze materials and determine whether or not it should be on the accepted list.
· Unification of the accepted list across NW Region
· 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 them 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 #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 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 that go 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)
· Tier Three:  Unusual recyclables (check locally for potential curbside options, or other drop-off options)
· (Examples:  shredded paper, batteries, motor oil)

· The above is a compilation of a long discussion, and did not have this exact format at the meeting.  Diana’s role as noted in Next Steps below is to analyze the Key Issues in this Harmonization/Unification category and propose synthesized options/wording at the next meeting.  The above is a first step.

Next Steps
· Diana will analyze the Key Issues remaining in the Lack of Harmonization/Unification category (Survey Monkey questions 6-9) and synthesize, proposing wording for discussion at next meeting.
· Diana will synthesize the Key Issues (both primary and secondary) under the “Other” and “Plastics” category to eliminate redundancy before the next meeting. 
· (Not discussed at the meeting, but Diana will also look at the Secondary Issues for the same purpose.)
· Next meeting – September 17,  10:00-2:00,  King St Center, 6th floor Chinook/King rooms
· Focus will be on 1) discussion of the NW Report and its purpose 2) continued focusing of recommendations, 3) brainstorming recommendations for “Plastics” and “Other.”
· NOTE:  A tour of Recology CleanScapes’ new MRF will occur before and/or after the regular meeting (please rsvp to Diana:  Diana.wadley@ecy.wa.gov).

