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	Meeting Notes
Northwest Commingled Workgroup
November 19, 2014

	Please send corrections, edits, or additions to Sheila.Hosner@ecy.wa.gov by December 3, 2014



Meeting Objectives
	· Review rough draft of report
	· 

	· Indepth review of focused recommendations
	X

	· Determine how to proceed with editing report
	· 

	· Future of group
	· 

	· Review spreadsheet
	· 

	· Next steps, time table, action items
	· 



Decisions Made
· The group decided to schedule two more meetings. Sheila will send out a doodle request to choose which Wednesdays will work in December and January. The Ecology building in Bellevue is an option, as well as City of Kirkland offices. 
· The MRF spreadsheet will use both electronic and print information available to the public to show which materials are picked up by jurisdictions.  
· December meeting will focus on refining and possibly simplifying focused recommendations
Action Items
	WHO
	WHAT
	WHEN

	Sheila
	· Send Doodle Poll to members for Dec and Jan meetings
	11/21/14

	Sheila
	· Distribute notes from 11/19/14 meeting 
	11/24/14

	Workgroup
	· Review focused key issues and recommendations (see below for guidance)
	12/10/14

	Workgroup
	· Look for pictures showing recycling activities to use in report
	12/31/14

	John MacGillivray 
	· Complete draft of MRF-shed map
	12/10/14

	Candy
	· Send samples of infographics to Sheila
	12/10/14

	Sheila
	· Reorganize the report according to discussion from meeting
	12/10/14

	Sheila
	· Highlight new language in the report to differential from SWRO
	12/10/14

	Sheila
	· Edit ONP Chapter
	12/10/14

	Sheila
	· Review spreadsheet and update materials collected, if needed
	12/31/14

	Sheila
	· Connect with Janine to coordinate BW Plan goal of statewide BMPs for curbside programs
	12/31/14


 (
Review focused key issues and recommendations
: Review the issues and recommendations with these questions in mind:
Was everything captured?
What can be deleted?
C
an they be prioritized? 
How 
can they be better phrased 
to make them more concise and accessible/compelling to the lay 
person.
 
Do the meet the goals and objectives of the group?
This will be the main agenda item of the
 December
 meeting
; 
please have your comments to Sheila by December 10, 2014
 and she will compile them for the meeting
)










General Discussion
Initial discussion focused on what was the hurry to publich the report when half of the agreed upon scope of work is still to be done. Developing educational materials, BMPs, etc, and determining areas for harmonization between programs still need to be completed and are important.  Many in the group were concerned that the additional work would not get done if the report is published now.  
Both Kitsap and King counties expressed needs for having this phase of the project ready to present to their management in the next few months because the findings could be used to refine SW Comp Plans and changes to curbside collection.  
· Agreement was reached to complete this portion of the report but to emphasize it is only the first phase and to begin work on education, messaging, and harmonization, etc, while this part of the report is finished  Suggestions included:
· BMPS could be the first phase
· Begin a subcommittee now to start working on harmonization, BMPs, etc
· Incorporate Ecology’s goal of statewide BMPs in education materials
Review of Draft Report 
Overall comments:
· Be mindful that the report could be useful nationwide; consider that when including information
· More pictures are needed because many decision makers; upper managers, city council member, SWAC, MSWAC, don’t really understand the recycling process. Could use some pictures from the presentations and other end users.
· Perhaps embed some videos – for example, sorting at a MRF
· A question was asked if Ecology had any money for infographics; Candy will send Sheila some examples
· Sheila explained that the pie charts that report on volume and income at the MRFs are from a survey Diana did of the MRFs and the information has been aggregated because it was proprietary. The group asked for a footnote under each graph to explain this and to make sure to source all data, in general
· Update graphs from the EPA and other sources. Check for ones more recent than 2006.
· The report needs a better title
· Reorganize the report to replace the Methodology chapter with an Overview chapter and move Methodology to an appendix
· Include Patty Moore’s “sort for value slide” somewhere in the report. Perhaps the new Overview chapter
· Make sure there a link to the presentations given to the group is included in the report.
Individual Chapters:
Acknowledgements – there was some discussion about moving acknowledgements to an appendix but the group decided it would be good to keep it where it is, but:
· Alphabetize by last name
· Try to fit it all on one page
Executive Summary – all felt the executive summary was too long and should be shortened to a maximum of 2-3 pages.  
· It should be a summary/recap key findings and the paired recommendations
· Nothing should be in the ES that is not already in the rest of the report 
· Workgroup goals and objectives don’t belong in ES, could be in an appendix
· The key issues and recommendations should be bulleted and perhaps limited to top five.
· Could also have an “abstract”
Background – Make the background chapter more visual. More pictures, less words. The EPA references could probably be shortened/and or included in the Appendix. 
· Consider using more headers to makes it more scannable by the reader. 
· Include the great orange figure from the southwest report in this section. 
· The EPA may also have some graphics that we could use. 
Methodology – Make this chapter an appendix. Include the info about who met and presented, but not so much info about how often.
Introduction New! – This chapter would include an overview of the process and the summary findings which  are now included in the Executive Summary.  It would precede the chapters on individual materials. It could also include the goals and objectives.
Materials Chapters – There wasn’t enough time for the workgroup to review the chapters in depth, but a few comments were made. Sheila will highlight the new information in the materials chapters so people can distinguish it from what is from the SWRO report. 
Sheila clarified that all the “messages” answering the question “What are we telling the public on how to prepare it” in each chapter came from her research in reviewing the program materials sent to the public from each jurisdiction included in the spread sheet. 
· Glass Chapter – correct the language to Seattle Plant in the sentence referring to medical waste; consider including more information about improvements in equipment at MRFs and processing plants
· Paper Chapter – contact Cedar Grove and determine their capacity to accept shredded paper. 
· Plastics Chapter – clarify what is meant by rigid plastics and bulky rigids (can contact Patty Moore for her definitions); correct the language referring to flattened plastics being “read” as paper. Flat plastics behave like paper and go over the top of the machines, they are not “read” by the optical sorter
· ONP Chapter – this chapter has not been updated with NW material, yet. The material in the rough draft is from the SW region. Group suggested that the dropping trend of newsprint be included when it is updated
Focused Issues and Recommendations – again, folks had not had time to review but a few comments were made.
· Add the word “liquid” to food-contaminated issue
· Contact Gretchen Newman for her fate of recyclables work for the issue on products designed without recyclability
· It was suggested that the number of issues/recommendations might be reduced
Glossary – Recycling rate should be included in the glossary, but the group spent time discussing how “recycling rate” is defined. Some felt it only means what goes in the blue bin, but that doesn’t incorporate the return to commerce rate which is also very important. 
· Connect with Gretchen and learn what she has been doing on this issue. Perhaps have her come and talk to the group
· The group will have to come up with a definition that reflects the nuances of the issue
· The glossary might be useful on the WSRA website
Spreadsheet
Sheila discussed the methodology she used for the spreadsheet. She reviewed all the flyers sent to residents from the 100 juridictions included on the sheet. Materials shown as acceptable on the flyers are what she included as collected. 
· The group felt the spreadsheet should be updated to reflect materials shown as acceptable in either print or website program materials available to the public, but not what is in contract language because that is often old
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