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	Draft Meeting Notes
Northwest Commingled Workgroup
December 17, 2014

	Please send corrections, edits, or additions to Sheila.Hosner@ecy.wa.gov by January 5, 2015



Meeting Objectives:
	WHAT
	· = completed;  X = not completed

	· Review and assign roles and timeline
	· 

	· Refine the issues and recommendations
	· (completed #s 1-6)

	· MRF-Shed map review
	      X (John unable to attend)

	· Next steps and action items
	· 



Meeting Overview:
The group began the meeting discussing roles, responsibilities, and the timeline for finishing the report. Lisa and others have asked that the report be completed by March 15, 2015. Sheila announced that as the Legislative Liaison for the W2R program, once the legislative season begins, she will have less time available to work on the commingled report and would likely not be able to meet the March 15 deadline without help. 
Concerns were expressed about the content of the current draft report and whether or not the narrative and data in the report which originated in the SW commingled report is current enough and accurate. It was felt the data needs to be verified and that there is data missing. In addition, it was felt it is important to determine how the green fence, yield loss rates, packaging changes, and new technologies have recently affected markets and/or the local infrastructure.
There was some discussion about creating smaller subgroups to review and vet each commodities chapter. The researching and referencing of data and the final QA/QC vetting of that data will be time-consuming and given Ecology’s resource limitations may have to be a shared activity to meet the group’s timeline. No decision was made.
Because her participation in the group is relatively new, Sheila is not sure what data is missing, but if data needs were specified, she could help gather the data or see if other Ecology staff may be able to help. (See Clarifying Roles and Expectations section below for more information)
There was some confusion about where the notes and presentations from all the past meetings are available. Taisa clarified that they are all posted on Ecology’s Commingled web page http://www.ecy.wa.gov/programs/swfa/commingled/. Click on the Regional Workgroups link on the left side navigation bar, then click on Northwest. 

Action Items:

	WHO
	WHAT
	WHEN

	Sheila
	Complete and distribute notes from 12/18/14 meeting
	12/23/14

	Sheila
	Complete and distribute draft revised issues and recommendations
	12/23/14

	Abby, Lisa, &Sego
	Offered to work on cleaning up the “main problem summaries” and the “issues & recommendations” that the group started to refine during the meeting. Plan to send draft for review before the next meeting. 
	1/12/15

	All
	Review and provide comments on the draft before the next meeting to Lisa, Abby, Sego, and Sheila. Keep in mind the 3 objectives of the group during your review. Also, keep in mind that recommendations aren’t strategies per se. 
	1/19/15

	Sheila
	Remove term “single-stream” from draft report
	12/24/15


Decisions Made:
· Refine primary issues and recommendations before editing report. 
· Categorized  issues into two sections:
· Materials Issues & Recommendations
· Process/System Issues & Recommendations
· Fold in the three secondary issues into the main 10 issues.
· List the issues in the materials section in priority order. A suggested order was: 
1. Plastic bags/film  
2. Glass
3. Food contaminated containers
4. Shredded paper
5. Polycoated 
6. Aluminum 
· Identify and gather what data is needed in report (if missing) to support the group’s recommendations. 
· The executive summary should:
· Make it clear that not everything is being recycled and that inefficiencies in the system affect the local economy and infrastructure and ultimately affects our recycling services and commitment to the public. 
· Make sure the funding frame is apparent to the reader. 
· Remove the term “single stream” in the document and define commingled in the glossary as a single stream in terms of recyclables into one blue bin. 
· Define polycoated paper and cups. 
· Final edit  should make sure document is consistent, visual, cohesive, and in one voice. 

Clarifying Roles & Expectations
The following clarifications were discussed regarding roles, resources and next steps:
· Ecology will convene meetings and incorporate comments. Sheila has the next three weeks to work on the document, but after that, her first priority will be her legislative duties. 
· If the group needs the report finalized by March, they may have to coordinate sub-workgroups. 
· If specific data needs are identified, Sheila can see if she or certain Ecology staff could help gather that data. The data questions would have to be specific and listed by chapter.
· Abby and Lisa offered to work on cleaning up the “main problem summaries” and the recommendations (Sego also offered to work on the recommendations with Lisa). 
· The group wants to ensure one cohesive tone/voice in the document. If there are anecdotal references then make sure to insert the reference. 
At the November meeting it was asked that the 2006 EPA charts in the report be updated. Sheila looked for updated charts, but it appears that the EPA has stopped updating this data and it is still referenced on their website, as it is other recycling information websites.
Refining Recommendations
The group completed an initial re-write of the first six primary issues and recommendations - the “materials” categories. The last four, the process/system issues, still need to be completed. 
The goal was to simplify and clarify language. As they progressed, the group determined to include the issue statements and recommendations, but remove the detailed suggestions about how to accomplish the recommendatilions and save that for a later sub-committee or education workgroup.  Below are rough notes from this discussion; please see attachment with revised focused recommendations for a more complete version.


Issue #1:  Plastic Bags/Film The public is confused.
Recommendation:  
· Do not collect plastic bags for recycling in the curbside commingled system
· Explore plastic bag bans

Issue # 2:  Shredded paper is not being recycled because it is too small to be sorted by machinery at the MRF and contaminates other commodities.
Recommendation:
· Do not collect shredded paper in the curbside commingled system
· Encourage use of shred events
· Explore alternative management for recycling

The group talked about possibly including a tiered approach to include something like this in the two issues above. 
· If currently in curbside commingled system, de-emphasis language should be incorporated into outreach/education messaging. 
A decision was not made about this at this stage, however. 

Issue #3:   Aluminum foil/pie pans are often contaminated with food, are difficult to sort at the MRF, and have low recoverability at the smelter.
Recommendation: 
· Do not collect foil/pie pans in the curbside commingled system.

The problem summary will need some work for this material. There has been some contradictory info about this material. Check the notes for more on this data. 

Issue #4: Glass cross-contaminates other materials, especially paper, damages equipment and is a safety hazard for recycling workers.
Recommendation: Insert Lisa’s suggested language here. 
Sue Ellen wanted to make sure we don’t downplay the issue. 
Sego mentioned something like:
· Collect glass separately.
· Conduct a cost benefit analysis study describing options for collecting glass separately, weighing rate payer costs, greenhouse gas emissions against contamination issues and costs. 
The group agreed that they need to sleep on this one.

Issue #5:  Polycoated paper doesn’t separate easily at the MRF, contaminates mixed paper bales and can be problematic at the mill.
Recommendations: Continue to collect in the curbside commingled system conditionally. Explore improvement to collection and sorting?

Deleted many bullets. 

Define polycoated paper and cups. How can we optimize the system? Mill retrofit would cost $5 to 6 million.

According to Jeff, within the last 6 months, 3 of the 4 MRFs in Seattle said that this isn’t a problem. Is it all recycled? No, it’s variable, somewhere in between. It’s not all wasted or thrown out.

Do end markets see it as a problem? Check with MRF to see what is happening with end market. We need a cost benefit analysis at the MRFs.  What’s necessary to bring about a high yield of fiber? Drive the work of the carton council – send a strong signal that there needs to be active work done here to resolve this. 

Issue #6: Food-contaminated paper cannot be recycled in the curbside commingled system
Recommendation: 
· Do not include food/liquid contaminated paper in the curbside commingled recycling bin. 

Main problem – food contaminated paper is a common contaminant in the curbside commingled system. List the items again (paper plates, pizza boxes). Take out cups and cut out the last sentence.  What is really acceptable? Simplify the communication for the public – include this in the education section. 
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