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	Meeting Notes
Northwest Commingled Workgroup
January 21, 2015

	Please send corrections, edits, or additions to Sheila.Hosner@ecy.wa.gov by February 4th, 2015



Meeting Objectives
	· Finalize the recommendations
	· Partially completed (need to finish system recommendations)

	· Next steps, time table, action items
	· Completed


Action Items
	WHO
	WHAT
	WHEN

	All
	· Review the recycling system issues and recommendation. Email comments to the whole group. 
	1/29 COB

	Candy
	· Create a Google Docs account, post draft report, and send link to group
	1/28/15

	Gerty
	· Email Taisa and Sheila more detailed comments on glass recommendation #2  
	1/29 COB

	Candy & Lisa
	· Rewrite/wordsmith the “main problems” for Aluminum Foil recommendation to include more specifics.
	1/29 COB

	All
	· Review and comment on the entire report in the Google document with these questions in mind:
· Does the report support our recommendations?
· Is the data accurate and up to date?
· Are there any data gaps? If so, what in particular?
	February 11

	Sheila/Taisa
	· Complete and send out notes from meeting
	1/27/15 (completed)

	Sheila
	· Send the outlook invites for the meetings to the group
	1/26/15 (completed)

	Taisa
	· Secure conference call/online meeting for February 2.
	1/26/15 (completed)

	Sheila
	· Send out the updated recommendations, merge with report, add page numbers and send to Candy for  posting to Google Docs
	1/26/15 (completed)



NOTE: Let Candy know if the reviewing the Google document is or is not working.

Decisions Made
· Accept all the edits made in track changes to the recommendations during the meeting. 
· The February 2 call will focus on finalizing the “recycling system” recommendations. The February 11 meeting will focus on reviewing the full report.
· Use the word “garbage” rather than trash throughout the report. 
· In the introduction or summary of report, acknowledge that other recycling alternatives exist in this region besides commingled (such as in Whatcom County) and to use them as an example when analyzing source separated systems. (Glass, Shredded Paper, Aluminum foil) 
· The group decided to schedule meetings (usual time 10:00-2:00) out into May with the aim of having a final draft of the report in March/April. 
· February 2 (1:00-3:00): Conference Call/Online Meeting
· February 11: Kirkland (Waste Management Office)
· March 4: Seattle (King Street Center)
· April 8: Bellevue (WA Dept of Ecology)
· May 6:  Kirkland (Waste Management Office)
General Discussion
· The group agreed to keep the recommendations concise (excluding implementation strategies) and list in a tiered approach. Make recommendations without regard to what may or may not be possible (consistent with the SW report). Organics are out of scope, but there may be instances where discussion may be necessary to determine if the compost bin is a potential alternative for some materials. 
· The group discussed that there will be instances where individual studies make sense but in the future, the education subcommittee could determine which harmonized studies across a region would be useful (example, food contaminated paper?). The group will have to decide if they will continue to have annual meetings after the completion of the report. 
· The group discussed SW group’s approach of providing “Letters of Endorsements” from participating jurisdictions where each jurisdiction can comment on what sections of the report will inform their program or drive program changes. For example, in Tacoma, they are currently doing a study on glass in their system as a result of the SW group’s recommendations. The letters also help authorize staff to continue working on subcommittee and action items. 
Review of Main Problems & Recommendations: 
The group wordsmithed, negotiated, and finalized the problematic materials recommendations and agreed to accept all the edits made in track changes at the meeting. The “recycling system” recommendations still need to be completed. Below are some of the additional comments/discussions. 

Problematic materials Issues:
1. (Plastic bags and film)
Accepted as is.

2. (Glass):  
Gerty had additional comments on the problem statement that she will email Taisa and Sheila.
For some there was discomfort with the first bullet point, “Glass should be collected separately and recycled.” However, after some discussion, everyone agreed to leave it in and understand it as part of a tiered approach and that some recommendations won’t be feasible for all jurisdictions.  The recommendations may inform county SW plan plans, but in the end the county will decide which steps they will take based on their own decision making criteria. 

Data need Make sure that there aren’t any state, county, or city ordinances that call out glass specifically. State law may require it be included in curbside.(Sego?)

Note: Rod was asked to reread the third bullet to see if the group captured his point.

3. (Shredded paper):  
Candy made the distinction and correction that MRFs can separate some of the shredded paper. There is machinery that vacuums paper. It’s not a failsafe to capture all of the paper, however.  So, the recommendation changed to “the majority is not recycled.” 

Note: Future discussions needed about compost options for shredded paper.

4. (Food-contaminated paper): 
End second bullet after the words “recycling bin”, remove the third bullet entirely and refer to education committee.
Note: This is a noticeable contaminant, the compost bin alternative is out of scope, but this needs to be captured and carried over the education subcommittee work. It’s a big and frequent conversation. 

5. (Poly-coated paper): 
Ensure that you provide the complete/accurate perspective of the problem. The group folded in part of Jeff Epstien’s suggested language. FYI - Aseptic is a subset of poly-coated.

Notes: 
· This section must be reviewed by the MRF and mill experts to make sure the concepts are accurate. Specifically, what harm does the poly-coating cause in paper mills, if any?
· We need to explain the difference between single and double sided poly coated materials and the carton containers that are part of the Carton Council programs (aseptic and gable top) in the body of the report. Recommend using the excellent document and pictures in the materials sent by the Carton Council to the Commingled Workgroup in July 2014.  
· In the glossary, define the following terms: polycoat, aseptic, gable top, #52, carton, noncarton items. 

Data needs:
· Regarding this sentence: “It prevents the kraft mills from obtaining high fiber recovery rates from poly-coated materials.”  Verify this statement with paper mills. What is the best way to explain how the plastic coating lowers the yield? 
· Regarding this sentence: “More energy is also used in the pulping process that is used for uncoated paper.”  Verify this with the mills and ask for why this takes more energy.
· Who are the buyers, who are the mills? Can it be manually sorted or sorted separately – maybe a pilot is needed?

6. (Aluminum): 
Candy and Lisa will rewrite/wordsmith the main problems to include more specifics. There may be two separate issues that need more detail. 
Mixed aluminum bale– lowers the value, but there are separate collection options.If the materials are not recycled, Suellen proposed that the rewrite should include something like “and therefore, not recycled.” 

Recycling system Issues: 
1. (Marginal materials):
This is a newly added issue. The group agreed to make the “main problem” text more concise. The group didn’t get to the recommendations for this issue but agreed to finalize this and the other system issues during a February 2 conference call/online meeting. 

Note: Define “marginal materials” and or provide specific examples as small lids, plant pots, buckets with handles. 

Next Steps: The group discussed next steps for completing the report.
· Discuss Ecology coordination 
· Group finalizes the main problems and recommendations
· Group reviews the entire report with the following questions in mind: 
· Does the report support our recommendations?
· Is the data accurate and up to date?
· Are there any data gaps? If so, what in particular?
· Ensure that the recommendations match the supporting data in the report
· Consolidate data needs (including glossary terms) into one list
· Address the data needs list (finalize glossary terms)
· Identify and replace which images and data was stale (maybe Chris?)
· Get a list of all the speakers, MRFs and processors (many if not most would be in the acknowledgement page)
· Have all the speakers, MRFs and processors review for accuracy
· Write the executive summary
· Review entire report for tone
· Acknowledgment Letters?
· Form education dubcommittee?
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