WA Commingled Improvements Project:   Northwest Region                                                September 17, 2014       10:00 am – 2:00 pm; King St. Center
 Notes & Outcomes:  NW Report, Workgroup Recommendations
                                                                                                                                                    NW Report Content
Target audience:  
· PRIMARY:  City councils, upper management, SWAC, MSWAC, other cities/counties who were not at the table.  
· SECONDARY (i.e. for further coordinated efforts):  Public, private sector
Purpose:  
· The evaluation of materials.
· Identify problematic or potentially problematic materials
· Provide background info of why we might then propose other solutions.
· Use at staff level to also inform what the situation is, again why we might propose certain solutions.

Recommendation Brainstorm + Prioritization: Plastics & Other

Process: 
For the Primary Key Issues for the categories “Plastics” and “Other,” the workgroup simultaneously did both brainstorming of recommendations and prioritization.  This process eliminates the steps used in the previous categories of Glass, Fiber, and Lack of Harmonization/Unification (for which we did a Survey Monkey to poll people’s opinion on the long lists of recommendations, and then revisited in person to prioritize).  Below is a table of our status on Key Issues and Recommendations:

	Category of Key Issues Identified
	Primary Issues discussed/honed
	Recommendations to Primary Issues discussed/honed
	Secondary Issues discussed/honed
	Recommendations to Secondary Issues discussed/honed

	Glass
	Complete
	Complete
	Complete
	Complete

	Fiber
	Complete
	Complete
	To occur with discussion of recommendations. Remaining issues:
*Magnets on phone books, etc.
*Paper set outside of cart, affected by weather.
	Survey Monkey results compiled, still need to discuss 

	Lack of Harmon-ization/
Unification
	Complete
	Complete
	To occur with discussion of recommendations.
Remaining issue:
* How to educate about what really gets recycled.
	Survey Monkey results compiled, still need to discuss 

	Plastics
	Complete
	Complete
	Complete
	Complete

	Other
	In process. 
	In process… Remaining issues:
*Cross contamination
*Yield loss (collected rate vs. true recycling rate)
*Lack of chain of custody
	Not yet started. 
Remaining issues:
*Caps
*Small pieces 
*Aluminum foil/pie pans
*Public perception that recycling = $
 
	Not yet started.  


The result of the above work and outline of remaining work may be found in the below document of Focused Recommendations.


Discussion: 
Items discussed during the meeting include:
· An analysis is still needed regarding:
·  Whether the long list of items accepted at the curb actually increases the net materials reclaimed for return to commerce – or—
· If we would get more material returned to commerce by going to a more basic list.  
· What do we mean by “increased recycling”?  Is it better to focus on items like paper (of which a large portion is still in the garbage) or to add a longer list of plastics?
· The economics of various commodity mixes (cost/benefit analysis on the suite of items accepted at the curb)
· For example, if there is low yield/value to an item, is it still OK if the overall cost is covered by other products and it still results in some yield (some being better than zero)?
· Some such studies already exist, such as this one by the Container Recycling Institute: http://www.container-recycling.org/assets/pdfs/reports/2009-SingleStream.pdf 

For the Key Issue of how plastics perform in the MRF, and their marketability, the group briefly revisited the various plastic categories, but ultimately determined the key issues to be those now included in the above Focused Recommendations document.  However, here’s a snapshot of the discussion:  
· Bulky Rigid
· Pulled off at presort, otherwise problematic in screens
· Has its own market, known as “bulky rigid” (includes nursery pots)
· 5-gallon buckets with steel rod= rod should be removed.  Bad in bale specs.  The steel handle can also break the star screen discs.  The MRF employees have to break the steel off and recycle separately (labor intensive)
· PET Bottles
· Flattened= go as paper
· Thermoforms
· Cross-contamination with paper has not been significant (per 3 MRFs at the meeting)
· Sort pretty well, but if they end up with the PET, can cross-contaminate it and lower the value of the PET bale
· MRFs want thermoforms with 3-7 plastics (quality control staffers will pull them off PET line… once they’re on the container line, they’re recoverable.  (If gets on paper line, QC folks pull off and put to container line, so MRF estimates 90%+ of thermoforms in the bin make it to the correct bale).
· Marketed as 3-7
· MRFs not eager for thermoforms in general
· Price of 3-7 bale is not great.  (PP has value, as does HDPE, PET… the end user might sort those out, but the belief is that all have a market)
· If sorted into all 7 categories would take up too much space at MRF.  That’s why they take out 1-2 and let another processor work thought the 3-7.
· DATA STILL NEEDED:  Do thermoforms/all items 3-7 actually get made into a new product?
· TO CONSIDER:  Is SOME getting recovered better than not putting it in the bin in the first place?
· HDPE Bottles
· Film Plastic (bags, etc.)
· This is the #1 MRF concern.  At one time, idea was to bag it, but it has been problematic in reality (bagged bags tear open, etc.).
· Dairy tubs/cups
· (See item below about smaller pieces)
· Pill bottles larger than 3” OK
· Pharm bottles
· At one point, was an issue for China’s Green Fence, has relaxed now; no concerns.
· Lids
· Coffee cup lids will end up on container line sometimes and go as 3-7
· Or coffee cup lids will contaminate paper.
· Small items (less than 3”)
· One MRF sees these as bigger problem than bulky ridgids
· The single-serve yogurt tubs are given as a problematic item
· (items like iced coffee drink cups=OK)
· Small items become a contaminant in glass.
· Non-program (includes flexible packaging such as freezer bags)= garbage
· Containers that once held hazardous items (oil, antifreeze)
· QC people have to pull them off the line
· Gloves like food handlers use (a commercial (restaurant) issue).  Contaminant + medical waste scare issue.

Next Steps
· Workgroup members will get comments to the draft portions of the report e-mailed out 9/25 to Diana (Diana.wadley@ecy.wa.gov) by noon on 10/6.
· Workgroup members will review the Focused Recommendations-9-26-14 document to prepare for the October meeting.
· Workgroup members are invited to bring problematic “recyclables” for show-and-tell at the Oct. meeting.
· Workgroup members may choose to RSVP for the Strategic Materials tour (tentatively Oct. 15)
· Next meeting – October 15,  10:00-2:00,  King St Center, 6th floor Chinook/King rooms
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WA Commingled Improvements Project:   Northwest Region

Focused Key Issues & Recommendations (9/26/14 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)

6. Issue: Plastic Bags/Film

Main problems:
Plastic film causes significant problems at the MRF, the most harmful of which is wrapping around the spinning screens, which diminishes the screens’ sorting ability and ultimately causes a stoppage of the line and the necessity for workers to go out on the screens and physically cut off the film.  Film is also voluminous (especially longer pieces of pallet wrap) and increases the burden of depth the people working the pre-pick line must work through, hiding items underneath and taking up significant space.  Plastic film from a MRF has low market value due to the amount of dirt, glass, and other contaminants it picks up.  (Alternatively, clean plastic film has excellent markets.)

Recommendation:

Remove bags/film from curbside single-stream collection, and promote the alternative of taking such items to participating retailers.	Comment by dwad461: Might consider specifically promoting the Re-Trac Wrap Recycling Action Program (WRAP) and plasticfilmrecycling.org. 



7. Issue: New (and existing) products designed without recyclability	Comment by dwad461: During the meeting, we had both an issue for Additives/Wraps and this separate issue of Products Designed Without Recyclability in Mind.  I have combined them here.

Main problems:
Packaging is designed to sell, protect, and add convenience to products.  When recyclability is ignored, unintended consequences include:

· Additives in caps (such as calcium carbonate) hinder the effectiveness of the sink/float sorting method used by secondary processors of plastics, causing contamination/less yield.

· Sleeves on some bottles (such as single-serve milk bottles) cause optical sorters to missort the bottle, as it reads the resin type of the wrap, rather than the bottle.

· Monstrous hybrids such as the below examples, or other items difficult to dismantle essentially render them unrecyclable, even if the components would be recyclable if separate:

· Paper wine bottle with plastic sleeve inside

· Soup containers with foam, metal, plastic in one.

Recommendation:

Engage with manufacturers at the product development level.
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1. Secondary Issue: Resin Code	Comment by dwad461: ASTM is proposing changing this to a triangle, but it’s not happening right away.  Some background info is here: http://www.packaginglaw.com/3551_.shtml   
On 9/26, I spoke with the Association of Postconsumer Plastics Recyclers, and they’re tracking it, but are in a “wait-and-see holding pattern.”  (I just called the # at the bottom of their webpage, and anybody is welcome to do so.)

Main problems:
Products that carry the recycling logo but can’t be recycled in most curbside programs are confusing to consumers.	Comment by dwad461: Separate question for workgroup:  this addresses the resin codes, but there was also some mention of other items bearing the logo (such as those with recycled content, the crinkly plastic flower bouquet wrap, etc.).  Is that important enough to call out as a key issue?

Recommendation:

Work with national efforts to change plastic resin codes away from recycle symbol.



2. Secondary Issue:  Flexible packaging

Main problems:
Flexible packaging (such as plastic frozen food bags, etc.) are problematic and have no end market.

Recommendations:

· Keep flexible packaging OUT of the curbside bin.

· Monitor national conversations regarding options for flexible packaging.

3. Secondary Issue:  Food contamination

Main problems:
Loads contaminated with food can be rejected at the MRF, but this is usually a commercial (restaurant) issue.  At end markets, food contamination mostly affects the marketability of paper, rather than the other commodities.  

Recommendation:

Educate residents to:

· Put food-soiled papers with organics when possible (see above Primary Issue regarding food-soiled paper), or trash.

· Scrape or rinse other containers such as mayo and peanut butter jars.
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1.  	Item for Further Study:  Role of, and confusion around, conversion 

technologies for plastics.

Items to study:

· Regarding plastic-to-oil technology such as Agilyx, work with Ecology to determine what the state would consider as beneficial use or even recycling.

· Regarding waste –to-energy, determine if it is an end-of-life solution for flexible packaging we would support, and if not, determine how to deter such a practice. 







At the October meeting, we will touch on the above, which shows some Track Changes suggestions from Workgroup members.  Feel free to make your own Track Changes/comments on the above and send to Diana/Sheila in advance of the meeting or bring to discuss.



Then, we will brainstorm recommendations for the remaining three Primary Issues in the Other category:



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.



And discuss the Secondary Issues/additional input in the Other category:



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?



Then, we will do the “honing” work of the below three Secondary Issues from the Fibers and Lack of Harmonization/Unification categories.  (The recommendations below have been sorted by order of preference per the SurveyMonkey votes).



[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

Thus, by the end of the Oct. meeting, we will hopefully be able to put “Complete” for all of the below:

		Category of Key Issues Identified

		Primary Issues discussed/honed

		Recommendations to Primary Issues discussed/honed

		Secondary Issues discussed/honed

		Recommendations to Secondary Issues discussed/honed



		Glass

		Complete

		Complete

		Complete

		Complete



		Fiber

		Complete

		Complete

		To occur with discussion of recommendations. Remaining issues:

*Magnets on phone books, etc.

*Paper set outside of cart, affected by weather.

		Survey Monkey results compiled, still need to discuss 



		Lack of Harmon-ization/

Unification

		Complete

		Complete

		To occur with discussion of recommendations.

Remaining issue:

* How to educate about what really gets recycled.

		Survey Monkey results compiled, still need to discuss 



		Plastics

		Complete

		Complete

		Complete

		Complete



		Other

		In process. 

		In process… Remaining issues:

*Cross contamination

*Yield loss (collected rate vs. true recycling rate)

*Lack of chain of custody

		Not yet started. 

Remaining issues:

*Caps

*Small pieces 

*Aluminum foil/pie pans

*Public perception that recycling = $

 

		Not yet started.  
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