WA Commingled Improvements Project:  Expanded Southwest Region Workgroup
October 20, 2010, 9:00 am – 12:30, Ecology HQ (14 attendees)                             

WA Commingled Improvements Project:  Expanded Southwest Region Workgroup
Phase Two – Implementation     
Outcomes & Decisions
Workgroup Objective & Scope – Final Version
Objective:  Address contamination and material loss in our single-family residential commingled curbside recycling programs to ensure best and highest use of recyclable materials and maximize their market value.
Decision: New text in is red. In Southwest WA was deleted.
Decision on Scope:   The inclusion of our in the Objective describes the scope of the objective to include all jurisdictions that choose to participate in the process and/or pursue the Workgroup’s recommendation(s).
Action 1 –Comparing revised recycling rates in 4 jurisdictions
Workgroup Action 
1. Compare the loss numbers in the Beyond the Curb report with collection data from local recycling programs to see the tonnage impact on their recycling rate.  Volunteers – Thurston County, Clark County, City of Tacoma, and City of Olympia will apply the data to their jurisdiction based on the methodology supplied by Shannon.
Workgroup Goals These Actions Address
1. Obtain comprehensive knowledge to inform changes to programs
2. Provide data, plus story (context), to elected officials
Outcome:




Because of recent changes to Clark County’s program, they do not have one year’s worth of complete commingled collection data. They will have data at the end of 2010.
Decision: The group decided that the current data will suffice. If there are any other jurisdictions that would like to crunch their revised recycling rate and provide a spreadsheet, that would be welcome.
Action 2 –Defining the goal and desired benchmarks for curbside commingled programs
Workgroup Actions 
2. Define: What is the goal and desired benchmarks for curbside commingled collection programs? What is acceptable materials recycling/recovery/diversion?
Workgroup Goals These Actions Address
1. Obtain comprehensive knowledge to inform changes to programs
2. Provide data, plus story (context), to elected officials
Outcomes:
Jurisdictions’ Goals for Residential Curbside Programs (Homework is highlighted):
General consensus:  Everyone was focused on state goal of 50%.
Lewis – no numeric goal. Local recycling rate seems to be different that data state has. Will look at plan to see if specific curbside goals.
Kitsap – no numeric goal. Generic ‘maximizing diversion.’ Will look at new plan to see  if specific curbside goals.
Olympia – 65% recycling rate by 2013 for citywide programs (all, not just residential curbside commingled). Zero waste vision, no stated specific goal. Lead and inspire community to waste free future. Create opportunities to eliminate waste.
Port Angeles/Clallam – 30% near term and 40% long term diversion rate goal (countywide). Current contract includes only 1-2 plastics. Hard to change.
City of Tacoma – By 2024: Reduce residential & commercial garbage by 39% and increase recycling by 101%. Specific tonnage goals broken out by commercial and residential. How? - Expand waste reduction opportunities through new and improved communication about existing programs and services
Pierce – Steve? By 2032, reduce garbage going into landfill by 75%.
Thurston – no numeric goals for curbside. In plan:  Achieve program consistency within jurisdiction; Increase participation rate of curbside to lower self-haul traffic; and Expand general education.
Mason – State goal – 50%.  Generic language regarding increase diversion & recycling. Currently updating plan due to significant changes to program.
Clark – 50,000 new tons (in addition to existing tons) of recycling by 2011 (Cumulative). Includes all county programs. Portland Metro had the same type of goal – broken it out by sector.
Question to the group:  How do you know your curbside programs are successful?
· Look at garbage numbers going down
· Increase participation – not just subscribers, but customer counts, and how much are you actually putting in the cart
· Look at what’s in our trash – how are we doing based on what people are still throwing away. This data can lag so far that its hard to use for value
· Total amount of commingled collected (tons) + changes to level of garbage service. Lowering garbage collection service to EOW.
Proposed New Measures:
· Focus on loss rates – how to improve
· Metrics to use/support these markets in your community – glassasphalt, pool media, recycled content paper, plastics, etc. (i.e. City government will purchase X% of recycled paper content, will use x% of glass in public works projects, etc)
· MRF recovery rates
· Environmental impact – avoided carbon emissions
· $ - loss of economic resources when materials do not make it back to manufacturing 
Discussion: What would have to happen to get to a 5% MRF loss? What do they need from the collection side?  If we take some of the worst material offenders out, will they get there or will they still have high losses based on inherent MRF operation issues?
What percent of material loss can we expect and accept?
Decision: We will return to this at the next meeting.

Next meeting: November 17th, 9:00 – 12:30, Ecology HQ
Agenda will be out one week prior.




Thurston Revised Recycling Rate.pdf


Estimated Revised Recycling Rate for Thurston County


Year of Data 2009 With 10%


Recycling Collection Totals1 In Tons Residual Subtract 5 Lost tons Where does the L
Glass Containers 1654 10% 165.4 This includes glass sen
Mixed Bottles & Jugs (HDPE & PET) 931 31% 288.61 This includes PET & H
Cardboard (OCC) 1862 22% 409.64 This includes OCC lost
Aluminum Cans 148 36% 53.28 This includes cans lost
Tinned Food Cans 399 23% 91.77 This includes cans lost
Mixed Waste Paper & Newspaper 9695 15% 1454.25 This is a percentage of
Residual 266 1495 2% Residual Rate - No
Total W/Residual (Total Collected) 14955 16184
Total W/O Residual 14689
Recycing W/O Residual & Lost Tons 12226y g 2463 16% System Loss y
Recycling W/O Residual, Lost Tons and Glass n/a


Garbage (collected as garbage) 36601


Add total of lost tons 4 39064
Dispoal Total w/Loss & Residual 39330


Add (If Glass Landfilled Also) n/a


Total MSW 51556


Recycling Rate Comparison
29% Based on collection
28% Based on collection minus reported MRF residual
24% Revised based on system material loss
24% Revised based on reported MRF residual & system material loss


/n/a R i d B d R t d MRF R id l S t M t i l L & N GlRevised Based on Reported MRF Residual, System Material Loss & No Glass 
5% Recycling Rate Loss
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t to Residual, ONP, MWP, PET. This does not say 90% of glass collected is recycled, since we know the processed glass is higly contaminated and is often used for landfill roads, etc.


DPE lost to Residual ONP, MWP
t to Residual, ONP, MWP, PET
 to Residual, ONP, MWP, PET, and Glass
 to residual, ONP, MWP, PET, Glass
 the total incoming paper that we are told is not recovered either at the MWP mill or the ONP mill 6
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Tacoma Revised Recycling Rate.pdf
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      Commercial barrel stops on the route.
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Estimated Revised Recycling Rate for City of Tacoma


Year of Data 2009 With 10%
Recycling Collection Totals In Tons Residual ubtract Lost tons Where does the Lost % come from?


Glass Containers 2,207.20 10% 220.72 This includes glass sent to Residual, ONP, MWP, PET. This does not say 90% of glass collected is recycled, since we know the processed glass is higly contaminated and is 
PET Bottles & Jugs 231.19 35% 80.92 This includes PET lost to Residual ONP, MWP
HDPE Bottles & Jugs 431.06 28% 120.70 This includes HDPE lost to residual, ONP, MWP, PET
Cardboard (OCC) 2,780.12 22% 611.63 This includes OCC lost to Residual, ONP, MWP, PET
Aluminum Cans 149.13 36% 53.69 This includes cans lost to Residual, ONP, MWP, PET, and Glass
Tinned Food Cans 387.82 23% 89.20 This includes cans lost to residual, ONP, MWP, PET, Glass
Mixed Waste Paper & Newspaper 10,440.70 15% 1566.11 This is a percentage of the total incoming paper that we are told is not recovered either at the MWP mill or the ONP mill  6


Residual 391.00 1701 2% Residual Rate - Non-program materials
Total W/Residual (Total Collected) 17,018 18,328
Total W/O Residual 16,627
Recycing W/O Residual and Lost Tons 2743 16% System Loss
Recycling W/O Residual, Lost Tons and Glass


 


Garbage (collected as garbage) 42,816


Add lost tons  45,559
Dispoal Total W/Loss & Residual 45,950                              47,260
Add (If Glass Landfilled Also) 45,023 49,467


Total MSW 59,834  


Recycling Rate Comparison:
28% Based on Collection
28% Based on Collection minus Reported MRF Residual 25%
24% Revised Based on System Material Loss  
23% Revised Based on Reported MRF Residual & System Material Loss 21%
19% Revised Based on Reported MRF Residual & System Material Loss & Landfilling glass 17%


9% loss in recycling rate 11% loss in recycling rate







often used for landfill roads, etc.
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Revised Recycling Rate_Olympia_100610.pdf


Total W/O Residual 800 17% System loss


29% Revised Based on Reported MRF Residual System Material Loss & Landfilling Glass


Estimated Revised Recycling Rate for: City of Olympia 


Year of Data: 2009 


Recycling Collection Totals1 & 7 In Tons Subtract 5 Lost tons Where does the Lost % come from?
Glass Containers 474 10% 47.4 This includes glass sent to Residual, ONP, MW
Mixed Plastics (PET/HDPE Bottles/Jugs 366 30% 109.8 This includes HDPE lost to residual, ONP, MW
Cardboard (OCC) 637 22% 140.14 This includes OCC lost to Residual, ONP, MW
Aluminum Cans 112 36% 40.32 This includes cans lost to Residual, ONP, MW
Tinned Food Cans 142 23% 32.66 This includes cans lost to residual, ONP, MWP
Mixed Waste Paper 573 15% 85.95 This is a percentage of the total incoming pap
Newspaper 2274 15% 341.1 This is a percentage of the total incoming pap
Residual 240 5%  Residual Rate - Tons of non-program ma
Total W/Residual (Total Collected) 4840
Total W/O Residual   46004600 800 17% System loss  
Recycing W/O Residual and Lost Tons 3800
Recycling W/O Residual, Lost Tons and Glass 3326


Garbage (collected as garbage)3  6500


Add lost tons 4 7300
Dispoal Total W/Loss & Residual 7540
Add (If Glass Landfilled Also) 8014


Notes:
Total MSW 11340 1. This should be what your MRF reports as your incoming totals for residential collection


2. This is the percentage of the material out of the total collected


Recycling Rate Comparison: 3.  Residential Curbside Garbage Only; If not, make a note of what is included


43% Based on Collection 4. Should appear on cell I 17


41% Based on Collection minus Reported MRF Residual 5. These numbers are based on the hard data from the 2006 King County MRF Study


36% Revised Based on System Material Loss 6. Includes wet strength, polycoated and aseptic, foil-lined, compostable, shredded, and composite packaging


34% Revised Based on Reported MRF Residual & System Material Loss 7. Residential curbside recycling includes material collected from multi-family (~17%)


29% Revised Based on Reported MRF Residual System Material Loss & Landfilling Glass     ,       
14% loss in recycling rate


Prepared for Southwest Washington Comingled Workgroup Meeting: October 6, 2010, by Ron Jones, City of Olympia
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P, PET. This does not say 90% of glass collected is recycled, since we know the processed glass is higly contaminated and is often used for landfill roads, etc.
P, PET
P, PET
P, PET, and Glass
, PET, Glass
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		Material Loss Calc - Olympia








image2.emf
Thurston Revised  Recycling Rate.pdf


