Summary of Stakeholder Outreach Feedback
On Aug 2011 Seattle’s Solid Waste Plan Revision Preview Draft

Note: Most feedback on construction and demolition debris (C&D) recycling recommendations in Chapter 5 is captured in a
separate document: 201/ | Stakeholder Outreach and Responsiveness Summary — Proposed Construction and Demolition Recommendations
in Seattle’s Comprehensive Solid Waste Management Plan

Plan Plan Source Type Comment or Question
Element Recommendation
or Section
Overall Overall Public Schools » Filled out the survey. However, it seemed targeted toward homeowners not business owners or facility managers so
didn’t feel it was relevant to my work.
Overall Overall Solid waste » Supports the Plan’s goals to include “environmentally responsible solid waste management as a cornerstone strategy in
industry climate protection plans.”
» Supports the main elements of the plan recommendation matrix
Overall Overall Ecology » Commends SPU’s continued vision and leadership in zero waste. It is vital to successful waste prevention/reduction.
Seattle’s effort support and implement many of the principles of the state’s Solid and Hazardous Waste Plan (The Beyond
Waste Plan).
» Overall, the outline of the Plan, the matrices tracking progress, the graphics, charts and maps are very user-friendly.
» When electronics reuse, refurbishing and donation is referenced, consider describing the city’s efforts to ensure local
and proper use/handling.
» Consider defining/clarifying the word “discard.” Chapter 4 is titled Seattle’s MSW System: Managing Discards.
Overall Overall Citizen » Your survey was hard to find.
Overall Overall Seattle Public » Various editorial comments: places where text could be clearer, style suggestions, grammar
Utilities
employee
Overall Overall Seattle Public » Nice range of proposals presented.
Utilities staff » Nice way of listing recommendations (in a matrix).
group » Like that the Plan is on-line.

» The Plan needs to talk about inclusive outreach to our more diverse customers. SPU is already making an effort in this
regard, but h Plan doesn’t reflect it. The Plan assumption is that all customers will easily understand the growing list of
what can and can’t be disposed of, and where. For many SPU customers, barriers exist to both understanding (language
and education) and cultural practices, which impact the recycling rate. What is SPU’s plan to help remove these barriers? Is
the barrier a lack of customer information/education or do other factors exist that hold down the recycling rate, and if so,
what are the plans to address those barriers?

» Missing commitment to inclusive outreach, description of outreach planned, how it will address SPU and city
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Plan
Element

Recommendation
or Section

Plan

Source Type

Comment or Question

RS)/Institutional racism concerns. (Did not see in Ch.2 Revising the Plan nor in the Appendix.)

» Sections required in the Plan by law might be so-noted, to assist the reader who might wonder at bureaucratese.

» Plan is organized according to solid waste profession’s vernacular, not customers’. Is this necessary to meet legal
requirements!? If so, perhaps acknowledge as much.

» Experience tells us customers don’t distinguish recycling and waste prevention; our own distinctions aren’t totally
consistent. Might acknowledge as much, to help a reader who is not in the solid waste biz.

» Program evaluation didn’t seem addressed.

» The vast majority of the waste stream is coming from commercial, yet the plan is relatively weak in identification of
commercial opportunities, yet rather strong on new residential opportunities. Can the reasons for this emphasis be better
explained?

» The key long term strategy of the Plan appears to bans on certain materials from the landfill stream. What other
strategies were considered, and how do they compare? Transferring the cost of material removal to the customer is
obviously cheaper for the utility and can lower utility costs, but it is always in the best customer interest? Is such a long
term policy excellent customer service or something else?

» Wish the website Table of Contents was “hot” so would take people to sections directly.

» Wish readers could scroll continuously instead of having to click back and forth to sections.

» Numbered recommendations in the Matrix of Recommendations should be carried into the chapters so that reader can
easily reference text for description/discussion of each recommendation.

» Readers may take the survey online and think that it’s for commenting — what has been the response levels and types of
responses.

» More discussion is needed behind the assumptions about future total generation of solid waste. According to Appendix
D, total generation appears to be going down in the past decade, but is forecasted to increase more than 10% in the next
20 years, or approximately 0.5% a year. What are the assumptions driving the decrease and projected increase? It should
be noted that SPU customers are being projected to slowly increase the amount of total material generated. While it is
great news that an increasing amount of the total generated may be recycled or reused, the fact is that the total generation
still needs to be hauled away from customers to some other place. Is the hauling of yard waste, rather than backyard
composting, really the most cost effective solution? Does the plan have any element to address the total growing volume
of material generated? The plan focus seems to be on reducing waste taken to the landfill, but not reducing the total
volume of material generated and hauled. Which of these two would be in the best long term interest of ratepayers?

» The Plan doesn’t mention if other opportunities have been fully explored for cooperation with other utilities in the
economies of scale of solid waste management.

» Have the impacts of the Plan on other SPU funds and programs been considered? For example, is spending a few
pennies on water and sewer washing individual cans and bottles to be recycled worth the extra customer cost if the value
of the can or bottle is only a fraction of a penny itself in either recycling or garbage? Should these extra hidden customer
costs be added into the solid waste analysis, and create a viewpoint from the customer, rather than just reducing SPU
disposal costs?

Overall

Overall

Environmental
advocacy
representatives

» Please share survey results when you have them.
» Dollars per ton avoided landfilling - @ $50/ton.
» Would like to see GHG analysis on our trains going to Oregon.
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Plan Plan Source Type Comment or Question
Element Recommendation
or Section
» Please share the upcoming Life Cycle Analysis report as soon as it is ready.
» Look at the article The Story of Zero Waste, in Aug 201 | waste industry magazine.
Overall Overall Solid waste » Compliment the city for its “long view” — making tough policy decisions that result in behavior changes due to pricing
industry drivers, combined with phased-in programs that create community acceptance.
» The city’s effective planning efforts include: establishing markets and behavior years before implementing materials bans;
adding a definition of Beneficial Use; maintaining a commitment to public education and the effective use of social media.
» City should begin to consistently use life cycle analyses to evaluate programs more broadly. As technology advances,
assumptions may change, may be come appropriate to evaluate new goals and policies.
Overall Recycling Goal Hospital » 60% by 2015 is a might aggressive, should go out to 2018. To give a chance to achieve the goal and sustain it.
» Long-term 70% goal is good, should slide out to 2025.
Overall Recycling Goals Neighborhood » Should go more slowly on the recycling goals, does not agree with the Plan’s aggressive goals. There are costs
council / associated with the goals and the end does not justify higher costs to the people.
association
Overall Recycling Goals Neighborhood » Supports the goals, and would like a more aggressive timeline. The pace is reasonable for a city like Seattle.
council /
association
Executive | Various Seattle Public » Various editorial comments: places where text could be clearer, style suggestions., grammar
Summary Utilities » Product Stewardship: Has asset management ever done a cost effectiveness or efficiency analysis on this? The program
employee begs to be “value” tested.

» Collection: Any study of how cost efficient the garbage/yard waste program is for customers? Is personal financial
boondoggle. Would prefer a “pay as you go” system.

» Transfer:
. “Why” of transfer facilities not clear in Exec Sumry.
. What is demand?
. Other alternatives?

. Why postponed planning for SRDS redevelopment?
. Why not periodic “drives” such as what schools used to do in the 1960’s for newspaper? Or try something other
than “in place” stations that people have to drive long distances to?
» Organics: Schools should be composting on campus.
» Why open market recycling and compost processing services for commercial sector?
» Disposal recommendations: what does “mixed solid waste” mean?
» Emergency Management: And interim management of hazardous waste?
» C&D: Hopefully, recommended options will not be heavily dependent on private car trips to five different return
locations?
» Moderate risk waste:
. consider adding examples of HHW and CESQG.
. 3rd bullet pI8 — what is “outreach,” education, or pickup, or?

Feedback on Aug 2011 Preview Draft of Seattle’s Solid Waste Plan Revision 30f40




Plan Plan Source Type Comment or Question
Element Recommendation
or Section
» Admin & Finance
. Is SPU organization and financial health really stable?
. What about customers’ ability to afford all these urgent priorities?
. How about designing the programs to be more “pay as you throw?” Personally required to pay for more service
than is needed.
. Education: Where is the voice of the customer? Where is SPU’s requirement of staff to educate customers?
. Financing: Rates rising is counter-intuitive to less systems costs. Consider providing walk-through of table on p21
re avg customers costs status quo vs recommended scenarios.
» Recommendations Matrix: Are these recommendations prioritized?
Chapter | | Amendment Ecology » The Plan should discuss how minor changes will be made to the document and define a process to determine if a change
Process to any component of the plan would require falling into an amendment.
Chapter | | Revising the Plan Seattle Public » 1-2: How does this Plan serve as a “comprehensive resource document?” Explain the difference from other comp plans.
Utilities staff
group
Chapter | | Planning Process Seattle Public » Why the break from King County in 19892
Utilities » Participants & Responsibilities: What is role of General Public! To be informed? To be asked question? To give ideas?
employee
Chapter 2 | Measurement Data Seattle Public » How about a summary of this chapter as a |st section. Otherwise, while very interesting to have as data, don’t know
Utilities what to conclude. How did this data contribute to the development of recommendations?
employee » More, please (on employment effects on solid waste)
» Consider a graph of the data in Table 2-2
Chapter 3 | Green Purchasing Solid waste » Applaud city’s green purchasing initiatives. Recession has impacted sale of organic soil products. City giving preference
industry to recycled products would help sustainable organics program.
Chapter 3 | Hazardous Waste Local Hazardous »> Table 3-4, page 3-20. Do the tons of hazardous products “disposed of in 2004 mean disposed of in the garbage (waste
Waste Plan composition sort)? Does this include both disposed of in the garbage and collected through LHWMP? It would be helpful
Administration to clarify and underlying data source/universe.
Chapter 3 | Product Neighborhood » Businesses should take on more social responsibility. Does not believe that the taxpayers need to support that. If they
Stewardship council / pass their costs along to purchasers of their products that is fine, but | don’t need to support them via my taxpayer dollars.
association
Chapter 3 | Product Product » Need to be careful to note that the NWPSC is a coalition of government organizations in Washington and Oregon that
Stewardship stewardship operates as an unincorporated association of members and is comprised of a Steering Committee, Associates and
advocacy Subcommittees. The NWPSC has no legal structure and cannot support legislation. It drafts policy and supports product

representative

stewardship policies and activities. The NWPSC as an entity can’t support legislation — individual member agencies support
legislation.
» Other comments and suggested edits in Exec Summary and Chapter 3:

o  about the NWPSC and their accomplishments.
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Plan
Element

Plan
Recommendation
or Section

Source Type

Comment or Question

o  Section 3.3.4: Edit to accurately reflect membership; text edits to accurately represent support for legislation; edit
to accurately reflect NWPSC role in creation of E-Cycle Washington; and other small edits to more accurately
portray NWPSC and member roles.

Chapter 3

Product
Stewardship

Neighborhood
council /
association

» Agrees producers and retailer should do more to reduce toxics in their products and make their products more
recyclable, and they should pay for managing their products at their end of life. OK to pass the cost on to the consumer.
» Product packaging should be recyclable, period.

Chapter 3

Product
Stewardship

Hospital

» The idea of producers of products having responsibility for end of life recycling is something that must be expanded. It
should be a cost that is part of the purchase price and infrastructure needs to be provided to make this as easy as possible
for the consumer to follow.

» Packaging of product by producers must be included in this paradigm change.

» Timing of changes should be more aggressive. Giving more time only allows those who wish to derail or delay progress
an advantage.

Chapter 3

Product
Stewardship

Seattle Public
Utilities staff

group

» Product stewardship is defined as end-of-life in the section where it’s introduced. Missing life-cycle impacts, design-for-
environment/recycling and toxics reduction.

» Product stewardship is defined/explained differently in different sections. Prefer consistency. Exec Summary p.6, p3-6,
pA-3.

» Whole section on fees and who pays doesn’t apply solely to PS but rather to Financing for solid waste.

» Believe our preferred language and approach is cost internalization by producers and definitely not fees. Recovery fees
are not product stewardship anyway.

» Producer responsibility is not generally a mechanism for generating revenue to a government agency; is a means for
moving costs to users through cost of products.

Chapter 3

Product
Stewardship

Solid waste
industry

» Support the plan’s policy focusing on problem products.

» Re materials common in curbside collection programs:
. Does product stewardship legislation for curbside materials (like packaging) offer an improved or just different
system?
. Does current “pay as you throw” rate structure, with bans and public education, accomplish the same goal that
producer responsibility programs might emulate in communities where solid waste fees are included in taxes?
. Does product stewardship allow for sufficient continued municipal control over quality of services, public
education, public safety, environmental controls and program quality?
. Expanding the producer pay concept of product stewardship to curbside materials may result in unintended
consequences that may result in added administrative costs and program quality degradation.
. Commenter sees clear distinction between efforts where product stewardship makes sense and where it does not
add value.

Chapter 3

Waste Prevention

Housing Alliance

» SPU and partners are on the right track.

» Re schools, introducing behavioral change with children, schools starting to compost and think about their food waste: If
children start to change their behaviors to reducing waste at an earlier age, hopefully it will permeate with them
throughout their adult life.
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Plan Plan Source Type Comment or Question
Element Recommendation
or Section
» Adults — Images brought closer to home could be impactful. Most of don’t see the images of the mounds of waste.
» Maybe local demonstrations of what a street/block throws away or could reuse through recycling or composting.
Chapter 3 | Waste Prevention Environmental » Strongly support continuing to promote backyard composting and grass cycling as “onsite organics” measures to
non-profit prevent waste from entering the organics stream.
» Look for options to collaborate with the Seattle Conservation Corps through coupons in ratepayer newsletters, local
papers, etc, with recent expiration of Green Cones subsidy and Seattle Composters (low cost residential composting
tools). Similar successful efforts with Cedar Grove during “Compost Days” can be used as a model.
Chapter 3 | Waste Prevention Seattle Public » Like that waste prevention is a large section and comes first.
Utilities staff » Waste prevention recommendations in the chapter don’t line up well with the numbered recommendations in the
group Matrix of Recommendations.
» Recommendations in the waste prevention chapter need to follow a consistent format. The product stewardship
recommendations are split into two parts (3-28). It’s not clean in the narrative that the second part (bullets beginning with
“continue working with NWPSC...” are also recommendations, but they are included in the numbered Matrix.
» Wish waste prevention would be evident and integrated into the programs/business areas described in other chapters,
too. Reduce-reuse-recycle hierarchy is not evident.
» Source reduction seems left out of waste prevention.
» 3-11: “SPU stopped selling discounted compost bins in the summer of 201 1.” Should we call attention to this fact?
» 3-11: Bin discounts were not supported by LHWMP.
» 3-12: Backyard yard waste decreased by percentages given. Backyard food waste composting was at lower percentages
(2000 31%, 2005 26%, 2010 20%).
» 3-21: Fix typo in first sentence of “Green Purchasing” — delete “purchases” at end.
» 3-22: In 2010 we had a combined budget of $100k for maintaining schools recycling program momentum ($20k) and
food recovery ($80k). We spent only $55k of the $80k on food recovery.
» 3-25: Should we mention we ended subsidized compost bin sales in 201 1? 95,550 compost bins were solid during 23
years of sales (1989-2011).
» 3-25: Continue promoting or offering grants to support retail and restaurant donations to food banks and feeding
programs.
Chapter 3 | Waste Prevention Environmental » SPU should do more for innovation, more planning around prevention. Should have dedicated, focused resources, be

and Product
Stewardship

advocacy
representatives

more creative. For example transport packaging reduction. Should hire an innovator.
» Working with the NWPSC and “passing legislation” — Look at editing the text to more accurately reflect policy
development.
» Page 3-21 re E-cycle Washington. Correct the date. Legislation passed 2007, program started 2009. Is discussion about
Seattle as a “collector” clear?
» Waste prevention goals — Should have a total generation reduction goal, like King County. Per capita.
» Fee discussion in text is confusing. Should reconcile terminology with WA and CA discussion.
» Should have eventual goal to be state framework legislation.
» Product by product list should be amendable/flexible.
o  Carpet — should make more obvious is a product stewardship solution.
o  Mattresses — consider adding
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Plan Plan Source Type Comment or Question
Element Recommendation
or Section
o  Batteries
o  Mercury thermostats
o Kids’ car seats
» Should have cooperative conversations with retailers about products, packaging, way upstream.
» Should add the job creation argument, as in the business case for product stewardship done by the NWPSC.
» Batteries on the table p3-20 in WP chapter — Look at where is indicates “no action.” Make sure what’s said there isn’t
limiting.
» WP 4, WP5 donations of electronics — Avoid unintended dumping on non-profits.
» WP25 product solutions for materials in curbside recycling — Should make stronger.
Chapter 3 | Waste Prevention, Business » Most of chapter great. City has done and is planning lots of innovative stuff on waste prevention (reduction and reuse).
Product Unwanted [yellow pages] phone book opt out ordinance is impressive waste prevention achievement.
Stewardship, Green » Would like to see more concrete recommendation about waste prevention public education, more media outreach or
Jobs social media. Reduction and reuse are harder to explain and understand than recycling. Should add 0.5 or 0.25 FTE
dedicated to waste prevention public education.
» At least a third of this chapter deals more with recycling than waste prevention. State electronics product stewardship
law mostly about recycling. New restaurant regs about take-out packaging largely about recycling and composting, banning
polystyrene take-out packaging could be considered toxics waste prevention.
» Product stewardship shouldn’t be lumped with waste prevention unless is concerted effort to emphasize reduction and
reuse. Phone books and junk mail opt-out ordinances great because all about reduction rather than recycling.
» Reuse aspect of state electronics product stewardship take-back law needs to be emphasized. How about a
recommendation that SPU directly support any organization that is part of the E-Cycle Washington program that primarily
deals with electronics reuse? Reuse helps green jobs.
» Carpet — more could be done on waste prevention as well as product stewardship and recycling. City could encourage
carpet uses that generate less waste, like carpet tiles, carpet tile refurbishment and reuse programs.
» Green jobs should be emphasized more.
» Page 3-8 Targeted fees: some sections talk about types of material best covered by this fee, all fees should have similar
analysis. CRF-immature/non-existent/struggling market recyclable items including plastic bottles and glass. Business
Retained-plastic bag fee (use to give out reusable bags, pallet recycle fees, etc. PRF-glass, pesticide containers, cleaning
supplies in plastic, toxic products like CFLs. PTBS-electronic gadgets/batteries.
» Page 3-10 Describe how “other” is a major waste prevention category. Use misc small programs including some
reference to what they recycle.
» Page 3-20 In the table — is MTBE still an issue? It isn’t in gas anymore and has degenerated into a ground water pollution
problem that has left reuse arena.
> Page 3-28 Refer to table on page 20 as it clearly states which products will require legislation.
> Page 3-30 Measurement of industrial materials recycled. Look to IMEX in King County.
Chapter 4 | Collection - Apartment » Concerned that with compact fluorescent bulbs that contain mercury becoming mandatory, there is no plan to collect
Hazardous Waste Management these, batteries, and other toxic materials separately. Sees batteries, TVs, computers, and fluorescent bulbs in apartment

trash. Has not heard of anyone using [household hazardous waste] drop-off station. Companies producing electronics,
CFLs, and batteries should invest, be liable for the harm their products cause after they go in the trash.
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Plan Plan Source Type Comment or Question
Element Recommendation
or Section
Chapter 4 | Designation of Ecology » Further clarify the criteria used for developing Seattle’s list of materials that will be collected for recycling. Must notify
Recyclables Ecology when changes adopted. Please note this in the Plan.
Chapter 4 | Emergency Environmental » The DRAFT COORP should be completed earlier than 2015 if possible.
Management non-profit
Chapter 4 | Emerging Solid waste » Re Emerging Technologies-Recycling: Supports operating a “Dirty” MRF as a pilot program to test alternatives for
Technologies industry increasing the city’s diversion rate. Possible language could be “SPU may explore the option of using a “dirty” Materials
Recovery Facility (MRF) to further increase diversion rates. A “dirty” MFRF is a facility that separates a mixed solid waste
stream into recyclable, compostable, and garbage. Similar technology around the country has been successful at significantly
increasing recycling and compostable rates.

Chapter 4 | Emerging Solid waste » Emerging technologies may offer cost effective, environmentally acceptable, and locally based solutions for hard to

Technologies industry recycle materials.
» Correct definitions should be used to distinguish technologies. “Conversion technologies” have evolved from burn
barrels to a range of technologies (gasification, hydrolysis, anaerobic digestion, pyrolysis, chemical feedstock recovery) that
can treat a variety of materials. Pyrolysis and gasification are not incineration. Seattle should recognize the differences and
advancements in technologies and create definitions that clearly allow and encourage emerging technologies and ultimate
use of separated materials in lieu of disposal — energy, fuel and new products — complementing Seattle’s broader
sustainability goals.

Chapter 4 | Facilities Neighborhood » Improve the Plan’s consideration of the consistency of the city’s solid waste facilities with the city’s comprehensive plan
council / and the surrounding neighborhoods. [editor’s note — assume writer refers to city’s comprehensive growth management plan] The
association draft plan does not contain any consideration of facility siting, the consistency of the new North Transfer Station (and

other facilities) with the surrounding neighborhoods, or the impacts of the city’s facilities on land use and development
patterns. It is imperative that the city not repeat the process that led to the rebuild of the current North Transfer Station
facility without the slightest consideration of the appropriateness of the site.
» Siting issues should be addressed consistent with RCW 70.95 and Washington Department of Ecology, Guidelines for
Development of Local Comprehensive Solid Waste Management Plans and Plan Revisions, February 2010, Publication No.
10-07-005, p35.
» SPU’s 1998 plan did not “contemplate” anything approaching the current reconstruction of the transfer station; legally
required consideration of the city’s solid waste facility siting has never happened; and, the only “approval’ of the current
rebuild project is this paragraph in Ordinance 122447 (July 2007): “WHEREAS, the Council and Executive have reached an
agreement on a configuration that rebuilds the North and South Transfer Stations...”
» Redo the draft solid waste plan to add an appropriate siting analysis for all of its solid waste facilities.
Chapter 4 | Monitoring and Seattle Public » Page 4-19, Table 4-3: 2007 residential survey garbage pickup score repeated.
Performance Utilities staff
Measurement group
Chapter 4 | Organics Solid waste » Page 4-51 Incorrect statement. Current organics processing contract includes food soiled paper but does not include
Management industry “other compostable packaging.” Including such compostable packaging as a contractual obligation would require a contract

amendment.
» Concerned about compostable packaging and growing contamination in the residential and commercial volumes. Suggest
slowing down integration of Multifamily organics diversion until contamination issue more fully addressed. Is for
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Plan
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or Section
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Comment or Question

compostable packaging, but concerned whether packaging chosen without guidelines is really compostable.

» Commercial organics collection — concerned City incentivizing organics collection creating collection subsidies for
customer and ability of private collectors to compete for collection service. For example City’s rate for 2/96 gallon toters
for commercial organics collection once a week for $8.00, picked up by residential collectors. Was originally intended as
“safety net” for small commercial generators in residential areas, but now being used citywide. Private collector cannot
compete at this price. Suggest returning practice to safety net only. Appreciate cost of service detachable container rates
that enables open market service.

Chapter 4

Organics
Management

Ecology

» Recommendations in section 3.4.2, backyard composting, edible food recovery, and food waste reduction through
efficient food purchasing preparation demonstrate progressive leadership.
» Goals for increased diversion must run parallel to goals for increased infrastructure and markets to process and use the
additional materials. Increasing collection at schools and restaurants will result in increased volumes of feedstocks going to
compost facilities that are already at, or close to capacity.
» Consider expanding capacity and contamination discussion in the Plan.
U Capacity — Increase organic materials processing by supporting infrastructure development for composting,
anaerobic digestion and other technologies.
. Markets — Commit to compost market development through internal purchasing programs and promoting general
consumer use.

. Contamination — Help protect compost quality through increased education to generators and communication
with processors.

Chapter 4

Organics
Management

Environmental
non-profit

» Supports city encouraging composting capacity including anaerobic digestion, and encouraging backyard composting.
With more food waste entering organics stream, digestion process offers greater efficiency without any real material or
volume lost.

» Continuing to promote backyard composting is most climate friendly way of recycling organics (less fuel and energy
costs, small piles don’t offgas as much CO?2 as large piles, and keeps composting in the public eye, making the compost
process tangible. Best kind of community marketing.

» Labeling and food packaging: Strongly encourage working towards changes in ways that promote composting and reduce
contamination. The fight must be continued and intensified as customer confusion will only increase as labeling and
materials discrepancies continue to exist.

Chapter 4

Processing and
Disposal

Seattle Public
Urtilities
employee

» Why is there no trash to energy plan?

Chapter 4

Processing and
Disposal

Environmental
advocacy
representatives

Editor’s note: PD# refers to Plan recommendations as numbered in the recommendations matrix that follows the Executive Summary.

» PDI — Continuing recycling processing contracting. Some areas have had problems with co-mingled recycling, such as
higher residuals, processing problems from plastic bags and glass, as well as downstream problems. Consider doing an
analysis.

» PDI & 2 (open market processing for privately collected commercial recyclables) — Producer financing would force
efficiencies, quality, financial incentives. Like in Ontario, Toronto blue box financing.

» PD9 — Keep no burning. Incineration in Europe is very different — they actually have to bring in natural gas to burn.

» Cedar Grove odor problems: will urge city council to hold briefing in context of organics processing RFP.
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Plan Plan Source Type Comment or Question
Element Recommendation
or Section
Chapter 4 | Recycling Seattle Public » It would be a good idea to add recycling containers at gas stations for people who clean out their cars when getting gas.
Utilities
employee and
citizen
Chapter 4 | Recycling Seattle Public » Consider a pilot program where people purchase a sturdy non-toxic plastic, refillable drinking container with logo
Utilities promoting Seattle water. People could refill their containers for a small fee from dispensing machines throughout the city,
employee and or buy said container from same machine. To raise awareness and encourage green habits. Could perhaps find grant
citizen money to fund development of the machines. Could recoup costs by selling to other cities.
Chapter 4 | Recycling Transfer Station 5. Construction and demolition debris drop-off in separate
R dation — S area of station: how supportive
ecommendation urvey Answer Options | Response Count Response Percent
MSW C&D | Least supportive 4 4%
materials 2 0 0%
3 0 0%
4 6 6%
5 13 13%
6 7 7%
7 Most Supportive 68 69%
no answer | 1%
Total Count 99

6a. Ban asphalt paving disposal in garbage: how supportive

Answer Options

Response Count

Response Percent

| Least supportive 6 6%
2 2 2%
3 [ 1%
4 8 8%
5 6 6%
6 7 7%
7 Most Support