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Diversion Working Group

Solid Waste Management Planning 


Stakeholder Meetings

July 18, 2005

Next meeting: August 16, 2005, from 9:00 to 12:00, Roundhouse, Room 326.

Agenda for next meeting:  


Continue the discussion of the goal for diversion for the next three years.

Discussion on Diversion Goals for next three years

This discussion continued from the last meeting.  The overall goals and purposes for diversion as listed in those meeting minutes were reconfirmed by the group and should be read in connection with these minutes.

---------

Excerpt from 6/21/05 Diversion Meeting minutes – initial diversion goal discussion (for reference):

What Should be the Diversion Goal for the Next Three Years?

Initial Discussion – no Decision Reached

· Establish a municipal solid waste goal:  Recycling of 50% of all bottles, cans, plastic and paper OR

· Divert 5% of waste generated OR

· Identify other specific products for diversion OR

· Other options?

Quantification of the goal is an issue:

· Need to capture the data.

· Project the diversion rate by using EPA conversion rates.

· Convert $ to pounds.

------------

7/18/05 minutes continued:

What should be targeted?


Several group members recommend explicitly targeting Municipal Solid Waste (MSW) to start, as a more realistic, attainable goal.


Note:  Solid Waste Act refers to solid waste, which includes industrial, agricultural, commercial, residential, and institutional discards.  MSW is a subset of solid waste, i.e., the residential, commercial, and institutional fractions.  


Further note:  The Solid Waste Act does not include a definition of MSW, though its meaning is established by EPA and widely understood in the field. 

Suggested Diversion Goals:  

Several ideas that are not necessarily mutually exclusive are on the table:

1. Should the goal be diverting an overall percentage of MSW, as currently stated in the Solid Waste Act, but not achieved to date?

2. Should the goal be that each region, district, jurisdiction or solid waste facility be tasked to achieve modest increases in diversion over specified time increments, e.g., 3% per year?

3. Should the goal be demonstrating good faith efforts to promote diversion of municipal solid waste into innovative uses, but with no quantity measures attached?

4. Should each community set its own goal?

5. Should the goal be that each entity provide access to recycling, and if so, how is access defined?

6. Should the goal be an approach that fosters the needed recycling and waste reduction infrastructure, i.e., diversion capacity?

7. Should the goal be providing basic programmatic service, i.e., the wherewithal for diversion, not a number-based goal? 

8. Should the goal be a modest, manageable increase in diversion that we can account for using info that is currently included in Annual Reports filed with NMED? 

9. Should several tiers of goals be pursued in parallel, i.e., a small diversion increase over the short-term, say 3% in 3 years, while at the same time building the policy framework of long-term, big picture goals to keep the SWMP on track?  

Comment on these goal possibilities:


Several group members expressed concern about not setting any numeric goals, noting that without measurable goals:  a) diversion could “fall through the cracks as it did before,” and b) “politics could enter in and compromise the plan.”

Definition of Diversion:

Note:  The Solid Waste Act does not explicitly define diversion.

Suggested definition:  Diversion means avoiding landfill disposal and includes both:  a) recycling and b) other beneficial uses of municipal solid waste.

Then could set goals for both recycling and beneficial use.

How it will be counted will depend on the use it is put to.
Note:  This strategy means establishing a very clear definition of beneficial use. For instance, it was generally agreed that using mulched wood and green waste as alternate daily cover (ADC), though not as high a use as diverting these materials for composting, qualifies as beneficial use because: a) it saves landfill operators the cost of purchasing soil for daily cover, and b) mulching these materials greatly reduces the landfill space they would take up if not size-reduced, thus extending landfill life. 

Challenges:

· How do we capture the data?

· It must be measurable (need to look at issues with reporting, double reporting and under-reporting through groups like Department of Transportation) and attainable (economically feasible and environmentally sound).

· The program should be kept as simple as possible.

Possible working definitions:

Goal:  Promote innovation through giving incentives to try innovation

Diversion:  Prevent the landfill disposal of municipal solid waste

Recycling:  Taking municipal solid waste and returning it to raw materials or finished products

Note:  The old SWMP definition of recycling is conflated to include both recycling, as traditionally defined (above), and beneficial use.

Beneficial Use:  To place municipal solid waste into service or use for economic or environmental gain, profit or advantage.  An activity that provides measurable benefits for alternative use of municipal solid waste that would otherwise be disposed.  

TO DO

Beneficial Use Definition:  Auralie has a good definition that she will look up and bring to the next Diversion meeting.

Benchmarking:  Gretchen will begin researching other states’ solid waste management plans and programs looking for diversion methods/progress, including both “advanced” states with high diversion, and “moderate” states more comparable to New Mexico in terms of population, markets, other key factors. 

Learn from long history of recycling:  Let’s learn from the experience in other states, e.g., that regional programs work better usually than each town working on its own.  ALL GROUP MEMBERS ARE ASKED TO HELP GRETCHEN IDENTIFY GOOD CASE STUDIES FROM VARIOUS STATES/REGIONS THAT WILL HELP INFORM OUR PLANNING PROCESS. 

Initial Discussion related to Recycling Goals:

A. Landfill goals.  

Progress goals

Local landfills could identify progress goals from selecting from a list of options or

Establish a goal of 3% diversion over existing standards

Ensure that any goals listed here are economically feasible.

B. Access to “recycling” by NM citizens

Provide regional access to recycling efforts

Larger communities must agree to help smaller communities, e.g., with recycling processing and marketing

Regional centers?

C.  What to recycle?

Conventional Recycling

Glass containers

Aluminum and steel containers

Plastic bottles

Paper (news, highgrade, mixed)

Corrugated

Scrap metal

Organics

Green waste

Food waste

Clean wood

Non-agricultural animal waste

Sludge from waste water treatment

Used Oil

D.  How to measure?

Measure progress locally

Measure access to processes

Determine and set local goals.

E.  Starting definitions

It will be very important to develop good definitions of recycling, diversion, beneficial use, and so on, in order to measure progress toward goals.  But must also bear in mind the following:

*****Do not try to change or modify any definitions created by statute or regulation.  This will likely cause much confusion.

General discussion
Traditionally, programs phase in material recovery by the following categories, as they build program capacity (infrastructure):

a) Start with bottles, cans, paper, scrap metal, and used oil

b) C&D or

c) Organics

Note:  b and c are interchangeable depending on local conditions and opportunities

· Should goals be established for all three tiers or should there be goals even articulated for b) and c)?

· Or, should a menu of categories be provided and communities can choose which materials to target based on local conditions/opportunities?

· Should/can baseline data be collected for each category so that you know if you have achieved a diversion of these items?

· There is benchmark data from other states that could provide us with good information

· Create a timeline and checklist for communities to achieve the first tier, then the second, then the third

· Urban/ rural distinctions

· New vs. mature program goals

· How do we count the diversions made?  By pounds?  Convert to dollars?

· Reuse:  Is there a way to quantify this?  Should this be addressed since it is action that takes place prior to the items becoming waste?  The Solid Waste Act includes reuse as a diversion method, and in fact, reuse intercepts discards so that they do not become waste going to disposal. Should we just strongly encourage reuse?

· Waste Reduction:  This is also difficult to measure, though it is included as a diversion method in the Solid Waste Act.    

Construction and Demolitions Debris

· Should there be an approach or goal set for construction and demolition?

· Should the various parts of construction and demolition debris be categorized so that communities could begin to look at how to address them (i.e clean fill such as wood and bricks vs. hazardous waste).

General Considerations

· It will be best to think pragmatically about what ideas and goals will pass with the other working groups and with our respective constituencies.

· We must take pains to avoid setting unfunded mandates.
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