Washington
Recycling Reform Act

Preliminary Needs Assessment
October 8, 2026
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Agenda

Introduction of PNA HDR 10:35am

Contracts and Costs Bin There Consulting 10:45am

Material Quantities Cascadia 11:15am

Lunch Break 11:45am - 12:15pm
Service Levels HDR 12:15pm
Infrastructure and Capacity HDR 12:45pm

End Markets RRS 1:15pm
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Preliminary Needs Assessment

What the Preliminary Needs Assessment examines

@ © 0 O €

Material Collection service levels Service contracts Facilities and processing Current End
quantities and access and costs capacity markets
How much material Where collection is How services are Available processing Where recovered
is generated available and how structured and infrastructure and materials go
and managed service varies what they cost constraints today




Regional Boundaries

Regions and counties

Southwest Region
12 counties
Northwest Region
6 counties

Central Region
9 counties

Eastern Region
13 counties
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Summary of Data Collection

- Existing reports, datasets, and resources

 Ecology studies
« WA UTC data
 Solid Waste Management Plans

« Request for information (RFI)

* Primary data collection
e Surveys
* |[nterviews
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Data Limitations

e Survey response rates

» Service provider registration data

» Self-reported data

« Unavailable or unreported cost data
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Questions for Public Comment

1. All: Do the main findings and conclusions match what you know about recycling and composting in Washington?

2. All: Where does your experience differ from the access described in the preliminary needs assessment? For example, is a
service listed as available but difficult to use, or missing at apartments, in rural areas, or in public places?

3. All: Looking ahead to the full needs assessment, what else should we consider? Are there questions, experiences,
communities, or possible improvements that this draft preliminary needs assessment does not address or that deserve a
closer look?

4. Local and Tribal governments and collection service providers: Do you have service maps, contracts, cost records, or
information on the amounts and types of residential material collected or discarded that could confirm or improve the draft
preliminary needs assessment findings?

5. Recycling, transfer, and composting facilities: Does the draft preliminary needs assessment accurately describe what
facilities can accept and process? Can you share information on materials handled, usable additional capacity, or practical
limits that the report may have missed?

6. Collection providers, processors, manufacturers, and end markets: Does the draft preliminary needs assessment accurately
describe where Washington’s collected materials go? Can you share information on actual destinations, amounts received,
or barriers to using more of these materials?
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Contracts and
Costs
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Contracts & Costs

Collection Service
Arrangements

Collection
Contract Terms

Annual Recycling
Costs

B

Categorized by UTC regulation, municipal/tribal collection, interlocal agreements,
contracting with a private hauler, or franchise agreement

Reviewed DOE Box, consultant files, county SWMPs, and city/county/hauler websites,
then requested any clarification from city

Requested contracts, then compiled and averaged data

Data from service provider registrations, municipal and hauler surveys, and UTC annual
reports

Converted into cost per ton, then averaged data

START

Reduce. Reuse. Sustain,



Contracts & Costs

Municipality recycling collection service arrangements

Municipal Private
UTC or Tribal Interlocal Hauler Franchise

Geography Regulated | collection | Agreement | Contract | Agreement

19 4 0 53 0 4 80

7 2 0 11 0 29 49

13 1 0 8 0 60 82

Total 93 10 3 109 4 102 281
e
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Contracts & Costs

Solid waste collection contract initial term length in years

Geography Average Most common Range of
contract contract contract
length length lengths
9 10 5-32
10 10 3-20
9 10 5-15

1-15

8 5

Average extensions is 5 years; 15% do not include an extension and 25% automatically renew
I




Contracts & Costs

Average annual total recycling cost per ton by region

Average Recycling Data points

recycling cost per ton
cost per ton range

Geography

$558.64 $64-$1,179 53
$357.51 $69-$1,713 17
$504.95 $111-$2,008 9
$383.54 $80-$547 21
$431.94 $64-$2,008 100

Statewide
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Feedback Requested from Council

: : WASHINGTOM STATE
@ LEGISLATURE

How can we get

Improvements to RCW 70A.208.070
the jurisdiction- Service provider registration.

level data?
eve C O St a ta y (1) By January 31, 2026, and annually thereafter, each service provider that intends to seek reimbursement
for services provided under an approved plan must register with the department by submitting the following
information:

(a) The contact information for a person representing the service provider;

(b) The address of the service provider;

(c) Identification of service areas where covered services are to be provided to covered entities;

(d) Identification of the covered services to be provided to covered entities, by service area; and

(e) If applicable to services provided, a report of the number of covered entities currently provided service,
the number of covered entities eligible to receive service, and the total amount billed for collection for covered
entities, processing services, transfer station operations provided, and tons managed during the preceding calendar
year, by covered entity type and by service area. When possible, values must be separated for collection, transfer,

and processing.
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Q&A

Contracts and Costs
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Material
Quantities

NERG F)? 1JRRS Gscron Bilien: START




Material Quantities

Methodology

Identified quantities of garbage, recycling, and organics from
residential sources collected by service providers and self-
hauled based on Ecology’s waste generation and recovery data
for 2024 compiled from annual reports from regulated solid
waste handling facilities and the recycling survey.

Compiled findings from 15 regional waste composition studies
completed between 2020 and 2025 to estimate proportions of
covered materials and non-covered materials evaluated for
inclusion on statewide collection lists.

Combined 2024 waste quantities to proportions of evaluated
covered materials and non-covered materials to estimate
quantities of covered materials produced in Washington and by
each region.

Material Quantities Assessment Limitations

* Aportion of the underlying data set is based on 2020 to 2023
data. This period includes pandemic-related temporary
disruptions that impacted waste characterization findings.

* Waste quantities and waste composition data is not available
to estimate covered material quantities from public spaces

* Available data do not allow us to separate residential from
nonresidential self-hauled garbage

* Producer data was not available to inform or confirm the
findings of the assessment.

* Limitations of waste composition data material categories
resulted in the need to aggregate some evaluated material list
categories.

Out of Scope
* Nonresidential generated waste
* Uncollected littered waste

* Reuse or home composting



Material Quantities

Covered materials made up 34% of Washington’s
6.0 million tons of residential waste generated in 2024

Evaluated Non-covered Materials 1,952,000
Not Evaluated Non-covered Materials 1,945,000
0 500,000 1,000,000 1,500,000 2,000,000 2,500,000

Washington Residential Generation Est. Tons




Material Quantities

Total residential waste quantities by collection method

m Evaluated Covered Materials Evaluated Non-covered Materials Not Evaluated Non-covered Materials

- Service providers collected nearly
90% of all residential generated

covered materials, an estimated —
1.8 million tons southwest [
» The proportion of covered materials was Central i
consistent across regions, ranging from castern [l
40% to 43% of total service provider
Collected waste p 0 1,000,000 2,000,000 3,000,000 4,000,000 5,000,000
Service Provider Collected Residential Generation Est. Tons
« An estimated 0.2 million tons of starewie [l
covered materials were self-hauled Northwest [
« Covered materials made up an average : southwest ||
15% of total self-hauled waste : central |
Eastern |
0 1,000,000 2,000,000 3,000,000 4,000,000 5,000,000

Self-hauled Residential Generation Est. Tons
I
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Material Quantities

- Quantity of covered materials by collection method and stream

48% of covered materials were : Garbage  mRecycing = Organics
collected in the recycling or i Northwest |
o ° . outhwes
organics streams statewide o . ——
- Collection in the recycling or organic e —
Stl’ea ms was h |gheSt for- SerV|Ce 0 200,000 400,000 600,000 800,000 1,000,000
provider CO”eCtion in the NorthweSt : Service Provider Collected Est. Tons of Covered Materials
and Southwest regions {  Northwest |
« Less than 1% of covered materials Southwest - [1]
were collected in the organics stream central
Eastern
0 200,000 400,000 600,000 800,000 1,000,000

Self-hauled Est. Tons of Covered Materials
I




Feedback Requested from Council

Guidance fOr cla rity Are there any other breakdowns of this

or bou nda rles for analySiS that the council would like
reported? Such as estimates of material

Task 3 quantities of covered materials included on
Statewide Collection Lists.

Where does the Council need more
clarification around data gaps or
assessment limitations?
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Q&A

Material Quantities
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Service Levels
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Service Levels - Scope

« Availability of recycling collection services
« Current methods and infrastructure for servicing residents

» Any densely populated areas with no or limited curbside recycling
services

« Areas where curbside garbage collection services are offered to
residents but curbside recycling services are not offered




Key Findings - Recycling Collection

» Curbside recycling is more readily available in the Northwest and
Southwest regions

 Statewide, 91% of single-family and at least 69% of multifamily
residences have curbside recycling available

 Drop-off recycling is more readily available in Central and Eastern regions

 Collection typically uses carts or can for single-family and dumpsters or
large containers for multifamily

Data limitations: limited data for multifamily residences and for drop-off recycling programs




Service Levels - Curbside Recycling

ol
__ Parameter | Statewide | Southwest | Northwest | Central | Eastern
Slngle-faml.ly reS|den.ces with 91% 94% 99% 65% 69%
curbside recycling
Multifamily reS|denc.es with curbside 69% 70% 86% 23% 290
recycling
Single-family re.S|denceSOW|th limited 204 20/, 1% 7% 0%
curbside recycling
Multifamily res:.ldences v.wth limited 39% 1% 4% 10% 1%
curbside recycling
Slngle-famlly.resmenc?s without 294 4% 0% 289, 31%
curbside recycling
Multifamily residences without 9% 10% 0% 250, 33%

curbside recycling

Single-family resn.:lences with no data NJ/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
available

Multifamily res:dtences with no data 19% 19% 10% 42% 37%
available

Reduce. Reuse, Sustain,



Key Findings - Organics Collection

 Curbside organics collection is more available in the
Southwest and Northwest regions

e Statewide, at least 69% of single-family and 60% of
multifamily residences have available curbside organics
collection

» Statewide, at least 76% of households have access to drop-
off organics programs

Data limitations: participation rates; incomplete data for curbside and drop-off organics programs.
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Service Levels - Curbside Organics

Parameter Statewide Southwest Northwest Central Eastern
Single-family re;:gaerr:icct:s with curbside 69% 67% 30% 42% 46%
Multifamily re5|denc'es with curbside 60% 66% 72% 10% 29%
organics
Single-family re-S|dences .Wlth limited 59 0% 9% 3% 1%
curbside organics
Multifamily resrldences \fwth limited 10% 0% 18% 39 1%
curbside organics
Single-family re5|dencc?s without curbside 11% 16% 1% 35% 30%
organics
Multifamily residences without curbside 12% 16% 1% 39% 329%

organics

Single-family resm{ences with no data 14% 17% 10% 20% 24%
available

Multifamily res:dt.ences with no data 19% 17% 99 48% 39%
available




Key Findings - Reuse/Refill

Reuse and refill infrastructure identified predominantly in the

Northwest region

Retail locations with refill Southwest Northwest Central Eastern
infrastructure

Bulk foods section within grocery 35 128 9 17
chain

Bulk foods section within local 9 9 6 3
grocery/co-op

Dedicated refillery 3 13 1 1
Specialty bulk retailer 2 4 0 1

Total 49 154 16 22




Key Findings -Public Places

« Garbage is most common, followed by recycling and organics

| Garbage = | 95% 86% 57% 74%

Recycling 47% 50% 43% 30%

Organics 9% 23% 14% o%

*Public place collection based on 71 responses
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Gap Analysis

Recycling Needs Assessment Map

eF(m 0oGY Recycling Needs Assessment Map
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https://experience.arcgis.com/experience/512afbc9458342e6b566a8d80be0b5ab

Gap Analysis

Rural/Urban and Population Density
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Gap Analysis

Curbside recycling and population density
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Data Limitations and Recommendations

« Supplemental data needed for multifamily residences
curbside recycling and public places collection

» Additional data needed to understand participation in
all types of collection services

 Additional data and continued engagement with Tribes

 Additional data to quantity impacts of reuse/refill
programs
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Feedback Requested from Council

Ba Sed on Do statewide and regional findings regarding

: availability of recycling and organics services align
U nd e rSta A d | ng Of with your expectations and understanding of the
1T : o
system and filling in  [sataik

Do you have any data to fill the gaps where no or
limited data was available?

data gaps

Do you have current data or recommendations for
improving participation data?
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Q&A

Service Levels
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Infrastructure and
Capacity
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Infrastructure and Capacity

Transfer Stations and Drop-off

Collection Sites

o Transfer Station !
m  Drop-off Collection Site

~ Transfer Station with
Drop-off Collection Site

« 160 transfer and drop-off collection
sites statewide.

Transfer station
with drop-off 21 21 10 13

collection site

Transfer station 4 7 6 1

Total 41 49 30 40

: Drop-off 16 21 14 26 77
: collection site

65

18

160

« 65 of 83 transfer stations (78 percent)

also have drop-off collection for
covered materials.
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Infrastructure and Capacity

CLEESLE « 49 transfer stations (59%) have tipping floors for

Facility Have the recyclable materials.

Capacity to o : .

Ma?ra :y « Limited data was available on the statewide
ag capacity to manage covered materials.

Additional

DROP-OFF

 Self-reported capacity from surveyed facilities
COLLECTION SITE

ranges significantly:
« Transfer stations reported: 50 - 32,000 TPY
« Drop-off collection sites: 52 - 2,000 TPY

Additional capacity will require investments in
infrastructure, staffing, and/or equipment.

Materials?”

M Yes

H No

M Uncertain
TRANSFER STATIONS
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Infrastructure and Capacity

7 Material Recovery Facilities (MRFs)
statewide.

« 3inthe Northwest, 3 in the Southwest
and only 1 in the Eastern region.

« One MRFin the Southwest region will
become a transfer facility within 2
years.

 Current processing capacity: 900,000
tons (excluding the closing MRF).
. Reﬁ)orted MRF throughput is about
75% of total design capacity.

« Glassis not accepted statewide due to lack
of end markets.

% Material Recovery Facilty o @ ?:]:sloMlles : ° PrOCESSing fEES: $1 20'1 70 per tOﬂ

Material Recovery Facilities

NORTHWEST

CENTRAL
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Infrastructure and Capacity

Org.a.n!c Materials Management i+ 65 organic materials management

Facilities i facilities statewide.

: « 57 composting facilities.

- 8 other organic materials management
facilities.

« More than 1.3 million tons of material
managed in 2024 statewide.

- Current processing capacity: 24 surveyed
facilities reported 1.84 million tons.
 Limited data available on total
statewide processing capacity.
A  Reported throughput is about 58% of
B i total design capacity.

e CENTRAL

e Compost Facility

Other Organic Materials g
Management Facility
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Infrastructure and Capacity

Few surveyed facilities reported accepting certified compostable packaging
Share of 24 surveyed facilities reporting acceptance of RRA-covered compostable packaging by material type:

COMPOSTABLE PAPER COMPOSTABLE PLASTIC COMPOSTABLE PLASTIC
Compostable paper products Certified compostable plastic Certified compostable rigid
films & liners plastic products
5 of 24 facilities accept 4 of 24 facilities accept 3 of 24 facilities accept
. Facility accepts O Did not report accepting
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Feedback Requested from Council

Based on limitations How can participation and data sharing be improved,
experienced in this particularly from private sector facilities?

assessment.

Are there any additional challenges regarding current
capacity, materials accepted, etc. that should be
captured?

Are there additional data sources, organizations, or
industry organics infrastructure contacts that could
help fillinformation gaps on and technologies?
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Q&A

Infrastructure & Capacity




End Markets
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A baseline of where Washington's covered materials can be marketed today

What it covers

* |n-state, out-of-state, North American, and export end
markets for RRA covered materials

* Number of identified end markets and reported facility
capacity by commodity
Out of Scope

* Determine whether markets are viable, robust, or meet
responsible market criteria

e Addressed in Task 3 and the final Needs Assessment

ULTIN

From materials to market

0 Covered material
e.g., corrugated boxes, PET bottles, aluminum cans

e Commodity or bale grade
OCC, PET, mixed glass, UBC: what end markets actually buy

e End markets
Location, count, and reported capacity

Sources: Ecology data and reports, RRS end market database, U.S. Census trade
data, facility and industry information, interest holder input, and Ecology RFI
responses

i START



Washington relies on a mix of in-state, regional, and export markets

m In-state end markets Out-of-state end markets Identified capacity (tons/year)

5 OCC mills; 1 each for mixed paper,

Paper and fiber . . 4 OCC; 1 mixed paper In-state: ~1.7M OCC, ~400K mixed paper
newsprint, office paper
. . . - 30 facilities (PET, HDPE, PP, film, Out-of-state: ~875K across PET, HDPE, PP, and
Plastics No reclaimers identified .
PS) film
Glass 1 container glass manufacturer 19 markets Unknown
Metals 2 aluminum; 3 steel 60 aluminum; 21 steel Unknown
Compostable packaging 5 facilities accept some formats 2 nearby facilities ~729K total organics capacity atthe 5 in-state

facilities

Identified capacity is total facility capacity, not capacity reserved for Washington.
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Fiber and plastics: capacity alone does not determine where material goes

Paper and fiber Plastics

~269,000 TPY 0 in-state

OCC exported, despite ~1.7M TPY of in-state mill capacity plastic reclaimers; 30 out-of-state facilities identified

* OCQC, cartons, and paper cups have the strongest in-state .
and regional mill pathways

* Mixed paper, newsprint, and lower-value grades depend .
more on export markets

* Trade data shows export destinations by country, not by .
buyer

PET and HDPE have accessible markets but compete with

other states for capacity

Film, flexibles, and some PS formats have limited facility

acceptance

Lower-value plastics are more sensitive to freight costs and

bale quality



Glass, metals, and compostable packaging face different constraints

Glass Metals Compostable packaging
1 in-state manufacturer; 19 regional 8 1 out-of-state potential markets; 5 5 in-state facilities accept some
markets in-state formats

* Ardagh Seattle's 2024 closure * Most identified markets of any * Acceptance varies by format, and
increased reliance on beneficiation in material (60 aluminum and 21 steel acceptance does not mean full
Seattle and Portland and rail to out of state) processing
regional plants * Traceability difficult once packaging * Long-distance transport is rarely

* Constraint is in-state capacity and enters broader scrap streams practical for organics

logistics, not regional demand

All materials: a market existing does not mean Washington material reaches it. Task 3 will assess capacity, stability, and access.




Feedback Requested from Council

Help us confirm and refine the inventory for Task 3

Next: 2027 End Market Assessment

Confirming Washington sourcing at key facilities

Market viability, stability, and responsible market
evaluation

Separating end market limits from collection and
processing constraints

Projected demand and capacity for each material
over the next several years

Questions for the Council

Missing markets

Are there missing end markets we should add, especially in Washington or
the Pacific Northwest?

Validate market details

Does anything in the inventory differ from what you see in the market,
such as grades accepted or capacity?

Confirm Washington flows

From your experience, which markets in the inventory receive Washington
material, directly or through brokers?



Q&A

End Markets




What's Next?

 Public Comment Period on draft PNA (Oct 1 - Oct 30)
* Final PNA submitted to Ecology (January 2027)
* Draft Needs Assessment Public Comment (Fall 2027)

* Final Needs Assessment submitted to Ecology (End of
2027)
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