
 

 

Submitted via email to Oregon Department of Environmental Quality   
 

June 27, 2025 
 

RE: Circular Action Alliance’s Proposed Amendments to the Program Plan for Oregon’s 
Recycling Modernization Act 

On behalf of the American Forest & Paper Association (AF&PA), thank you for the opportunity to 
provide comments on the amendments to Circular Action Alliance’s (CAA) proposed program plan 
for implementation of the Oregon Recycling Modernization Act (RMA). We look forward to 
èĺĲťĖĲŪôîϙôĲČÍČôıôĲťϙſĖťēϙ���ϙÍŜϙſôϙŘôƱĲôϙťēôϙÍŕŕŘĺÍèēϙťĺſÍŘîϙĖıŕŘĺŽĖĲČϙŕÍŕôŘϙŘôèƅèīĖĲČϟ 

The American Forest & Paper Association (AF&PA) serves to advance public policies that foster 
economic growth, job creation and global competitiveness for a vital sector that makes the 
essential paper and packaging products Americans use every day. The U.S. forest products 
industry employs more than 925,000 people, largely in rural America, and isௗamong the top 10 
manufacturing sector employersௗin 44 states. Our industry accounts for approximately 4.7% of the 
total U.S. manufacturing GDP, manufacturing more than $435 billion in products annually. AF&PA 
member companies are committed to making sustainable products for a sustainable future 
through the industry’s decades-long initiative — Better Practices, Better Planet 2030.   

Paper Recycling Works    

Paper recycling is essential to our industry’s ôƯĺŘťŜ to achieve important sustainability goals and 
build a more circular value chain. Paper is one of the most widely recycled materials in America, 
and paper recycling rates in the U.S. have consistently increased in recent decades. The 2023 U.S. 
paper recycling rate was 65-69%, illustrating that paper recycling is a sustainability success story. 
In fact, the paper industry recycles nearly 60% more paper today than it did in 1990. 

We are working to capture even more paper from waste streams to be recycled. Nearly 80% of U.S. 
paper mills use some recycled paper to make new, sustainable products. In 2023, U.S. pulp, 
paper, and paperboard mills consumed 31.3 million tons of recovered paper to manufacture new 
products, and the U.S. exported another 14.8 million tons for use in manufacturing new pulp, 
paper, and paperboard around the world.  Since 2019, our industry has announced $7 billion 
investments in projects that are already completed or expected to be completed by 2025 that will 



use more than 9 million tons of recycled paper. These include construction of new mills, 
conversions and expansions of existing mills, and updating machinery and other equipment to use 
even more recycled paper in paper products and packaging.  

�īôÍŜôϙƱĲîϙæôīĺſϙĺŪŘϙċôôîæÍèħϙĺĲϙ���ЍŜϙŕŘĺŕĺŜôîϙamendments to the program plan for 
implementation of the RMA, with comments focused on the updated ecomodulation section.  

Comments 

Graduated Fee Structure & Ecomodulation  

We appreciate the graduated approach CAA is proposing to integrate ecomodulation into the fee 
structure. However, we have concerns about a.) the timeline given to producers and b.) the 
potential costs to conduct a life cycle assessment (LCA) to qualify for Bonuses A, B, and C. 
Producers have many competing priorities to balance as they prepare to meet the requirements of 
the EPR program. We urge CAA to not begin the ecomodulation incentives until the program is 
more mature. We appreciate that the timeline for submitting bonuses B and C has been pushed to 
May 31, 2026, but we still urge that producers need more time to prepare. Only some large-scale 
producers have enough time and resources to submit LCA reports that quickly.  

The cost of conducting a comprehensive LCA varies from company to company, but on average 
ranges from $50,000-$100,000 per product. The $20,000/SKU cap for Bonus A and the Tier 1, 
Tier 2, and Tier 3 bonuses of $40,000/SKU, $45,000/SKU, and $50,000/SKU cap, respectively, for 
Bonuses B and C are not enough to incentivize producers to conduct LCAs on top of paying base 
fees. We encourage CAA to examine how to incentivize producers to qualify for the bonuses since 
it is explicitly stated that the bonus amount should correlate with the level of impact achieved, not 
the cost of performing an LCA.  Changing packaging types is a long, costly process. Unless an LCA 
ıÍħôŜϙèīôÍŘϙƱĲÍĲèĖÍīϙŜôĲŜôϙċĺŘϙŕŘĺîŪèôŘŜϙťēôƅϙÍŘôϙŪĲīĖħôīƅϙťĺϙŕÍŘťĖèĖŕÍťôϟϙ 

Additionally, we suggest that CAA not limit the number of SKUs that can be batched together to 
qualify for a bonus. Instead, producers should be able to use the same LCA for all the SKUS of 
products with comparable environmental attributes. Some of our members have businesses that 
ÍŘôϙîĖŽôŘŜĖƱôîϙſĖťēϙēŪĲîŘôîŜϙĺċϙ�X�ŜϙċĺŘϙŜĖıĖīÍŘϙŕŘĺîŪèťŜϟϙ���ϙŜēĺŪīîϙŪŜôϙI�iϙ͓͐͏͔͑Ϡϙ
section 6.7.2 comparability standards to allow èĺıŕÍĲĖôŜϙťēôϙƲôƄĖæĖīĖťƅϙťĺϙÍŕŕīƅϙĺĲôϙ[��ϙťĺϙ
multiple product SKUs. Furthermore, as an industry, we favor an approach based on recycling rate 
or overall industry utilization of recycled material rather than at the individual product level. 

We have some concerns with the single score ĖıŕÍèťϙŕŘĺƱīôϙťēÍťϙĖŜϙÍīīĺſôîϙĖĲϙ"(�ЍŜ rulemaking 
for Life Cycle Evaluation on pg. 65 in OAR 340-090-0930. Section 4.1 of ISO 14044-2006 states 
ťēÍťϙЊťēôŘôϙĖŜϙĲĺϙŜèĖôĲťĖƱèϙæÍŜĖŜϙċĺŘϙŘôîŪèĖĲČϙ[��ϙŘôŜŪīťŜϙťĺϙÍϙŜĖĲČīôϙĺŽôŘÍīīϙŜèĺŘôϙĺŘϙĲŪıæôŘ.” It is 
antithetical to the larger goals of the RMA to not incentivize shifts with a higher emphasis on the 
impact of the recycling rate. The current ecomodulation scheme does not have proper incentives 



in the Bonuses for companies that are already using high or even 100 percent recycled content. 
We are also concerned about the lack of hyper-ŜŕôèĖƱèϙŘôČĖĺĲÍīϙîÍťÍϙċĺŘϙŪŜôϙÍŜϙÍĲϙĖĲŕŪťϙťĺϙťēôϙ
LCAs. Using national average data will result in LCAs that are inaccurate and misconstrue the 
positive impacts that Oregon is attempting to bring about. The LCA results are only as good as the 
data they use.  

The eligibility timeline on 218 requires more clarity. As it is currently written, packaging switches 
must have been made on or after December 1, 2024 to be eligible for Bonuses B or C. For 
packaging to be eligible for Bonus B, it must be on the market for at least a year prior to the LCA 
evaluation which at the earliest is December 1, 2025. This gives producers just 6 months, at the 
most, to meet the May 31, 2026, LCA submission deadlines for Bonus B. Bonus C has a 6-month 
market requirement which at the earliest is June 1, 2025. More clarity is needed on why reusable 
ÍĲîϙŘôƱīīÍæīôϙıÍťôŘĖÍīŜϠϙſēĖèēϙÍŘôϙmuch more nascent, require less time on the market to begin 
LCA evaluations in comparison to materials that are already found to be readily recyclable. The 
seventh bullet on page 218seems to give that same one-year requirement to Bonus A, which does 
not make sense with the August 15, 2025, deadline for Bonus A LCA Reports.  

®ôϙèÍŪťĖĺĲϙ"(�ϙÍĲîϙ���ϙĺĲϙťēôϙÍæĖīĖťƅϙĺċϙŕŘĺîŪèôŘŜϙťĺϙŪŜô projected return rates ĖĲϙťēôϙƱŘŜťϙťēŘôôϙ
years of Bonus C. Clear reason and rationale must be included with this projection rate to not 
grossly misconstrue ÍĲƅϙôĲŽĖŘĺĲıôĲťÍīϙæôĲôƱťŜϙŕÍŜťϙťēôϙbreak-even point.  

iĲϙŕÍČôϙ͕͑͐ϠϙĖĲϙťēôϙƱŘŜťϙŕÍŘÍČŘÍŕēϙĺċϙťēôϙ�ĺĲŪŜϙ�ϙŜôèťĖĺĲϠϙťēôϙŜôèĺĲîϙŜôĲťôĲèôϙĖŜϙıĖŜŜĖĲČϙЊĺĲϙĺŘϙ
after” December 1, 2024.  

Thank you for your consideration of our comments. We appreciate the ongoing collaboration 
æôťſôôĲϙ�>Э��ϙÍĲîϙiŘôČĺĲϙ"(�ϙťĺϙÍîŽÍĲèôϙÍϙŜŪŜťÍĖĲÍæīôϙŘôèƅèīĖĲČϙŜƅŜťôıϟϙ®ôϙŘôıÍĖĲϙÍŽÍĖīÍæīôϙ
to discuss the feedback herein in greater detail and look forward to your response. Please contact 
Shoshana Micon at shoshana_micon@afandpa.org if you have any further questions.  

 

Sincerely, 

 

Terry Webber 

«Ėèôϙ�ŘôŜĖîôĲťϠϙIĲîŪŜťŘƅϙ�ƯÍĖŘŜ 

American Forest & Paper Association  
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PORTLEY NLFROH * DEQ

FURP: BRb FRUWQeU <bRb@aVWUR-QRXJKW.cRP>
SHQW: TKXUVda\, JXQe 26, 2025 7:04 PM
TR: ReWKLQNRec\cOLQJ * DEQ
SXbMHFW: CRPPeQW RQ Ma\ 2025 CAA PURJUaP POaQ APeQdPeQW

DeaU DEQ: 
 
M\ XQdeUVWaQdiQg (fURm DEQ) iV WhaW Uec\cliQg iV imSRUWaQW bXW iQVXfficieQW WR VXbVWaQWiall\ UedXce climaWe 
chaQge, aQd WhaW gUeaWeU beQefiW ZRXld be Ueali]ed fURm UeXVe. 
 
I ZRXld eQcRXUage DEQ WR cRQVideU ZheWheU VeWWiQg Whe BRQXV C ma[ Sa\RXWV aW a leYel WhaW cRYeUed Whe 
cRVW Rf VZiWchiQg WR UeXVableV mighW be gRRd SRlic\, XQdeUVWaQdiQg WhaW mXlWiSle cRQVideUaWiRQV eQWeU iQWR 
Whe TXeVWiRQ. 
 
SimilaUl\, if SURSRVed limiWV RQ SURdXceU eligibiliW\ fRU BRQXV C aUe e[SecWed WR UeVXlW iQ VXbRSWimal 
RXWcRmeV, I ZRXld VXSSRUW calibUaWiQg Whe UeVWUicWiRQV iQ a Za\ mRUe likel\ WR achieYe Whe SUefeUUed SRlic\ 
UeVXlW. CXUUeQW SURgUam SlaQ laQgXage UegaUdiQg eligibiliW\ mighW e[clXde VmalleU SURjecWV, Zhile laUgeU 
SURjecWV mighW QRW be XQdeUWakeQ becaXVe Whe ecRQRmic iQceQWiYe diVaSSeaUV befRUe UeachiQg Vcale, if I 
XQdeUVWaQd cRUUecWl\. 
 
The fXQdiQg mechaQiVm fRU BRQXV C aSSeaUV WR VXbWl\ diViQceQWiYi]e a VZiWch WR UeXVe. PeUhaSV WheUe iV a 
gRRd UeaVRQ fRU WhiV, bXW if QRW, iW VeemV like Whe fXQdiQg mechaQiVm cRXld be deVigQed diffeUeQWl\. 
 
LaVW, Whe cXUUeQW SURgUam SlaQ aSSeaUV WR allRZ BRQXV C Sa\meQWV fRU ViQgle-XVe SackagiQg WhaW facLOLWaWe 
UefillV. If VR, Whe lRgic VeemV TXeVWiRQable aQd SeUhaSV VhRXld be chaQged. 
 
ThaQk \RX fRU \RXU cRQVideUaWiRQ. 
 
-BRb FRUWQeU 
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June 27, 2025 
 

Comments on the Circular Action Alliance’s (CAA) May 16th Plan Amendment Submission 
 

The Glass Packaging Institute appreciates the opportunity to provide comments on the third 

PRO Plan submitted by Circular Action Alliance (CAA) to implement the Oregon Plastic 

Pollution and Recycling Modernization Act.  

 

GPI is the North American trade association for the glass food and beverage manufacturing 

companies, glass recycling processors, raw material providers and other supply chain 

partners within the industry. GPI and its members endeavor to work closely with local and 

state governments throughout the country on issues surrounding sustainability, recycling, 

packaging manufacturing and energy use, and our members have operations in the State of 

Oregon that would be a part of the service provider and end-markets covered by the plan. 

In addition, we take the concerns and questions of brand “producers” regarding costs for 

using glass very seriously, and work with them closely to help lessen the costs of choosing 

glass, a material that has a very high recycling rate in Oregon.  

 

The glass industry seeks to be a collaborative partner in establishing Oregon’s EPR program 

for packaging, and GPI has submitted comments at multiple stages of the rulemaking and 

program plan review. However, the establishment of the program has not given sufficient 

attention to glass. The result is that Oregon, which currently recycles glass at one of the 

highest rates in the country, is creating conditions for glass recycling rates to decrease. 

Further, brands may be encouraged to switch to plastic packaging - an outcome contrary to 

the intent of the law.  

 

Most importantly, DEQ regulations are causing the Circular Action Alliance program plan to 

force costs up for glass relative to other materials - irrationally ascribing certain costs to 

glass for a small, minimal incremental increase in glass recycled in the state.  

 

The CAA plan concludes on page 169 that: “sufficient capacity exists for glass today” and 

there is no need for an exploration of alternative glass markets. Under the shared cost 

model of the law in which producers are obligated for the costs of expanded or increased 

service, a material such as glass that already has sufficient capacity, end markets and 

recycling rates, would not be expected to have fees that far exceed materials requiring 

much greater investment.  

 

GPI maintains that:  

 

• Glass should not be designated as a Specifically IdenYfied Material (SIM). Glass is 

already widely and successfully recycled in Oregon. To the extent that it is treated as 
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an SIM, any costs associated with the SIM designaYon should be low since Oregon 

residents already have good recycling behavior for glass, access to glass recycling, 

and access to glass end markets. Expansion costs for depot and SIM listed materials 

should be limited  to those materials with greater requirements for investment. 

• The acYvity-based cosYng being used by CAA in fee seZngs is no longer an industry 

best pracYce and is being applied in a manner that unfairly ascribes costs to glass 

that are in fact beneficial to other materials as well.  

• It is enYrely unfair to charge glass-using producers an extraordinarily high blended 

rate of over $400/ton for “contaminaYon” with a list of otherwise lighterweight 

materials during the transiYon Yme to a new system. The manner in which glass is 

handled today, prior to the RMA enactment, has been well established for decades 

in the State and did not fundamentally change. To the extent glass ends up in the 

wrong stream today is due to a lack of educaYon in certain regions, and CAA glass 

producers should not have to shoulder that burden immediately. CAA has not had 

any Yme to implement new educaYon programs, and the conYnued confusion with 

cerYfying domesYc REMs has taken up valuable Yme needed to prepare residents 

for changing rules. A special category for glass should be established, different from 

other SIMs materials, and fairly assessed based on its own markets rather than as a 

part of a very high blended contaminaYon rate during the early transiYon period.  

• We see no need for CAA to pay extra to communi;es to maintain exis;ng glass in the 
curbside “glass on the side” programs. Producers are obligated to pay for service 

expansion and the stakeholder discussions leading up to the statewide lists clearly 

discussed maintaining the historical use of curbside “glass on the side” access for 

residents in the Metro area. How the final regulaYons missed that clear delineaYon 

and only required glass on the side for “commercial” (potenYally for mulY-family 

housing) has not been explained by DEQ and is potenYally a different system than 

the one deployed today in the residenYal Metro area due to volume at each 

commercial collecYon point. 

• Glass recycling already exceeds the 45 percent target regulatory rate for RMA 
covered glass. The PRO plan states that RMA covered glass is already at a 49% 

recycling rate. This fact demonstrates that there is no need for an SIM designaYon 

for glass, or for incenYve payments to communiYes. This is further evidence that a 

different transiYon plan for glass with lower costs is defensible within the regulaYons 

and program plan.  

Specific to CAA’s current proposed program plan amendment, GPI has the following 

comments:  

 
1. GPI opposes the inability to apply “eco-modulated” fee benefits to glass without the 

need for each producer to conduct an expensive LCA to prove what OR DEQ already 
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knows regarding the well-established qualiYes of glass with regard to a lack of use of 

chemicals of concern. Glass is inert and conveys many benefits that are well-known 

and established in scienYfic studies. Glass does not use or leach toxic chemicals into 

the environment if it were to be mismanaged in the waste stream.  

 

There are known and acknowledged flaws by OR DEQ in construcYng a truly 

complete life-cycle assessment, due to a lack of data on the negaYve impact of 

mismanaged plasYc waste in the environment. WaiYng for a new study on marine 

debris impact before allowing glass to benefit from eco-modulaYon runs counter to 

the goal of addressing the data gap in LCAs. Glass-using producers should get a 

material-wide eco-modulaYon bonus immediately without the need for an LCA. 

 

2. Glass provides the state with one of its most readily capable materials for reuse and 

refill. In fact, many glass food jar containers are likely reused by consumers at home 

for storage of lefovers today. New opportuniYes for reuse in covered product 

categories like wine also exist. Without these benefits receiving the ability to eco-

modulate the fees in Oregon immediately, the fees go further down the path of 

merely being “weight-based” fees and irraYonally doubling down on favoring  

plasYc. 

In addition, GPI is aligned with other program stakeholders on concerns with key 

recommendations to improve Bonus C regarding reuse. Those comments are below: 

 

Clear Guidance on Fees for Subsequent Reuse Cycles is Essential:  
A very important question for all producers considering or adopting reusable packaging 

systems is how fees apply to subsequent reuse cycles, which is vital for the long-term 

success of reuse in Oregon. The RMA and all related documents state that fees are based on 

materials "supplied into the state." While the Oregon DEQ has confirmed that reusable 

materials do not incur fees on additional cycles, CAA's plan and reporting portal provides 

no guidance on how these materials should be reported for their second, third, and later 

uses after initial EPR fees have been paid when they first enter the state.  This current 

uncertainty could discourage the very reuse behavior the RMA is designed to promote, 

undermining a core objective of the Act. 

 

Define "Adequate Scale" for Reuse Systems and Expand Eligibility:  
CAA states the importance of "reuse and refill systems being defined to be at adequate 

scale and access in Oregon to qualify for the bonus. However, the plan currently provides no 

specific guidelines for what "adequate" means. This lack of clarity creates uncertainty and 

could exclude smaller, innovative producers and newer programs, even though they are 

often the ones who would benefit most from lower fees and initial support.  Additionally, 

limiting the number of eligible SKUs discourages larger or complex. producers from 

continuing to expand their reusable packaging once they reach a certain point. Bonus C 
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should be accessible to all producers, regardless of size, who have switched to reusable 

packaging and can demonstrate a reduction in environmental or human impact. 

 

Simplify Bonus Incentives for Reuse:  
The proposed Bonus C incentives for reuse are currently too complex. For reuse to grow 

successfully and attract wide participation across diverse industries, the process for applying 

for, calculating, and receiving these bonuses must be clear, straightforward, and easy for all 

producers to navigate. Simplifying this process would greatly help the program’s ability to 

promote reuse and reduce administrative burdens for all parties. 

 

Ensure Fair Funding for Bonus C:  
We strongly suggest that Bonus C be funded from a general pool of money collected from 

all covered materials that pay into the program. The proposed method of funding Bonus C 

(when a material switch isn't made) by "..levying a surcharge on each material category in 

the SKU, proportionate to the share of fees paid by each material making up the SKU," 

unfairly portrays transitioning to reusables as an extra burden on other producers. This 

could discourage early adopters and create conflict instead of cooperation within the 

industry. Funding from a common pool ensures fair support for all transitions to reuse/refill, 

matching the program’s overall goal of reducing environmental impacts across the board. 

 

Increase Bonus C Payouts and Adjust or Remove Caps:  
The current $50,000 cap on Bonus C is a small incentive, especially when considering the 

significant investment required for businesses – from small wineries to major consumer 

brands – to switch to reusable packaging. This investment includes substantial costs for 

marketing, new logistics, consumer education and infrastructure.  

 

While we understand the need to manage financial exposure, the principle that "the bonus 

is not intended to cover costs but to be correlated to impact" weakens the incentive's real-

world value. If the bonus doesn't adequately help with the costs of switching to reuse or 

completing the necessary Life Cycle Assessment (LCA), it won't be a meaningful financial 

help for producers. Companies that invest in innovative return streams that effectively 

bypass the traditional recycling system through refill or reuse should not be penalized by 

insufficient incentives from a program designed to cut waste. 

 

Thank you for your consideration of our comments and recommendations for improvement. 

 

Sincerely, 

 
Scott DeFife 

President 



June 27, 2025 
Oregon DEQ, Nicole Portley  
700 NE Multnomah Street, Suite 600  
Portland, Oregon 97232-4100  
rethinkrecycling@deq.oregon.gov 
 

Re: CAA Program Plan May 16, 2025 Amendment Public Comment  

Dear Nicole,  

dŚĂŶŬ�ǇŽƵ�ĨŽƌ�ƚŚĞ�ŽƉƉŽƌƚƵŶŝƚǇ�ƚŽ�ƐƵďŵŝƚ�ĐŽŵŵĞŶƚ�ŽŶ�ƚŚĞ��ŝƌĐƵůĂƌ��ĐƟŽŶ��ůůŝĂŶĐĞ�;���Ϳ�proposed plan 
amendment introducing the use of Bonus C ƚŽ�ƐƵƉƉŽƌƚ�ƉƌŽĚƵĐĞƌƐ�ƚƌĂŶƐŝƟŽŶŝŶŐ�ĨƌŽŵ�ƐŝŶŐůĞ-use packaging 
to reusable or ƌĞĮůůable packaging.  

dŚŝƐ�ĐŽŵŵĞŶƚ�ůĞƩĞƌ�ŝƐ�Ă�ĐŽĂůŝƟŽŶ between DĞƚƌŽ�ũƵƌŝƐĚŝĐƟŽŶƐ͕�>ĂŶĞ��ŽƵŶƚǇ͕ ��ƵŐĞŶĞ�ĂŶĚ��ĞƐĐŚƵƚĞƐ�
County. KƵƌ�ĐŽŵŵŝƚŵĞŶƚ�ĂŶĚ�ƉƌŝŽƌŝƟĞƐ�remain grounded in equity, including the opportunity to access 
ƌĞĐǇĐůŝŶŐ͕�ƉƌŽƚĞĐƟŽŶ�ŽĨ�ǁŽƌŬĞƌƐ�ŝŶ�ƚŚĞ�ƌĞĐǇĐůŝŶŐ�ƐǇƐƚĞŵ�ĂŶĚ�ƌĞƐƉŽŶƐŝďůĞ�ƌĞĐǇĐůŝŶŐ�ƉƌĂĐƟĐĞƐ�ŝŶ�
ĐŽŵŵƵŶŝƟĞƐ�ƚŚĂƚ�ĂƌĞ�ŚŽŵĞ�ƚŽ�ƉƌŽĐĞƐƐŝŶŐ�ĂŶĚ�ƌĞĐǇĐůŝŶŐ�ĨĂĐŝůŝƟĞƐ͘�As we embark on the ŝŵƉůĞŵĞŶƚĂƟŽŶ�
phase of the plan, we ĐŽŶƟŶƵĞ�ƚŽ�ŚŽůĚ paramount compliant, transparent, and environmentally sound 
standards for Oregon’s recycling end markets. We look forward to a future plan amendment ƵƉĚĂƟŶŐ�
ƚŚĞ�ZĞƐƉŽŶƐŝďůĞ��ŶĚ�DĂƌŬĞƚ�;Z�DͿ�ƐĞĐƟŽŶ͘� 

Our commitment also remains ďĂƐĞĚ�ŝŶ�ƉƌŽƚĞĐƟŽŶ�ŽĨ�ŽƵƌ�ŶĂƚƵƌĂů�ƌĞƐŽƵƌĐĞƐ�ĂŶĚ�ƌĞĚƵĐƟŽŶ�ŝŶ�ŵĂƚĞƌŝĂůƐ�
ŝŵƉĂĐƚƐ�Ăƚ�Ăůů�ƐƚĂŐĞƐ�ŽĨ�ƚŚĞ�ůŝĨĞĐǇĐůĞ͕�ŝŶ�ƉĂƌƟĐƵůĂƌ�ŐƌĞĞŶŚŽƵƐĞ�ŐĂƐ�ĞŵŝƐƐŝŽŶƐ�ĂŶĚ�ƚŽǆŝĐƐ͘ /Ĩ�ĚŽŶĞ�ŽƉƟŵĂůůǇ͕ �
tƌĂŶƐŝƟŽŶŝŶŐ�ĨƌŽŵ�ƐŝŶŐůĞ-ƵƐĞ�ƚŽ�ƌĞƵƐĂďůĞ�Žƌ�ƌĞĮůůĂďůĞ�ƉĂĐŬĂŐŝŶŐ ƌĞƉƌĞƐĞŶƚƐ�Ă�ƐŝŐŶŝĮĐĂŶƚ�ŽƉƉŽƌƚƵŶŝƚǇ�ƚŽ�
reduce environmental impacts from packaging. 

The following items summarize overarching concerns, ƌĞĐŽŵŵĞŶĚĂƟŽŶƐ�ĂŶĚ�ƋƵĞƐƟŽŶƐ�from the 
ĐŽĂůŝƟŽŶ. Detailed comments are included in an ĂƩĂĐŚĞĚ�ƚĂďůĞ. ,ŝŐŚ�ůĞǀĞů�ƉƌŝŽƌŝƟĞƐ�ŝŶĐůƵĚĞ͗� 

x /ŵƉůĞŵĞŶƚĂƟŽŶ�ŽĨ Bonus C - We support the spirit of the amendment and the framework for 
determining Bonus C, and we are eager to see reusable packaging ƉƵƚ�ŝŶƚŽ�ƉƌĂĐƟĐĞ�ŝŶ�KƌĞŐŽŶ. It 
ŝƐ�ŽƵƌ�ƵŶĚĞƌƐƚĂŶĚŝŶŐ�ƚŚĂƚ�ƚŚĞ�ĞǀĂůƵĂƟŽŶ�ŽĨ�ďŽŶƵƐ�C ǁŝůů�ŶŽƚ�ďĞ�ďĂƐĞĚ�ŽŶ�ƌĞƚƵƌŶͬƌĞĮůů�
infrastructure ďƵŝůƚ�ŝŶƚŽ�ƚŚĞ�ƌĞƚĂŝů�ƐǇƐƚĞŵ͕�ďƵƚ�ƌĂƚŚĞƌ�ƌĞůŝĂŶĐĞ�ŽŶ�ĞƐƟŵĂƟŽŶs of how a customer 
reuses packaging within their lifestyle. The plan calls for projected and actual return rates, but 
how this is implemented is not clear. Will ŐƌŽĐĞƌǇ�ƐƚŽƌĞƐ�ŽīĞƌ�ŵŽƌĞ�ŽƉƉŽƌƚƵŶŝƟĞƐ�ĨŽƌ�ĐƵƐƚŽŵĞƌƐ�
ƚŽ�ƌĞĮůů�ĐŽŶƚĂŝŶĞƌƐ͍�tŝůů�ƚŚĞ�ĐƵƐƚŽŵĞƌ�ĞǆƉĞƌŝĞŶĐĞ�ŝŶĐůƵĚĞ�ĞĂƐĞ�ŽĨ�ƌĞĮůů�ĂŶĚ�ƉƵƌĐŚĂƐĞ�Ăƚ�Ă�ůŽǁĞƌ�
ĐŽƐƚ͍�tŝůů�ĞǀĂůƵĂƟŽŶ�ŽĨ�ƚŚŝƐ�ĂĐƟǀŝƚǇ�ƌĞůǇ�ŽŶ�ƚŚĞ�ƚƌĂĐŬŝŶŐ�ŵĞĐŚĂŶŝƐŵƐ�ŽĨ�ƌĞƚĂŝů�ďƵƐŝŶĞƐƐĞƐ͍�  Is the 
ĮŶĂŶĐŝĂů�ĐĂƉ�ŽĨ�ΨϱϬ͕ϬϬϬͬ�ǇĞĂƌ�ƉĞƌ�ƐƚŽĐŬ�ŬĞĞƉŝŶŐ�ƵŶŝƚ�;^<hͿ�ĂĚĞƋƵĂƚĞ�ƚŽ�ĐŽǀĞƌ�ƚŚĞ�ĂƐƐŽĐŝĂƚĞĚ�
costs͍ 

x �ǀĂůƵĂƟŽŶ�ŽĨ�Reuse in RMA – Bonus C and the MIRROR grant should work together in ƐƵƉƉŽƌƟŶŐ�
the ŽƉƟŵŝǌĂƟŽŶ of reuse for covered products, especially in terms of making return convenient 
for consumers and feasible for producers. �ǀĂůƵĂƟŽŶ�ŝƐ�ƌĞĐŽŵŵĞŶĚĞĚ�ĨŽƌ�Ăůů�ƌĞƵƐĞ�ĂĐƟǀŝƟĞƐ�ŝŶ�
the system, including bonus C and the MIRROR grant impacts.  



x /ŶĐĞŶƟǀĞƐ�ĨŽƌ�ďŽŶƵƐ�C - The bonus C cap of $50,000/ year for up to three years does not seem 
ĂĚĞƋƵĂƚĞ�ƚŽ�ƉĂǇ�ĨŽƌ�>��Ɛ͕�ƉĂĐŬĂŐŝŶŐ�ƐǁŝƚĐŚ͕�ƚƌĂĐŬŝŶŐ�ĂĐƚƵĂů�ƵƐĞƐ͕�ƚƌĂŶƐƉŽƌƚĂƟŽŶ͕�ƐĂŶŝƟǌĂƟŽŶ͕�
ĂŶĚ�ŵĂƌŬĞƟŶŐ�ƐƉĞĐŝĮĐ�ƚŽ�ƌĞƵƐĞ�ĞůĞŵĞŶƚ͘ 

x Technical assistance – ��ĨƵůů�ƟŵĞ�����ƐƚĂī�ƐƵƉƉŽƌƟŶŐ�Ɖroducers interested in reusable or 
ƌĞĮůůĂďůĞ�ƉĂĐŬĂŐŝŶŐ would ďŽŽƐƚ�ĞĸĐŝĞŶĐǇ�ĂŶĚ�ďĞŶĞĮƚ�ƚŚĞ�ǁŚŽůĞ�ƐǇƐƚĞŵ͘�dŚŝƐ�ƐƚĂī�cŽƵůĚ�ŽīĞƌ�
guidance, resources, and convene Ă�ĐŽŵŵƵŶŝƚǇ�ŽĨ�ƉƌĂĐƟĐĞ around ŝŵƉůĞŵĞŶƚĂƟŽŶ�ŽĨ�reusable 
ĂŶĚ�ƌĞĮůůĂďůĞ�ƉĂĐŬĂŐŝŶŐ. They could also advise producers on the eco-ŵŽĚƵůĂƟŽŶ�ďŽŶƵƐĞƐ.  

 

Thank you for the opportunity to engage on the review of CAA’s plan amendment. We look forward to 
ǁŽƌŬŝŶŐ�ǁŝƚŚ�����ĂŶĚ���Y�ƚŽ�ŝŵƉůĞŵĞŶƚ�ƚŚĞ�WůĂƐƟĐ�WŽůůƵƟŽŶ�ĂŶĚ�ZĞĐǇĐůŝŶŐ�DŽĚĞƌŶŝǌĂƟŽŶ��Đƚ͘ 

 

Sincerely, 

 >ŽĐĂů�ŐŽǀĞƌŶŵĞŶƚƐ 

x Tom Egleston, Policy and Program Development Manager, Metro 
x ^ĐŽƩ�<ĞůůĞƌ͕ �^ĞŶŝŽƌ�WƌŽŐƌĂŵ�DĂŶĂŐĞƌ͕ �^ƵƐƚĂŝŶĂďŝůŝƚǇ�Θ�ZĞĐǇĐůŝŶŐ͕��ŝƚǇ�ŽĨ��ĞĂǀĞƌƚŽŶ 
x Donald Addison, �/��tĂƐƚĞ�WƌĞǀĞŶƟŽŶ�WƌŽŐƌĂŵ�DĂŶĂŐĞƌ, City of Eugene 
x ^ŚĂŶŶŽŶ�DĂƌƟŶ͕�^ŽůŝĚ�tĂƐƚĞ�Θ�^ƵƐƚĂŝŶĂďŝůŝƚǇ�DĂŶĂŐĞƌ͕ ��ŝƚǇ�ŽĨ�'ƌĞƐŚĂŵ 
x �ŶĚƌĞǁ��ĂƌƚůĞƩ͕�WƌŽŐƌĂŵ�Θ�^ƵƉƉŽƌƚ�DĂŶĂŐĞƌ͕ ��ŝƚǇ�ŽĨ�,ŝůůƐďŽƌŽ 
x �ŵĂŶĚĂ�tĂƚƐŽŶ͕�^ƵƐƚĂŝŶĂďŝůŝƚǇ�WƌŽŐƌĂŵ�DĂŶĂŐĞƌ͕ ��ŝƚǇ�ŽĨ�>ĂŬĞ�KƐǁĞŐŽ 
x �ďĞŶ�WŽůŬ͕�^ŽůŝĚ�tĂƐƚĞ�Θ�ZĞĐǇĐůŝŶŐ�DĂŶĂŐĞƌ͕ ��ŝƚǇ�ŽĨ�WŽƌƚůĂŶĚ 
x ZǇĂŶ�>ĂƌŐƵƌĂ͕��ŶǀŝƌŽŶŵĞŶƚĂů�^ƉĞĐŝĂůŝƐƚ͕��ŝƚǇ�ŽĨ�dƌŽƵƚĚĂůĞ 
x ZŝĐŬ�tŝŶƚĞƌŚĂůƚĞƌ͕ �^ŽůŝĚ�tĂƐƚĞ�Θ�ZĞĐǇĐůŝŶŐ�DĂŶĂŐĞƌ͕ ��ůĂĐŬĂŵĂƐ��ŽƵŶƚǇ 
x Susan Baker, �ŝǀĞƌƐŝŽŶ�Θ�&ƌĂŶĐŚŝƐĞ�^ĞƌǀŝĐĞƐ�DĂŶĂŐĞƌ, Deschutes County 
x �ŶŐŝĞ�DĂƌǌĂŶŽ͕�tĂƐƚĞ�ZĞĚƵĐƟŽŶ�WƌŽŐƌĂŵ�DĂŶĂŐĞƌ͕ �>ĂŶĞ��ŽƵŶƚǇ 
x ,ĞŝĚŝ�<ŽŶŽƉŶŝĐŬŝ͕�^ŽůŝĚ�tĂƐƚĞ�Θ�ZĞĐǇĐůŝŶŐ�WƌŽŐƌĂŵ�^ƉĞĐŝĂůŝƐƚ͕�DƵůƚŶŽŵĂŚ��ŽƵŶƚǇ 
x �ƌŝŶ�^ƚĞŝŶ͕�/ŶƚĞƌŝŵ�^ŽůŝĚ�tĂƐƚĞ�Θ�ZĞĐǇĐůŝŶŐ�DĂŶĂŐĞƌ͕ �tĂƐŚŝŶŐƚŽŶ��ŽƵŶƚǇ 

  



�ƩĂĐŚŵĞŶƚ͗�Detailed comments on CAA’s 5/16/25 proposed plan amendment  

Page in 
plan 

Passage  Notes  

212  “Because of this wide variability in costs <to 
ĐŽŶĚƵĐƚ�ĂŶ�>��х�ŽŶ�ƉƌŽĚƵĐĞƌƐ͕�ƚŚĞ�ůĞǀĞů�ŽĨ�
the bonus set should correlate with the level 
of impact achieved from the packaging 
changes, rather than the cost of conducting 
ĂŶĚ�ƌĞǀŝĞǁŝŶŐ�ĂŶ�>��͘�dŚŝƐ�ĂƉƉƌŽĂĐŚ�ŝƐ�fair 
because producers will be eligible for fee 
incentives that are proportional to their 
supplied quantities and their level of 
environmental impacts.”  

This approach still seems advantageous for 
large producers. The incentives are based on 
impact, however >��Ɛ�ĂƌĞ�time-consuming and 
ĞǆƉĞŶƐŝǀĞ�ĂŶĚ�ŵĂǇ�create disadvantages for 
small producers. 
 
It would be helpful to understand the cost 
ĞƐƚŝŵĂƚĞƐ�ŽĨ�ƚŚĞƐĞ�>��Ɛ�ƚŽ�ƵŶĚĞƌƐƚĂŶĚ�ŝĨ�ƚŚĞ�
bonus structure is high enough to warrant the 
investment.  

217  “To qualify, the packaging switch must have 
ďĞĞŶ�ŵĂĚĞ��ĞĐ�ϭ͕�ϮϬϮϰ͕�ĂŶĚ�ƚŚĞ�>���ĂƐƐĞƐƐŝŶŐ�
this change must be submitted to CAA by May 
31, 2026.”   

/Ɛ�ƚŚŝƐ�Ă�ƚǇƉŽ͍��ĞůŝĞǀĞ�ŝƚ�ƐŚŽƵůĚ�ƌĞĂĚ�͙͞on or 
after Dec 1, 2024”. Otherwise, the incentive 
for current systems to change is minimal.   

217  “that for transitions from single use to 
refillable packaging products, that the “after” 
scenario should encompass impacts of both 
the refillable packaging product and single-use 
refill cartridges. CAA plans to issue 
corresponding guidance to its member 
producers.”   

This language assumes that any refill cartridge 
will be single-use. This should only be true if it 
is applicable and maintain option for reusable 
refill cartridges.  
  

219  “Reusable or refillable packaging materials are 
covered materials in Oregon and will be 
ĐŚĂƌŐĞĚ�ďĂƐĞ�ĨĞĞƐ͘�>���ďŽŶƵƐĞƐ�ĂƌĞ�ŽŶůǇ�
granted on covered materials with chargeable 
base fees.”  

What is the base fee process for 
ƌĞƵƐĂďůĞͬƌĞĨŝůůĂďůĞ�ƉĂĐŬĂŐŝŶŐ͍��ŽĞƐ�ƚŚĞ�ďĂƐĞ�
fee apply to the original purchase/use only, or 
ŝƐ�ƚŚĞ�ďĂƐĞ�ĨĞĞ�ĂƉƉůŝĞĚ�ĨŽƌ�ĞĂĐŚ�ƵƐĞ͍�We would 
like clarification on this process and 
recommend base fees are only applied to the 
original use to encourage reuse.  
  

219 ;ĂůƐŽ�
reiterated 
ŽŶ�ϮϮϬͿ 

“͙ƐŚŽƵůĚ�ƉƌŽĚƵĐĞƌƐ�ƉƌŽǀŝĚĞ�ĂĐƚƵĂů�ƌĞƚƵƌŶ�
ƌĂƚĞƐ�;ŝŶƐƚĞĂĚ�ŽĨ�ƉƌŽũĞĐƚĞĚ�ƌĂƚĞƐͿ�ǁŝƚŚŝŶ�ƚŚĞŝƌ�
3-year period, this can be reported alongside 
ǇĞĂƌůǇ�^<h�ǀŽůƵŵĞƐ�ĂŶĚ�ĞůŝŐŝďŝůŝƚǇ�ĐƌŝƚĞƌŝĂ�ďƵƚ�
will not alter the level of the bonus award.  “ 

Producers should be allowed to use actual 
return rates if actual rates end up higher than 
projected rates. It would boost the incentive 
for producers to promote reuse options 
through the three-year tracking period. 
Otherwise, it is unlikely for producers to take 
an up-front risk by choosing actual over 
projected rates of return, especially when the 
difference in bonus is only $10,000/ year. If a 
producer’s bonus is capped at the projected 
rate there is little incentive to outperform that 
rate. 
 
We suggest changing language to whichever is 
higher of actual vs projected rates of return.  



 
&ƵƌƚŚĞƌ, how will actual return rates be 
ƚƌĂĐŬĞĚ͍��ŶĚ�ǁŚĂƚ�ŵĞƚŚŽĚŽůŽŐǇ�ǁŝůů�ďĞ�ƵƐĞĚ�
to calculate projected return rates͍ We would 
like to see this detailed in the plan. 
  

   
220 ͞dŚĞ�ďŽŶƵƐ�ĨŽƌ�ƚŚĞ�^<h;ƐͿ�ŵĂǇ�ďĞ�ƌĞĂƉƉůŝĞĚ�

after the first three years using actual return 
ƌĂƚĞƐ�ĂŶĚ�ĂŶ�ƵƉĚĂƚĞĚ�>���ĞǀĂůƵĂƚŝŽŶ͘͟ 

/Ɛ�Ă�ƐƵďƐĞƋƵĞŶƚ�>���Ă�ĐŽŵƉĂƌŝƐŽŶ�ƚŽ�ƚŚĞ�
original single-use packaging, or a comparison 
to initial reusable packaging͍�We suggest that 
it should be compared to the initial single-use 
product, with updated data points where 
necessary for any changes in infrastructure, 
product manufacturing, etc.  
 
If intent is that ƐƵďƐĞƋƵĞŶƚ�ĐǇĐůĞƐ�ŽĨ�>���
compare reusables against reusables, what 
impact reduction is desired, incentivizing 
continued innovation͍ 
  

222  �ŽŶƵƐ���ĞǆĂŵƉůĞ  dŚŝƐ�ĞǆĂŵƉůĞ�ĚŽĞƐŶ͛ƚ�ŝŶĐůƵĚĞ�ǁŚĂƚ�ƚŚĞ�
refillable bulk container format is. It would be 
useful to clarify what the switch of packaging 
is. What are the new materials and formats 
used to obtain the bonuses shown͍   
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June 27, 2025 
 
Ms. Nicole Portley 
Program Plan Lead Paper and Packaging EPR 
Materials Management ϳ Product Stewardship Team 
Oregon Department of Environmental Quality 
700 NE Multnomah Street 
Portland, OR 97232 
 
Subjectϡ Comments on Circular Action Alliance Amendment to the Oregon Program Plan 
Dated May 16, 2025 
 
Dear Ms. Portley, 
 
On behalf of the National Association of WholesalerϱDistributors, I submit these comments on the 
Circular Action AllianceЍs ϼCAAϽ May 16, 2025, amendments to the Oregon Program Plan concerning 
OregonЍs extended producer responsibility ϼEPRϽ program.  

NAW is the Њnational voice of wholesale distribution,Ћ an association comprised of employers of all sizes 
and national, regional, state, and local lineϱofϱtrade associations spanning the щ8 trillion wholesale 
distribution industry that employs over six million workers in the United States. NAW is made up of direct 
member companies and a federation of 57 national, regional, and state associations across 19 
commodity lines of trade which together include approximately 35,000 companies operating nearly 
150,000 locations throughout the nation, including companies distributing in Oregon who are impacted 
by the law. 

Wholesale distribution is a businessϱtoϱbusiness industry: wholesalerϱdistributors purchase inventory, 
generally from manufacturers, and sell it to their customers, generally retailers. Wholesalerϱdistributors 
buy inventory in large quantities, warehouse it, break it down into the quantities their customers want 
ϼcalled Њbreaking bulkЋϽ, and repackage it, and ship to those customers. Distinct from warehouse 
logistics companies, which move someone elseЍs product from seller to buyer, wholesalerϱdistributors 
purchase inventory, take title to it, and then reϱsell it to customers. 

Most wholesalerϱdistributors are smallϱ to midϱsized private companies with minimal inϱhouse legal and 
compliance resources as compared to larger corporations. While only a few have recognized name 
brands ϼunlike the manufacturers and retailers which are their supplyϱchain partnersϽ many do have 
name brands for the products they distribute.  

Wholesale distributionЍs role in the economy is often underestimated, but the industry represents 
approximately oneϱthird of U.S. gross domestic product and is a key component of our economic supply 
chain. Wholesalerϱdistributors are recognized as essential critical infrastructure, as they provide 
manufacturers with the ability to grow and develop their business. Additionally, distributors simplify 
logistics and create efficiency for the buyer by providing product expertise, resizing and repackaging 
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products, and bundling purchases from multiple manufacturers and product lines so the buyer has all 
the items they need in one delivery.  

On June 4, on behalf of NAW, I requested a oneϱyear delay of the July 1, 2025 effective date or, at a 
minimum, enforcement of the Plastic Pollution and Recycling Modernization Act ϼRMAϽ due to 
widespread confusion and a substantial number of outstanding questions from parties who must 
register, with what organization they must register, and what products are covered by the law.1 As I noted 
in that request, this law will have a substantial financial impact nationally on businesses throughout the 
supply chain who sell or distribute products in Oregon. On June 23, 2025, you informed me by email that 
the Department was denying our request for a delay in enforcement of this law. 

Now, just days before Oregon Program Plan fees are set to take and after reviewing the proposed 
amendments, NAW continues to receive important questions from our members regarding how it applies 
to their business, the fees that they will be charged, and under whoЍs authority they are responding to. As 
I noted in my June 4 letter, one NAW member reported that the first time it received any notification from 
Oregon DEQ about the RMA was April 28, 2025, just two days before the extended reporting deadline to 
the CAA. 

Below are several questions NAW continues to receive from its membership. These questions are not 
exhaustive, and you will recognize several from NAWЍs earlier letter because we still have not received 
answers to them even though fees will start being assessed in less than a week. 

 
1Ͻ How does a covered entity revise their submission when it believes there is overlap with other 

registered entitiesϦ 
 

2Ͻ How does a covered entity challenge the assessmentϢ is invoking the binding arbitration provision 
in the CAA Oregonϱspecific agreement the only wayϦ 
 

3Ͻ Who is the ЊproducerЋ when a product is manufactured by one company but distributed under the 
brand of another companyϦ While the statute attempts to answer that question, it does not 
account for practical realities that will make this analysis difficult for many wholesaler 
distributors. Manufacturers and brand owners ϼproducersϽ who sell through distribution channels 
ϼsuch as wholesaleϽ do not necessarily know into which states their products are ultimately sold 
to endϱusers and so are unable to provide accurate reports of, by example, packaging shipped into 
and consumed in Oregon. For instance, NAW has been informed of a manufacturerϯnational brand 
ϼwho bears EPR reporting responsibilityϽ but knows only that they ship to one of five distribution 
centers. The manufacturer does not know where in the distributors 300ѭ location retail network 
ϼspanning 46 statesϽ those products will ultimately land.  
 

4Ͻ Additionally, NAW has been told that distributors have received contradictory answers from state 
officials and staff within Oregon DEQ regarding who qualifies as a ЊproducerЋ under the law. And it 
is easy to understand why, since for products distributed under the brand of another company it is 
extremely difficult, if not impossible, for the wholesaler to know where the retail products are 
ultimately sold and consumed. As a result, the hundreds of wholesalerϱdistributors in this 

 
1Letter to Leah Feldon, Director of the Oregon Department of Environmental Quality, from Brian Wild, Chief Government 
Relations Officer for the National Association of Wholesaler-Distributors dated June 4, 2025. 
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category would struggle to provide estimated quantities of recyclable materials to Oregon DEQ. 
And this uncertainty is amplified for companies that have multiple roles and channels in the 
supply chain.  
 

5Ͻ Are all regulated companies required to use the same methodology to assess the weight of 
Њcovered productsЋϦ If yes, what is that methodologyϦ How does that apply to packages using 
multiple recyclable materials ϼe.g., a cardboard box filled with twenty plastic sleeves of plastic 
cupsϽ and how does a company assure compliance without double or even triple counting the 
same materialsϦ 

6Ͻ There is a significant lack of clarity related to exemptions and how they may apply across the 
supply chain. For example, there is an exemption for entities that meet the Њsmall producerЋ 
criteria. However, it is not clear if the exemption applies across the entire supply chain and who is 
responsible for asserting such exemption. Similarly, what is the scope of the restaurant 
exemptionϦ Does it apply to carryout containers and cupsϦ 

 
Finally, neither the law nor its contemplated implementation provides any clarity regarding how fees are 
established and the amounts to be charged. ORS 459.884ϼ1Ͻ simply delegates all feeϱsetting to a thirdϱ
party, Њproducer responsibility organization,Ћ giving it wide berth to set membership fees and assess 
costs. But what those fees are and how they are assessed have been fluid since the law was enacted and 
remains a mystery just a month before it is set to take effect. And the proposed amendments seem to 
indicate that regulated industry will never get these answers. On page 198 of the proposed amendments, 
CAA states that its feeϱsetting methodology is considered proprietary and confidential information and 
appears to suggest that the detailed methodology will not be made publicly available. Is that trueϦ Will 
businesses required to pay these fees be denied access to the methodology used to assess themϦ 
 
Moreover, NAW remains concerned that fees may be retroactive. Is that trueϦ If not, how does Oregon 
DEQ or CAA plan to protect against retroactive imposition of feesϦ 
 
Given the late date, businesses have not received adequate time to budget or plan for this process and 
expense, but will be expected to pay significant sums with less than 30 daysЍ notice of the actual fee. That 
is extremely concerning considering penalties for noncompliance are excessively high ϱϱ щ25,000ϯday per 
violation.  

Answers to these questions are critical to ensure compliance with the Oregon RMA law. As NAW 
mentioned in its June 4 letter, one distributor said for all but the largest firms there was ЊchaosЋ in the 
industry when it came to implementation of OregonЍs RMA proclaiming, ЊNo one knows what to do.Ћ  

  



 
 

-4- 
 

NAW appreciates your consideration of, and answers to the questions set forth in this comment letter. If 
you have any questions or would like to discuss this further, please do not hesitate to contact me at ϼ202Ͻ 
872ϱ0885.  

Sincerely,   

 

 

 

Brian Wild 
Chief Government Relations Officer 
National Association of Wholesaler-Distributors  

 



 

OUHJRQ DHSDUWPHQW RI EQYLURQPHQWDO QXDOLW\  

700 NE MXOWQRPDK 6WUHHW, 6XLWH 600  

PRUWODQG, OUHJRQ 97232-4100  

 

5E: MD\ 2025 PURJUDP PODQ APHQGPHQW IURP CLUFXODU AFWLRQ AOOLDQFH 
 
Dear Ms. Portle\ and team: 

At Revino, we're dedicated to building a circular econom\ and leading the wine industr\ toward 
a more sustainable future. We appreciate this opportunit\ to share our comments on the 
Circular Action Alliance's (CAA) proposed plan amendments for Oregon's Rec\cling 
Moderni]ation Act (RMA). We commend CAA's efforts to develop this first-of-its-kind plan, and 
value the inclusion of Bonus C for reusable packaging, along with the helpful three-\ear µgrace 
period¶ for scaling reusable s\stems. 

However, for the RMA to trul\ reali]e its potential in reducing environmental impact and 
incentivi]ing robust reuse, the current plan needs important clarifications and stronger, more 
comprehensive support for innovative packaging solutions. We share man\ of the concerns 
raised b\ our partners, like Upstream and various advocates around the state of Oregon, and 
want to comment on ke\ areas that should be improved to further accelerate the transition to 
reuse. 

7RS PULRULW\: PURYLGH COHDU GXLGDQFH RQ FHHV IRU 6XEVHTXHQW 5HXVH C\FOHV 

This is an important consideration for producers investing in reusable packaging and for the 
overall growth of reuse in Oregon. The RMA states that fees are based on materials "supplied 
into the state." While the Oregon DEQ has confirmed that reusable materials do not incur fees 
on additional c\cles, CAA'V SODQ FXUUHQWO\ SURYLGHV nR FOHDU JXLGDQFH RQ KRZ WKHVH 
PDWHULDOV VKRXOG EH UHSRUWHG IRU WKHLU VHFRQG, WKLUG, DQG IXWXUH XVHV DIWHU LQLWLDO EP5 IHHV 
KDYH EHHQ SDLG RQ WKHLU ILUVW "VXSSO\ LQWR WKH VWDWH." 

This ambiguit\ creates significant financial and reporting uncertaint\ for all businesses adopting 
reusable models. Without this clarit\, it becomes much harder to e[pand reuse efforts across 
Oregon. Producers need confidence that once a reusable container is in the s\stem and its first 
fee is paid, subsequent uses are genuinel\ e[empt from additional fees, and that the reporting 



process supports this. This lack of clarit\ could, unfortunatel\, slow down the adoption of the 
reuse behaviors the RMA aims to encourage. 

AGGLWLRQDO KH\ AUHDV WR 6WUHQJWKHQ 5HXVH IQFHQWLYHV (BRQXV C): 

BRQXV C CDS APRXQW: 

The $50,000 cap on Bonus C is notabl\ low. It doesn't adequatel\ reflect the substantial 
investments (in marketing, logistics, and infrastructure) producers make when shifting to 
reusable s\stems. The incentive should directl\ match the significant positive impact and 
investment. Companies that create innovative reuse models, effectivel\ diverting materials from 
the traditional rec\cling stream, shouldn't be held back b\ insufficient incentives. Since no 
e[plicit, defined plans e[ist within the current program plan to support reusable container 
collection or logistics, all fees paid b\ a producer be\ond the base rates are effectivel\ lost 
funds that could otherwise be used toward the development of reusable packaging 
infrastructure and return s\stems.  

DHILQH "AGHTXDWH 6FDOH":  

CAA states ³IW iV imSoUWanW WhaW UeXVe and Uefill V\VWemV be defined Wo be aW adeTXaWe Vcale and 
acceVV in OUegon Wo TXalif\ foU Whe bonXV´. Without specific guidance or definitions on what 
qualifies as ³adequate´, it is unclear at what scale producers and reuse s\stems must be 
operating to qualif\ for incentives. This uncertaint\ could e[clude smaller, regional s\stems 
based out of the populated Willamette Valle\, or the development of new reuse programs, 
precisel\ those that need fee reductions and initial support the most.  

We also note that the requirement for producers to achieve a 10% impact reduction based on a 
"break-even point anal\sis" to qualif\ for Bonus C could inadvertentl\ create additional barriers, 
especiall\ for emerging reuse programs. Bonus C should be accessible to all producers, 
regardless of si]e, who can demonstrate an\ environmental or human health impact reduction 
through reuse. 
 

6LPSOLI\ BRQXV IQFHQWLYHV IRU 5HXVH 

The current Bonus C structure is RYHUO\ FRPSOLFDWHG. For reuse to thrive and be widel\ 
adopted across diverse industries, the process for appl\ing for, calculating, and receiving these 
bonuses needs to be straightforward and eas\ for all producers to navigate. 

We strongl\ recommend that Bonus C be funded from a general pool of fees collected from all 
covered materials. The proposed method of funding Bonus C (when a material isn't switched) b\ 
"lev\ing a surcharge on each material categor\... proportionate to the share of fees paid b\ each 
material making up the SKU" unfairl\ implies that shifting to reusables is an added burden on 
other producers. This approach risks discouraging earl\ adopters and creating friction rather 
than collaboration. Funding from a common pool ensures fair support for all transitions to 
reuse/refill, aligning with the program¶s broader goal of reducing environmental impacts. 



The above changes can greatl\ reduce the administrative burden on both CAA and reporting 
producers, therefore reducing the costs of administering the program plan and an\ costs passed 
along to Oregon consumers. Man\ producers operate on tight margins with small corporate 
sustainabilit\ teams (if the\ have an\ dedicated team members at all). Reducing their burden on 
these comple[ calculations can allow for increased engagement building reusable s\stems and 
making other sustainabilit\ improvements across the suppl\ chain.  
 

IQYHVW 6LJQLILFDQWO\ LQ 5HVSRQVLEOH EQG MDUNHWV (5EMV) IRU 5HXVH 

We've observed that the proposed program budget heavil\ favors the collection of rec\clable 
materials and CAA's own depots, with considerabl\ less funding allocated for Responsible End 
Markets (REMs) development ($0.9M in FY2026 vs. $32.7M for collection and $46.6M for CAA 
depots). As a reuse service provider, Revino acts as an essential "end market" for reusable 
packaging b\ taking bottles back into circulation. We urge CAA to dedicate comparable and 
substantial funding to REMs, specificall\ making changes to recogni]e that reuse service 
providers are crucial to achieving the RMA's goals. Furthermore, incentives and policies at the 
REM level should clearl\ prioriti]e keeping reusable packaging in its original format for as long 
as possible, preventing it from being crushed or processed as rec\clable materials, or worse, 
sent to landfills. A robust, well-funded network that prioriti]es reuse over rec\cling is 
fundamental to a trul\ circular s\stem. 
 

6XPPDU\ 

Achieving Oregon's vision for a trul\ modern and sustainable rec\cling s\stem, especiall\ one 
that champions scalable, reusable packaging, requires a robust and clear framework for reuse 
incentives. 5HVROYLQJ WKH FRPSOH[LW\ DQG XQFHUWDLQW\ DURXQG IHHV DQG UHSRUWLQJ IRU 
VXEVHTXHQW UHXVH F\FOHV DQG HQVXULQJ UREXVW, DFFHVVLEOH LQFHQWLYHV IRU DOO SURGXFHUV DUH 
HVVHQWLDO VWHSV. 

We urge the DEQ to carefull\ consider these vital points and make the necessar\ amendments 
to the proposed plan to foster a more effective, fair, and trul\ circular s\stem for Oregon. Revino 
is committed to collaborating with DEQ and CAA to ensure reuse is successfull\ integrated into 
the EPR framework and that Oregon continues to lead the wa\ in sustainable practices. 

Sincerel\, 

 

Adam Rack 

Co-Founder & COO 



 

 
 
 
 

Re: Support for Clarity and Incentives in Oregon’s EPR Reuse 
Framework 
 
To Whom It May Concern: 
 
As a leader in the wine industry committed to sustainable 
innovation, I write today on behalf of Union Wine Company in 
support of policy refinements that would ensure Extended Producer 
Responsibility (EPR) regulations effectively support scalable, 
reusable packaging options like those offered by Revino. 
 
To ensure these options are viable, we would like to voice 
support for concerns that Revino has brought to the attention of 
the CAA regarding the Bonus C option specifically.  
 

x Enable Shared LCA Data for Bonus C Eligibility 
Allowing Revino’s third-party verified Life Cycle 
Assessment (LCA) to apply across all partner brands using 
standardized reusable packaging would significantly reduce 
cost burdens for small wineries. This pooled approach is 
essential to meeting Bonus C return-rate thresholds by 2028 
and to creating a viable, shared reuse infrastructure. 

 
x Provide Clear Guidance on Annual Reporting for Reusables 

Reusable packaging that has already been assessed EPR fees 
at first use should not be counted again in reporting for 
subsequent uses. While DEQ staff have indicated that reuse 
cycles are not charged repeatedly, this position needs to 
be clearly reflected in reporting guidelines to avoid 
confusion and unintended fees. 

 
x Rethink Bonus C Caps to Reflect Actual Investment 

The current $50,000 cap does not match the scale of 
investment required for large producers to shift toward 
reuse. Incentives should reflect real environmental impact 
and infrastructure costs—not only to attract participation, 
but to reward true system transformation. 

 
x Simplify the Bonus Incentive Structure 

The current complexity of Bonus C calculations is a barrier 
to adoption. Streamlining the process would reduce 
administrative overhead for brands and for CAA, improving 
uptake and compliance. 
 
 
 
 



 

 
 

x Clarify Responsibility for Return Logistics 
Clear guidance is needed regarding the cost of transporting 
reusable packaging. If a company such as Revino and its 
partners are solely responsible, this should be stated. If 
reuse logistics are eventually supported by EPR fees—just 
as recycling streams are—then that mechanism must be 
codified and communicated.  
 

x Allow Deposits on Reusables and Support Depot Readiness 
Deposit systems, such as Oregon’s Bottle Bill, dramatically 
improve return rates. Revino and others may wish to 
implement deposits to boost participation. However, CAA 
Depots are not currently designed to handle deposits, 
posing a significant obstacle. We urge the state to require 
depot readiness for deposit-bearing reusable materials to 
unlock this proven tool. 

 
x Set Standards and Accountability for Depots Handling 

Reusables 
Without defined depot obligations or consequences for 
mishandling reusable materials, collection systems risk 
defaulting to recycling instead of reuse. This undermines 
the intent of EPR and disincentivizes the very innovations 
Oregon’s system was designed to support. 

 
x Define “Adequate Scale” for Reuse Programs 

The term "adequate scale" remains undefined in the context 
of Bonus eligibility. Clear metrics are needed so reuse 
systems can confidently invest and expand in compliance 
with the program. 

 
 
We believe Oregon has the opportunity to be a national leader in 
circular packaging, just as it has been in curbside recycling and 
bottle redemption. Union Wine Company and the wine industry are 
poised to make a unique impact in the world of reusable glass, 
but we need supportive policy to make it viable at scale. 
 
Thank you for your time and leadership in advancing meaningful 
sustainability solutions.  
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
 
Amy Carr 
Supply Chain Manager  
Union Wine Company 



 

 

June 2Å, 202Æ 

 

To: Oregon Department of Environmental Quality  
È00 NE Multnomah Street, Suite Ç00  

Portland, Oregon ÊÈ2Ä2-Å100  

 

RE� Mas ÃÁÃÆ Program Plan Amendmenj from Circklar Acjion Alliance 

 

Dear Ms. Portley and team: 

  

Thank you for the opportunity to submit comments on behalf of Upstream regarding the list of updates 

to the program plan, in particular Bonus C, submitted by Circular Action Alliance (CAA). Upstream is a 

US-based non-profit and leading change agency for the reuse movement in the US and Canada. We 

accelerate the transition from our current throw-away economy to one that is regenerative, circular and 

equitable by normalizing reuse, growing and supporting the reuse industry, and creating an enabling 

policy environment for reuse. We were also honored to have been one of the organizations appointed to 

the second Rulemaking Advisory Committee for the Plastic Pollution and Recycling Modernization Act 

(RMA), and appreciate this chance to provide further comments on the program.  

 

Oregon’s program plan is an early milestone that will set the tone for years to come. We appreciate the 

significant efforts of CAA in compiling this plan - the first of its kind in the United States. We are pleased 

to see CAA’s commitment to creating a third LCA bonus (Bonus C) for producers that transition from 

single-use packaging to reusable or refillable packaging and for allowing “a three�year grace period 

within which producers may use projected return rates until reusable packaging systems mature and 

infrastructure is scaled�”    

 

However, we continue to feel that the program plan leaves room for improvement with respect to 

encouraging �producers to make continual reductions in the environmental and human health impacts of 

covered materials� - particularly through reuse and refill. We have outlined our comments in detail 

below.  

 

Bonkh C Mar Pasokjh�  

As noted above, we appreciate CAA’s commitment to creating a third LCA bonus for producers that 

transition from single-use packaging to reusable or refillable packaging, where this transition 

demonstrates a reduced impact. However, the max payout per SKU or batch described in Table 2Å is not 

substantial enough to offset the investment a producer would need to make in order to switch to 

 
Up˦˧˥eam 

PO BOX 1352, Dama˥i˦co˧˧a, ME 04543 
˪˪˪.˨p˦˧˥eam˦ol˨˧ion˦.o˥g ˯ (813) 445-8981 



 

reusable or refillable packaging, especially considering the three bonuses (A, B, and C) are not additive. 

We understand that CAA has introduced �caps to limit financial exposure to the program,� but we 

disagree with the principle that �the level of bonus is not intended to cover costs but to be correlated to 

impact�. If jhe bonkh propided jhrokgh jhe program doeh noj hkfficienjls offhej jhe cohjh ahhociajed 

qijh jranhijioning jo rekhable�refillable packaging and�or condkcjing an LCA jo demonhjraje ijh 

benefijh� jhen ij cannoj be conhidered a meaningfkl financial incenjipe for prodkcerh� 

 

We urge CAA to remove the max payouts for reusables to ensure they receive the incentives they 

deserve. At no point during the implementation of the RMA should the switch to reusable packaging cost 

a producer more than the bonus they will receive from the program, or otherwise be at all 

disincentivized.  

 

Bonkh C Eligibilijs� 

We are encouraged to see that CAA has updated the program plan to �promote sustainable, accessible 

and inclusive reuse�refill programs�.  However, this vision as outlined in the amendment continues to be 

insufficient in supporting and encouraging all producers to transition to reusable/refillable packaging. 

The eligibility requirements and limitations for Bonus C are restrictive and lack inclusivity.   

 

CAA notes �It is important that reuse and refill systems be defined to be at adeqkaje scale and access in 

Oregon to qualify for the bonus�� Without described guidelines for what qualifies as �adequate�, it is 

unclear at what scale producers must be operating to qualify for incentives. This potentially excludes 

smaller producers and newer programs, both of which would most benefit from reduced fees, from 

being eligible for the bonus. DEQ has already advised CAA to remove this language in prior plan drafts. 

Further, limiting the amount of SKUs or SKU batches that a producer can submit for Bonus C discourages 

producers from continuing to expand their reusable packaging once they have hit the maximum SKUs 

allowed to report.  

 

These limitations and strict eligibility criteria for Bonus C create barriers that may prevent reusable 

packaging from scaling. We encokrage CAA jo remope jhehe limijh and propide financial incenjipeh jo 

all prodkcerh� regardlehh of hcale� qho hape hqijched jo rekhable packaging� To truly create inclusive 

reuse/refill programs in Oregon, all producers and businesses, regardless of size, should be eligible for 

Bonus C.  

 
Fknding Bonkh C� 

We appreciate CAA proposing an approach for funding Bonus C. However, it is Upstream’s position that a 

portion of the overall program budget (collected from all covered materials paying into the program) 

should be used to fund Bonus C regardless of whether a material switch was made or not.    

 

The proposed approach for funding Bonus C when a material switch is not made by ����levying a 

surcharge on each material category in the SKU, proportionate to the share of fees paid by each material 

making up the SKU� unfairly portrays transitioning to reusables/refillables as an added burden on other 

producers. This mechanism risks indirectly disincentivizing early adopters from transitioning to 

reuse/refill systems and creates a dynamic that could generate resentment rather than collaboration. 

CAA hhokld fknd all incenjipeh� inclkding Bonkh C� jhrokgh ����a genegic pool of fkndh chagged jo all 

 
 



 

pgodkcegh in all packaging majegial cajegogieh� ¥ah ckrrenjls dehcribed for qhen a majerial hqijch ih 

made¦� This approach ensures equitable support for all transitions to reusables/refillable packaging and 

aligns with the overall goal of the program to encourage producers to make continual reductions in 

environmental impacts. We further request that Table 2Ç be updated to reflect the parallel funding 

structures for Bonuses B and C, as the current draft portrays them differently.  

 

Bonkh C Opjion Ä� Sqijch from Single�Uhe Packaging jo Refillable Packaging  

Upstream supports CAA’s decision to include refillable packaging as eligible for Bonus C, with a lesser 

(one-year) bonus than that for returnable reusables. However, we wish to stress that if a producer uses 

single-use packaging (e.g. sachets) to facilitate refills, that packaging itself is not refillable or reusable and 

should not qualify for the bonus incentive. Single�khe packaging jhaj enableh refill hhokld be charged 

bahe feeh eqkipalenj jo himilar hingle�khe packaging in jhe program� This is consistent with packaging 

EPR laws rolling out in other states.  

 

Propide an Ajjribkje Bahed Bonkh�  

We appreciate that CAA has proposed a three-year bonus period for returnable reusables eligible for 

Bonus C. However, due to the fact that returnable reusables are reused, and therefore producers with 

high-functioning (Bonus-C-eligible) reuse systems will receive most of their packaging back year over 

year, we fear that the level of Bonus awarded in the 2nd and Ärd years of this period will not be 

sufficient. We jherefore hjrongls adpihe jhaj CAA inclkde an addijional� ajjribkje bahed� bonkh for 

rekhable packaging�  

 

Reusable packaging is at the very top of the waste prevention and management hierarchy because it 

outperforms single-use packaging - even when that packaging is recyclable or compostable - on every 

environmental and social metric. LCAs are expensive and challenging to procure, and may prove 

cost-prohibitive for emerging reuse businesses. There should be a way under Oregon’s packaging EPR 

program, as there is in other states, to receive discounted fees for reusable packaging simply based on 

the fact that it is reusable. Proof of return rates would be a fair requirement to qualify for an attribute 

based bonus on reuse, but an incentive beyond paying only once for reusables, and more accessible than 

conducting an LCA, should be granted.  

 

Fknding for Rehponhible End Markejh�  

We noted in the plan amendment that within the proposed program budget, significantly more funding 

is promised for collection of recyclable materials than is proposed to be invested into responsible end 

markets (REMs) ($Ä2.ÈM for collection, $ÅÇ.ÇM for CAA’s own depots, and $0.ÊM for REM development 

in FY202Ç). It is our understanding that reuse service providers may in fact qualify as REMs in certain 

circumstances, and therefore we strongly request that CAA dedicate comparable funding to investments 

and improvements in REMs. REMs are the cornerstone of Oregon’s RMA. It is largely due to the public’s 

distrust in existing recycling programs that the RMA was enacted in the first place. The role of a PRO 

must therefore be to increase not only transparency but overall effectiveness and decrease 

environmental and human impacts within the recycling system. This will not be feasible without 

significant attention, effort, and corresponding budget. We struggle to see how expansion of the system 

will be viable without qualified end markets to accept covered materials. 

 

 
 



 

Finally, Upstream supports comments submitted by Revino and their partner members and 

organizations, especially with respect to providing clear guidance on fees for subsequent recuse cycles, 

expanding eligibility for Bonus C, simplifying bonus incentives for reuse, providing fair funding for Bonus 

C, and increasing max payouts and adjusting or removing caps for reuse.  

 

Thank you again for the opportunity to comment on CAA’s program plan amendment for packaging EPR 

in Oregon. For any questions, please feel free to contact me at sydney@upstreamsolutions.org. We look 

forward to continuing to work directly with DEQ and CAA staff to support the incorporation of a strong 

reuse vision into Oregon’s packaging EPR program.  

 

Sincerely,  

 

Sydney Harris 

Policy Director  

Upstream 

 
 



June 27, 2025 
 
To: Oregon Department of Environmental Qualit\  
700 NE Multnomah Street, Suite 600  
Portland, Oregon 97232-4100  
 
RE: PXEOLF CRPPHQW RQ MD\ 2025 PURJUDP PODQ APHQGPHQW IURP CLUFXODU AFWLRQ AOOLDQFH 

Dear Nicole Portle\, Oregon DEQ Materials Management PRO Program Plan Lead & Team, 

This letter is submitted b\ a group of Oregon businesses, environmental advocates, and communit\ 
organi]ations, all deepl\ committed to advancing a trul\ circular econom\ and ma[imi]ing the 
positive impact of Oregon's Plastic Pollution and Rec\cling Moderni]ation Act (RMA). We 
appreciate this opportunit\ to comment on the proposed plan amendments from the Circular Action 
Alliance (CAA), especiall\ concerning Bonus C for reusable packaging. We acknoZledge CAA's 
significant efforts in creating this groundbreaking plan and recogni]e the inclusion of Bonus C, 
along Zith the valuable three-\ear "grace period" for reusable s\stems to mature. 

HoZever, as organi]ations activel\ Zorking toZards a sustainable Oregon, Ze believe the current 
plan contains important areas that need clearer guidance and stronger incentives to trul\ encourage 
Zidespread reuse and full\ meet the RMA's goals of reducing environmental and human health 
impacts. We align Zith man\ of the insightful points raised b\ our partner organi]ations and offer 
our collective comments beloZ. 

KH\ RHFRPPHQGDWLRQV IRU SWUHQJWKHQLQJ RHXVH IQFHQWLYHV (BRQXV C) DQG 
CODULI\LQJ FHH SWUXFWXUHV: 

1. COHDU GXLGDQFH RQ FHHV IRU SXEVHTXHQW RHXVH C\FOHV LV EVVHQWLDO: A ver\ important 
question for all producers considering or adopting reusable packaging s\stems is hoZ fees appl\ to 
subsequent reuse c\cles, Zhich is vital for the long-term success of reuse in Oregon. The RMA and 
all related documents state that fees are based on materials "supplied into the state." While the 
Oregon DEQ has confirmed that reusable materials do not incur fees on additional c\cles, CAA's 
plan and reporting portal provides QR guidance on hoZ these materials should be reported for their 
second, third, and later uses after initial EPR fees have been paid Zhen the\ first enter the state. 
 
This lack of clear information creates significant financial and reporting uncertaint\ for an\ business 
adopting reusable models. Without this essential clarit\, it Zill be much harder to e[pand reuse in 
Oregon. Producers need assurance that once a reusable container is in the s\stem and its initial fee 
is paid, later uses are indeed e[empt from neZ fees, and that the reporting mechanism or producer 
guidance reflects this e[emption. This current uncertaint\ could discourage the ver\ reuse behavior 
the RMA is designed to promote, undermining a core objective of the Act. 
 

2. DHILQH "AGHTXDWH SFDOH" IRU RHXVH S\VWHPV DQG E[SDQG EOLJLELOLW\: CAA states the 
importance of "reuse and refill s\stems being defined to be at adequate scale and access in Oregon 



to qualif\ for the bonus." HoZever, the plan currentl\ provides no specific guidelines for Zhat 
"adequate" means. This lack of clarit\ creates uncertaint\ and could e[clude smaller, innovative 
producers and neZer programs, even though the\ are often the ones Zho Zould benefit most from 
loZer fees and initial support. Additionall\, limiting the number of eligible SKUs discourages larger 
or comple[ producers from continuing to e[pand their reusable packaging once the\ reach a certain 
point. Bonus C should be accessible to all producers, regardless of si]e, Zho have sZitched to 
reusable packaging and can demonstrate a reduction in environmental oU human impact. 
 

3. SLPSOLI\ BRQXV IQFHQWLYHV IRU RHXVH: The proposed Bonus C incentives for reuse are 
currentl\ WRR FRPSOH[. For reuse to groZ successfull\ and attract Zide participation across diverse 
industries, the process for appl\ing for, calculating, and receiving these bonuses must be clear, 
straightforZard, and eas\ for all producers to navigate. Simplif\ing this process Zould greatl\ help 
the program¶s abilit\ to promote reuse and reduce administrative burdens for all parties. 
 

4. EQVXUH FDLU FXQGLQJ IRU BRQXV C: We strongl\ suggest that Bonus C be funded from a 
general pool of mone\ collected from all covered materials that pa\ into the program. The proposed 
method of funding Bonus C (Zhen a material sZitch isn't made) b\ "...lev\ing a surcharge on each 
material categor\ in the SKU, proportionate to the share of fees paid b\ each material making up 
the SKU," unfairl\ portra\s transitioning to reusables as an e[tra burden on other producers. This 
could discourage earl\ adopters and create conflict instead of cooperation Zithin the industr\. 
Funding from a common pool ensures fair support for all transitions to reuse/refill, matching the 
program¶s overall goal of reducing environmental impacts across the board. 
 

5. IQFUHDVH BRQXV C PD\RXWV DQG AGMXVW RU RHPRYH CDSV: The current $50,000 cap on 
Bonus C is a small incentive, especiall\ Zhen considering the significant investment required for 
businesses ± from small Zineries to major consumer brands ± to sZitch to reusable packaging. This 
investment includes substantial costs for marketing, neZ logistics, consumer education and 
infrastructure. While Ze understand the need to manage financial e[posure, the principle that "the 
bonus is not intended to cover costs but to be correlated to impact" Zeakens the incentive's 
real-Zorld value. If the bonus doesn't adequatel\ help Zith the costs of sZitching to reuse or 
completing the necessar\ Life C\cle Assessment (LCA), it Zon't be a meaningful financial help for 
producers. Companies that invest in innovative return streams that effectivel\ b\pass the traditional 
rec\cling s\stem through refill or reuse should not be penali]ed b\ insufficient incentives from a 
program designed to cut Zaste. 
 

CRQFOXVLRQ: 

To achieve Oregon's vision for a modern and sustainable rec\cling s\stem, especiall\ one that 
deepl\ integrates and champions reusable packaging, Ze need a clear, fair, and strongl\ supportive 
frameZork for reuse incentives. EQVXULQJ FODULW\ DURXQG IHHV IRU VXEVHTXHQW UHXVH F\FOHV LV 



SDUWLFXODUO\ LPSRUWDQW IRU DOO RUJDQL]DWLRQV DQG EXVLQHVVHV FRPPLWWHG WR H[SDQGLQJ UHXVDEOH 
SDFNDJLQJ LQ OUHJRQ. 

We urge the Oregon DEQ to carefull\ consider these vital points and make the necessar\ 
amendments to the proposed plan to foster a more effective, equitable, and trul\ circular s\stem for 
all Oregonians and the environment. Our coalition is committed to Zorking Zith DEQ and CAA to 
ensure reuse is successfull\ integrated into the EPR frameZork. 

Sincerel\, 

JXOLD BRQQKHLP (RHVRXUFH DLUHFWRU, :DVWH-FUHH AGYRFDWHV) 

EPLO\ CKXHK (FRXQGHU, OKAPI RHXVDEOHV) 

MDUJRW CKLUD\DWK (PN: PURJUDP MDQDJHU, OKAPI RHXVDEOHV) 

AGDP RDFN (CR-FRXQGHU, RHYLQR) 

MLULDP GRUGRQ (RHXVH AFWLYDWRU, SWRU\ RI SWXII) 

AOLFH RRWV]WDLQ (SHQLRU PURMHFW MDQDJHU, TUDVK FRU PHDFH) 

EVWKHU LHUPDQ FUHHPDQ (MHWUR MDVWHU RHF\FOHU) 

KDWHO\Q MD\QDUG (SCRAP CUHDWLYH RHXVH) 

JHQQLIHU DDYLV (E[HFXWLYH DLUHFWRU, BH\RQG TR[LFV) 

S\GQH\ HDUULV (PROLF\ DLUHFWRU, USVWUHDP) 

JHUU\ PRZHOO (FRXQGHU RI RHVRXUFH RHF\FOLQJ IQF) 

KDYL CKRNVKL (RHWKLQN :DVWH PURMHFW MDQDJHU, TKH EQYLURQPHQWDO CHQWHU) 

PDPHOD DHQKDP (FRXQGHU, MLOZDXNLH EQYLURQPHQWDO SWHZDUGV GURXS) 

DU. Anja BUandon (Ocean ConVeUYanc\) 

RRVV CKLQJ (OZQHU, MDPD & HDSDV =HUR :DVWH SKRS) 

SFRWW DHILIH (GODVV PDFNDJLQJ IQVWLWXWH) 

THUUL GHLHU-BULQGHOO (MLOZDXNLH EQYLURQPHQWDO SWHZDUGV GURXS) 

KULVWHQ GXOLFN 

LLQGD LDQGHU  (MLOZDXNLH EQYLURQPHQWDO SWHZDUGV GURXS) 



LLQGD CDUU  

MD\R E MDUVK 

RDFKHO ZRRGFRFN  

TKHUHVD DD\ 

KDWKLH HHDO\ 

MD\ MRVLHU 

TDUDK HRHOWHU 

MROO\ :LOOLDPV  (MLOZDXNLH EQYLURQPHQWDO SWHZDUGV GURXS) 

BXUUHOO PDOPHU  

IUHQH RLGJZD\ 

K\OLH SWHHOH 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 


