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Other Processes

Initial Rulemaking (2022 – 2023)

Uniform Statewide Collection List
(Commingled List)

Other Collection 
(e.g., glass, motor oil)

Drop-Off CollectionOn-Route Collection Mobile Collection Events

Opportunity to Recycle Materials 
(Local Governments)

Producer Responsibility Organization
Collections

PRO Program Plans
• Could add materials to Uniform Statewide Collection 

List (subject to DEQ Plan approval)
• Could add other recycling to meet plastic recycling 

goal(s)

Other Private Recycling

Subsequent EQC Rulemakings



Initial rulemaking

Research and Evaluation
• DEQ research (in-house, contracted)
• Request for Information
• Technical Workgroup

Rulemaking
• Rulemaking Advisory Committee
• Draft rules and public comment
• Vote by EQC

ORSAC Consultation and Recommendations



Designating a material creates several obligations

• Requires collection/recycling by local governments and/or PROs
o As a “recyclable material” (regardless of economics), disposal prohibited once properly 

separated
• Defines (by exclusion) “contamination”:

o Triggering requirements on local governments, processors and PROs
• Triggers PRO requirements relating to public outreach
• Informs permitting/certification of commingled processing facilities
• Creates PRO obligation to ensure materials flow to responsible end markets
• Impacts material-specific “base fees” set by PROs on members
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Evaluation criteria – ORS 459A.914(3)
(a) The stability, maturity, accessibility and viability of responsible end markets;
(b) Environmental health and safety considerations;
(c) The anticipated yield loss for the material during the recycling process;
(d) The material’s compatibility with existing recycling infrastructure;
(e) The amount of the material available;
(f) The practicalities of sorting and storing the material;
(g) Contamination;
(h) The ability for waste generators to easily identify and properly prepare the 

material;
(i) Economic factors;
(j) Environmental factors from a life cycle perspective; and
(k) The policy expressed in ORS 459.015 (2)(a) to (c).
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Information gathering

• DEQ staff/internal research
• Request for Information
• Cascadia Consulting Group: 

scenario evaluation
• Technical Workgroup 

conversation and members
• Others
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Workgroup charter

7

https://www.oregon.gov/deq/recycling/Documents/Section22TWGCharter.pdf

https://www.oregon.gov/deq/recycling/Documents/Section22TWGCharter.pdf


Working Evaluation of Materials

David Allaway, Justin Gast and Peter Spendelow
Oregon DEQ Materials Management Program
Technical Workgroup on Materials Lists
March 23, 2022



Draft evaluation matrix
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Questions for technical workgroup

• Do you have questions, comments or concerns about the 
criteria and evaluation rubric?

• Do you have questions or feedback regarding DEQ’s initial 
ratings of materials against criteria? 
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Drop-Off Recycling 

Peter Canepa and Justin Gast
Oregon DEQ Materials Management Program
Technical Workgroup on Materials Lists
March 23, 2022



12

Outline

• Introduction
o Section 22 (1)(b)

• Scope and Research Objective – What we want to evaluate
o Program details via a survey
o Environmental impacts via LCA 

• Discussion
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Section 22 (1)(b)

The Environmental Quality Commission, in consultation with producer responsibility 
organizations and the Oregon Recycling System Advisory Council, shall by rule identify 
materials that are suitable for recycling collection in this state and the methods for 
collection of those materials. Rules adopted under this subsection must distinguish 
between:

(a) Materials collected to provide the opportunity to recycle; and
(b) Covered products of which a producer responsibility organization must 
provide for the collection through recycling depot or mobile collection 
events as provided in section 15 of this 2021 Act.
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Survey of drop-off recycling programs

• Reached out to jurisdictions in eight other states (CO, MI, NC, OH, SC, TN, 
WA, WI) + local governments and service providers representing seven 
cities and nine counties in Oregon.

• Questions centered around siting, facility layout, education/communication, 
contamination and recycling and movement of material.

• Interested in data to help us determine under what circumstances drop-off 
recycling makes environmental sense:
o Quantity of material delivered (per delivery)
o Marginal impacts of in-bound transportation (per delivery)
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Environmental Impacts via LCA

• Estimate the environmental impacts of different drop-off recycling 
scenarios for selected materials

• Monetize environmental impacts using damage cost factors to support 
total cost accounting (transactional + environmental)
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LCA & Environmental Damage Costs
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Discussion: What makes for a successful drop off system?

• Materials
o What materials should be collected?
o Does drop-off collection produce a higher quality / higher yield of material compared 

to other methods of collection? 
o How is contamination handled?

• Transport
o Mode/method of collection (roll off containers, dumpsters, igloos, other)
o Siting (distances, density of sites, types of locations)

• Data: What’s available? What could be available?
o Quantity of material delivered (per delivery)
o Marginal impacts of in-bound transportation (per delivery)
o Other?



Draft Scenarios for Evaluation

David Allaway
Oregon DEQ Materials Management Program
Technical Workgroup on Materials Lists
March 23, 2022



Introduction
• Scenarios will be evaluated for transactional costs, environmental impacts 

and social costs
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Cascadia Consulting Group: Infrastructure Scenario Evaluation

Tons (by Material) Transactional Costs

Life Cycle Assessment

Waste Impact Calculator Social Cost 
Accounting

Full Cost Accounting



Introduction
• Scenarios will be evaluated for transactional costs, environmental impacts 

and social costs

• A “scenario” is a unique combination of variables
o Variables = materials, sources, modes of collection, processing, end markets, etc.

• Thousands of possible permutations!
o But we can’t evaluate thousands of scenarios
o Likely won’t evaluate the “final, recommended” scenario in this round

• Design scenarios to:
o Explore a range of possible approaches
o Explore impacts of step-wise changes in single variables
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Questions for technical workgroup

After you see the proposed scenarios . . .

• Is this a reasonable range/diversity of scenarios?
• Are there important variables missing?
• Do the potential uniform statewide collection list (USCL) and “depot-only” 

materials make sense to evaluate?
• Do you have any questions about the process?
• NOT: “Which of these scenarios should the EQC require by rule?”
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Scenarios proposed for evaluation (Draft)
S0: Current (2020?) System



S0: Current (2020?) System To all future scenarios add:
• Expanded local government collection (multifamily, other)
• Generator-facing contamination reduction programs
• Permitted/certified MRFs + responsible end markets
• On-route/depot collection of USCL materials + non-

commingled collection of glass, motor oil

Scenarios proposed for evaluation (Draft)



Scenarios proposed for evaluation (Draft)
S0: Current (2020?) System

S1: USCL 1
(shortest)

S2: USCL 2 S3: USCL 
(medium)

S4: USCL 4 S5: USCL 5
(longest)

To all future scenarios add:
• Expanded local government collection (multifamily, other)
• Generator-facing contamination reduction programs
• Permitted/certified MRFs + responsible end markets
• On-route/depot collection of USCL materials + non-commingled 

collection of glass, motor oil

Potential USCL materials:
• Corrugated
• Newsprint, magazines
• Printing/ledger
• Shredded paper
• “Mixed paper” 
• Polycoat, aseptics
• Wet strength paper?

• Rigid plastic packaging (  
or subset)

• Steel packaging
• Aluminum packaging
• Scrap metal <30”



Scenarios proposed for evaluation (Draft)
S0: Current (2020?) System

S1: USCL 1
(shortest)

S2: USCL 2 S3: USCL 
(medium)

S4: USCL 4 S5: USCL 5
(longest)

S6: USCL 1; 22(1)(b) 
depots collect other 
USCL 5 + “depot-

only” materials

S7: USCL 3; 22(1)(b) 
depots collect other 

USCL 5 + “depot-only” 
materials

S8: USCL 5; 
22(1)(b) depots 
collect “depot 

only “ materials

To all future scenarios add:
• Expanded local government collection (multifamily, other)
• Generator-facing contamination reduction programs
• Permitted/certified MRFs + responsible end markets
• On-route/depot collection of USCL materials + non-commingled 

collection of glass, motor oil

Potential USCL materials:
•Corrugated
•Newsprint, magazines
•Printing/ledger
•Shredded paper
•“Mixed paper” 
•Polycoat, aseptics

•Wet strength paper?
•Rigid plastic packaging 
(all or subset)

•Steel packaging
•Aluminum packaging
•Scrap metal <30”

Potential “Depot only” materials
• Film plastics
• Lids and small format plastics
• Expanded polystyrene
• Other materials not on USCL 5



Scenarios proposed for evaluation (Draft)
S0: Current (2020?) System

S1: USCL 1
(shortest)

S2: USCL 2 S3: USCL 
(medium)

S4: USCL 4 S5: USCL 5
(longest)

S6: USCL 1; 22(1)(b) 
depots collect other 
USCL 5 + “depot-

only” materials

S7: USCL 3; 22(1)(b) 
depots collect other 

USCL 5 + “depot-only” 
materials

S8: USCL 5; 
22(1)(b) depots 
collect “depot 

only “ materials

S10: Same as S7, but 
higher depot density

S9: Same as S7, but 
lower depot density

To all future scenarios add:
• Expanded local government collection (multifamily, other)
• Generator-facing contamination reduction programs
• Permitted/certified MRFs + responsible end markets
• On-route/depot collection of USCL materials + non-commingled 

collection of glass, motor oil

Potential USCL materials:
•Corrugated
•Newsprint, magazines
•Printing/ledger
•Shredded paper
•“Mixed paper” 
•Polycoat, aseptics

•Wet strength paper?
•Rigid plastic packaging 
(all or subset)

•Steel packaging
•Aluminum packaging
•Scrap metal <30”

Potential “Depot only” materials
• Film plastics
• Lids and small format plastics
• Expanded polystyrene
• Other materials not on USCL 5



Scenarios proposed for evaluation (Draft)
S0: Current (2020?) System

S1: USCL 1
(shortest)

S2: USCL 2 S3: USCL 
(medium)

S4: USCL 4 S5: USCL 5
(longest)

S6: USCL 1; 22(1)(b) 
depots collect other 
USCL 5 + “depot-

only” materials

S7: USCL 3; 22(1)(b) 
depots collect other 

USCL 5 + “depot-only” 
materials

S8: USCL 5; 
22(1)(b) depots 
collect “depot 

only “ materials

S11: Same as S6, 
less 1+ materials

S12: Same as S6, 
less 1+ materials

S10: Same as S7, but 
higher depot density

S9: Same as S7, but 
lower depot density

To all future scenarios add:
• Expanded local government collection (multifamily, other)
• Generator-facing contamination reduction programs
• Permitted/certified MRFs + responsible end markets
• On-route/depot collection of USCL materials + non-commingled 

collection of glass, motor oil

Potential USCL materials:
•Corrugated
•Newsprint, magazines
•Printing/ledger
•Shredded paper
•“Mixed paper” 
•Polycoat, aseptics

•Wet strength paper?
•Rigid plastic packaging 
(all or subset)

•Steel packaging
•Aluminum packaging
•Scrap metal <30”

Potential “Depot only” materials
• Film plastics
• Lids and small format plastics
• Expanded polystyrene
• Other materials not on USCL 5



Scenarios proposed for evaluation (Draft)
S0: Current (2020?) System

S1: USCL 1
(shortest)

S2: USCL 2 S3: USCL 
(medium)

S4: USCL 4 S5: USCL 5
(longest)

S6: USCL 1; 22(1)(b) 
depots collect other 
USCL 5 + “depot-

only” materials

S7: USCL 3; 22(1)(b) 
depots collect other 

USCL 5 + “depot-only” 
materials

S8: USCL 5; 
22(1)(b) depots 
collect “depot 

only “ materials

S11: Same as S6, 
less 1+ materials

S12: Same as S6, 
less 1+ materials

S10: Same as S7, but 
higher depot density

S9: Same as S7, but 
lower depot density

= Evaluate expanded glass 
depots in lieu of on-route 
collection mandate (S13 – S20)

To all future scenarios add:
• Expanded local government collection (multifamily, other)
• Generator-facing contamination reduction programs
• Permitted/certified MRFs + responsible end markets
• On-route/depot collection of USCL materials + non-commingled 

collection of glass, motor oil

Potential USCL materials:
•Corrugated
•Newsprint, magazines
•Printing/ledger
•Shredded paper
•“Mixed paper” 
•Polycoat, aseptics

•Wet strength paper?
•Rigid plastic packaging 
(all or subset)

•Steel packaging
•Aluminum packaging
•Scrap metal <30”

Potential “Depot only” materials
• Film plastics
• Lids and small format plastics
• Expanded polystyrene
• Other materials not on USCL 5



Questions for Technical Workgroup

• Is this a reasonable range/diversity of scenarios?
• Are there important variables missing?
• Do the potential uniform statewide collection list (USCL) and “depot-only” 

materials make sense?
• Do you have any questions about the process?
• NOT: “Which of these scenarios should the EQC require by rule?”
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Thank you
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