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Factors influencing the development of programs
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• Public demand
• Perceived environmental 

benefits
• Disposal costs, capacity 

concerns
• Profit motive



Factors influencing the implementation of programs
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• Disposal costs
• Stable and accessible end 

markets
• Secure, dedicated funding
• Support from local elected 

officials
• Recycling as collection, or 

recycling as an integrated 
set of activities



Roles of government
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• Federal: research, limited 
financial support

• States: funding, mandates, 
technical support, and/or 
nothing

• Locals: primary actor, but 
focus often limited to 
collection



Changes in collection (Oregon)
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• 1983 – 1997: Intensive 
material separation



Changes in collection (Oregon)
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• 1983 – 1997: Intensive 
material separation

• ~1997: Shift to “commingling”



NORPAC pulper rejects as suppliers switched to 
commingled and single-stream collection
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China stepped in . . . for a while
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East Java, 2019

Photos: Megan Ponder
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Oregon’s Plastic Pollution and Recycling Modernization Act 
(2021)

10



Analysis

https://www.oregon.gov/deq/recycling/Pages/Material-Lists.aspx

https://www.oregon.gov/deq/recycling/Pages/Material-Lists.aspx


Top-line results

• Oregon’s current garbage and 
recycling services (excluding 
compost) cost ratepayers nearly $1 
billion annually in direct costs

• Discontinuing recycling would 
reduce direct costs by approximately 
$105 million annually . . .

• . . . and increase indirect (social) 
costs by approximately $1.1 billion 
annually. 

Photo: Justin Gast



Oregon’s policy framework
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• Take actions across the full life cycle of 
materials, to reduce impacts across that full life 
cycle.

• Recycling is necessary, and insufficient:
– Overall environmental potential is modest
– Optimizing recycling is not the same as 

maximizing recycling
– Must consider higher-order goals (e.g., climate, 

toxicity impacts)
– Not all recycling is the same
– Eventually, marginal costs exceed marginal 

benefits
– “Recycling” and “recyclable” are not the same! 

(see supplemental slides)
– Be careful to avoid burden shifting



Thank you
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Join me to learn more 
about the RMA at 

RecyclingAct.Oregon.gov

David Allaway
david.allaway@deq.oregon.gov 






Supplemental Materials
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Upstream impacts >> downstream impacts
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Upstream Disposal

Oregon 2015 consumption-based GHG emissions – materials only



Limitations of recycling, importance of prevention
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Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
So what are some additional solutions besides recycling?

One is waste prevention and reuse, the “reduce, reuse” part of “reduce, reuse, recycle”. Let me illustrate its benefits with an example . . .
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Limitations of recycling, importance of prevention

https://www.oregon.gov/deq/filterdocs/wprlcycleassessdw.pdf

Presenter Notes
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DEQ packaging attributes research
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Research question: How well 
(and when) do popular material 
attributes correlate with reduced 
environmental impacts?
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comparing same material packaging with higher 
recycled content vs. lower recycled content

Impact Ratios:      <0.75       >0.75 and <1.0       >1.0 and <1.25       > 1.25
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comparing different material packaging with higher 
recycled content vs. lower recycled content

Impact Ratios:      <0.75       >0.75 and <1.0       >1.0 and <1.25       > 1.25
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comparing more recyclable and less recyclable 
packaging

Impact Ratios:      <0.75       >0.75 and <1.0       >1.0 and <1.25       > 1.25
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comparing compostable and non-compostable 
packaging

Impact Ratios:      <0.75       >0.75 and <1.0       >1.0 and <1.25       > 1.25
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