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MSW Recycling Programs
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Factors influencing the development of programs

 Public demand

e Perceilved environmental
benefits

* Disposal costs, capacity
concerns

* Profit motive




Factors influencing the implementation of programs

* Disposal costs

o 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

 Federal: research, limited
financial support

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

* Locals: primary actor, but
focus often limited to
collection
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Changes in collection (Oregon)

* 1983 — 1997: Intensive
material separation
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Changes in collection (Oregon)

* 1983 — 1997: Intensive « ~1997: Shift to “commingling”
material separation
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NORPAC pulper rejects as suppliers switched to
commingled and single-stream collection

% Pulper Rejects through March 2011
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China stepped in . . . for a while




East Java, 2019
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Oregon’s Plastic Pollution and Recycling Modernization Act

| l I i
Enrolled t t
Senate Bill 582
Sponsored by Senator DEMBROW, Representative SOLLMAN; Senators MANNING JR, TAYLOR, E
Representatives ALONSO LEON, CAMPOS, DEXTER, GRAYBER, HELM, HOLVEY, HUDSON, ,

[ S

81st OREGON LEGISLATIVE ASSEMBLY-2021 Regular Session

)

KOTEK, MARSH. MCLAIN, NERON, NOSSE, POWER, PRUSAK, REYNOLDS, SALINAS,
SANCHEZ, SCHOUTEN, SMITH WARNER (Presession filad.)

Relating to modernizing Oregon's recyeling system; creating new provisions; amending ORS 90.318,
469,006, 459.015, 459,035, 469.772, 459.995, 4594005, 459A.007, 459A.008, 45940256 and 459A.080
and section 3, chapter 534, Oregon Laws 2015; and repealing ORS 459A.675, 4569A.680 and
459A.685.

Be It Enacted by the People of the State of Oregon:

MODERNIZING OREGON'S RECYCLING SYSTEM
(Legislative Findings: Definitions)

SECTION 1. Legislative findings. The Legislative Assembly finds and declares that:

(1) Oregon’s statewide recovery rate, which seeks to preserve public health, safety and
welfare and conserve energy and natural resources, has declined each year between 2013 and
2018, and that Oregon is not on track to meet the statewide waste recovery and generation
goals pursuant to the measurement methodology that the Legislative Assembly established
in 2015.

(2) The way Oregon’s residents use and consume materials and products, and the way
residents manage them when no longer wanted, has changed significantly in the 35 years
since Oregon’s first recycling programs were established, that the state’s recycling policies
were not designed to address such changes, and that these factors have created unintended
consequences, such as the deterioration of natural systems regionally and worldwide, as well
as increased levels of pollution, greenhouse gas emissions that contribute to global climate
change and reductions in human well-being, especially for the most \ulue'rzlble populations.

(3) It is necessary to adopt a policy that will minimize such uni d.
across the entire life cycle of products and that will require producers of packaging and
printed paper sold or distributed in Oregon to help finance the management of, and ensure
an environmentally sound stewardship program for, their products.

(4) It is the State of Oregon's policy to prioritize practices that prevent and reduce the
negative environmental, social, economic and health impacts of production, consumption and
end-of-use management of products and packaging across their life cycle, and that it is the
obligation of producers to share in the responsibility to reduce those impacts,

SECTION 2. Definitions. As used in sections 1 to 43 of this 2021 Act:

Enrolled Senate Bill 532 (SB 582-B)




Analysis
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~ ' Department of
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Overview of Scenario Modeling:
Oregon Plastic Pollution and
Recycling Modernization Act

Prepared for the Oregon Department of Environmental Quality

by Cascadia Consulting Group

with Bell & Associates and Circular Matters
March 14, 2023

e Bell &
C*S';.ADI’B.‘ . Associates

https://www.oregon.gov/deg/recycling/Pages/Material-Lists.aspx
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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.
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Oregon’s policy framework

« 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

in Oregon — Optimizing recycling is not the same as

2050 Vision and Framework for Action maximizing recycling

— Must consider higher-order goals (e.g., climate,
Adopted by the tOXICIty ImpaCtS)

Environméntal Quality Commission BEd — Not a” recychng |S the same

December 6, 2012

Materials Management

Stae of Oregon
of

= — Eventually, marginal costs exceed marginal
benefits

— “Recycling” and “recyclable” are not the same!
(see supplemental slides)

— Be careful to avoid burden shifting




Thank you

Join me to learn maore :

about the RMA a
RecyclingAct.Oregon

David Allaway
david.allaway@deq.oregon.gov







Supplemental Materials




Upstream impacts >> downstream impacts

B Upstream m 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 . . .





Limitations of recycling, importance of prevention
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Limitations of recycling, importance of prevention
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Limitations of recycling, importance of prevention
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DEQ packaging attributes research

Research question: How well
and when) do popular materia
attributes correlate with reduce
environmental impacts?

share published anicles.
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The Significance of Environmental Attributes as Indicators of the
Life Cycle Environmental Impacts of Packaging and Food Service
Ware

Jorge Vendries, Beverly Sauer, Troy R. Hawkins, David Allaway, Peter Canepa, Jonathan Rivin,
and Minal Mistry®

ﬂ:'l'li:l'nv.'\':n._‘t_‘. Technal. 2020, 54, 5356-5364 mﬁnd Online
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ABSTRACT: The environmental impacts of packaging and food service

ware (FSW) are increasingly the subject of govemment palicy, public ﬂr/
discourse, and industry commitments. While same consideration i given to § .
-

reducing the impacts of packaging acrass its entire life cycle, most of the
Facus is on packaging waste or feedstock substitution. Efforts typically focus
on specific packaging characteristics, ar material attributes, commanly ——=
perceived to be environmentally preferable. This article summarizes an
extensive meta-review of existing published literature that was performed te =
determine \dmher the material :rmbum l\ecy\:l:bﬂly l\eqnded content,

and biokased,
beneficial, cormelate with lower net enviranmental :mpns acrass the full bfe cycle of H\g'!:dcapng and FSW. Seventy-ane unique
life cycle assessment (LCA) studies that quantify the enviranmental impacts thraughaut the entire life cpcle of packaging and FSW
were analyzed. These studies incladed aver SD0D comparisans for 13 impact categories commanly analyzed in LCA studies. The
results from the meta-review identified a number of instances where material attributes da nat correlate with environmental benefits
far packaging and FSW. Rather, ather characteristics such as material chaice or mass of the packaging/FSW products can have
higher influence in determining life cycle impacts.

1. INTRODUCTION material attributes accurately predict lower impacts acrass the
Inthe past 1 b entire packaging life cycle?

the need to bly, bath by Ta evaluate the ability of packaging and FSW material
agencies’ and the pub]lc at large” The reduction. of environ: attributes to predict better averall environmental cutcomes, we

mental impacts from packaging/FSW has been a focus for  performed a meta-analysis of nearly two decades of packaging
sustainahle material strategies. Packaging is often 2 mlrﬂ for and sustainsbility literature.” Cur findings stess the impartance
ervironmental policies and carporate pragr af basing sustai

because it is generally dispased after a single use and because e of

the large quantities of ]uclupmq :nmmg the municipal mhd

decisions on life cycle musmem rather than on material
b 6;_“_” attributes. This is not o s1y every decision requires a detailed life

78 million tons of p g st comprising 30% of tatal cple assessment, rather tlm. the findings across m.akzrials,
MSW geneatian by “,sﬁ packaging/FSW types, applications, and impact categories vary,
When creating policies to reduce the environmental impacts and therefore a more nuanced approach is required Our
of packaging, bath public and peivate effacts tend to focus on a findings pravide seme generalized insights to guide decisions
particular characteristic of the package, such a5 designing related to specific combinations of materials and packaging/
recyclible packaging or using renewable materials in their F5W types. We hope this study leads to further dmmnn
constraction. These characteristics, or material amibu.kzs. are amang the . materias c v and
often expected to convey reduced environmental impacts
relative to other optians without that same atiribate. Material
atiibutes are used as 3 thhand to indicate environmental = January 2, 2020
10 their : Apel 2, 2020
Surpmducu and packaging, as pmufsmmnmmxmmmhlhrv Accepted: - Apell 3, 2020
puidelines, and their simplicity to communicate through
marketing to consumers.’ However, little ressarch has been
conducted to verify whether these assumptions held trae. Do

o
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comparing same material packaging with higher

recxcled content vs. lower recxcled content
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comparing different material packaging with higher
recycled content vs. lower recycled content
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comparing more recyclable and less recyclable

Eackaging
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comparing compostable and non-compostable

Eackaging
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