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1 Introduction
Paint is the largest volume of waste collected by household hazardous waste (HHW) programs. According to a recent EPA report, an estimated 10 percent of architectural paint sold each year in the United States is unused (Abt, 2007). Although much of this leftover paint is latex, which is not classified as a hazardous waste, it still ends up being collected by HHW programs or disposed in landfills or incinerators, which is costly for states and local municipalities. The estimated cost to manage leftover consumer paint is more than $8 per gallon (SCS and Cascadia, 2007). 

In July 2009, Oregon became the first state to enact a law establishing product stewardship as the preferred method for reducing the environmental impacts and costs associated with leftover paint. This law was the result of a seven-year negotiation among paint manufacturers; local, state, and federal environmental agencies; retailers; and consumer and environmental organizations. The entities that took part are known collectively as the Paint Product Stewardship Initiative, or PPSI. The Product Stewardship Institute (PSI), a coalition of state and local governments dedicated to reducing the costs and environmental impacts of consumer products, facilitated the negotiations. 
PPSI participants, including the American Coating Association (ACA)
 representing paint manufacturers, signed a Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) in March 2005 to develop and implement a nationally coordinated post-consumer paint management system. PPSI participants signed a second MOU in October 2007 calling for the establishment of an industry-managed Paint Stewardship Organization (PSO) that would collect and manage leftover paint under a state-wide pilot program in Minnesota (PPSI, 2007). While the initial funding for the project was provided by industry, the goal was to establish a sustainable financing system where a consumer fee would be added to the purchase price of eligible paint products to cover the costs of the management system. Ultimately legislation that would allow for the fee collection was not approved in Minnesota. However, other states, including Oregon, had already started the process of developing legislative proposals for paint stewardship programs. The Oregon Paint Stewardship law was signed into law on July 23, 2009, directing manufacturers of paint sold in the state to set-up and run a statewide system for the collection of post-consumer latex and oil-based paint. 
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A key aspect of the PPSI agreement is to evaluate the pilot program in Oregon and thereby inform the development of programs in other states. The Oregon pilot program will test this product stewardship approach, and experience gained in Oregon will influence other states’ paint and other product stewardship programs. State signatories to the PPSI agreement, referred to as rollout states (see side bar), will likely be the next states to adopt paint stewardship programs. 
The PPSI formed an Evaluation Committee for the Oregon pilot program in September 2009. The Evaluation Committee is composed of:
 
· Industry: ACA and Dunn-Edwards Paint,

· Oregon Stakeholders: Oregon Department of Environmental Quality (OR DEQ) and Portland (Oregon) Metro Government,

· U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
 and
· Rollout States: California Department of Resources Recycling and Recovery, Chittenden County (Vermont) Solid Waste District, Connecticut Department of Environmental Protection, and Iowa Department of Natural Resources.

EPA has provided contractor support for the evaluation since it will provide valuable information to states implementing post-consumer management systems for paint as well as other consumer products. 
A key step in the facilitation of the Evaluation Committee’s work was the formation of an “Evaluation Team” that includes EPA, PSI, and the contractors providing support to the project. This Evaluation Team is responsible for producing the evaluation methodology, described in this document, and coordinating and conducting much of the ground-level evaluation work. As a result, the Evaluation Team is the author of this report. The role of the Evaluation Committee is similar to that of a technical working group—the members of the Committee provide technical expertise and guidance through review of the work performed by the Evaluation Team. 

This document describes the method that the Evaluation Committee will use to evaluate the Oregon pilot program. Section 2 presents an overview of the pilot program’s history and design. Section 3 discusses why evaluation is important and the philosophy behind this evaluation. Section 4 presents the evaluation questions that are being answered in this evaluation and provides a detailed discussion for each question. Section 5 describes the measures, data sources, and analytical tools that will be used to answer each question. Section 6 outlines the communication process for reporting the results of the evaluation and the timeline for the evaluation.

2 Oregon Pilot Program

The Oregon pilot program was developed in a context of increasing interest in industry-led paint stewardship in several states. As part of the broader dialogue, PPSI began designing a pilot program to demonstrate the effectiveness of an industry-led paint stewardship program and sought states considering paint stewardship program legislation to implement the program. In 2007, PPSI focused on Minnesota to demonstrate an industry-led statewide paint stewardship management system. Legislation was passed in 2008 and 2009 in Minnesota, but was vetoed by the Governor due to concerns that the fee contained in the bill “places a double burden on consumers…Since current tax revenues are paying for [used paint collection and recycling] program, the legislation should include a clear and direct mechanism to reduce local tax collections that currently support” these programs (Pawley, 2009). As a result, the focus shifted to paint stewardship legislation in Oregon. This section provides an overview of the legislative background leading to the establishment of the pilot program in Oregon, the goals of the program, and key program components.
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Legislative background

Oregon enacted House Bill 3037 (OR, 2009) in July 2009, which launched the nation’s first manufacturer‑financed system for the end‑of‑life management of leftover architectural paint.
 Manufacturers of paint sold in Oregon–or a stewardship organization representing the manufacturers–are required to:

(1) Establish an environmentally sound and cost-effective architectural paint stewardship program;

(2) Undertake responsibility for the development and implementation of strategies to reduce the generation of post-consumer architectural paint;

(3) Promote the reuse of post-consumer architectural paint; and

(4) Collect, transport and process post-consumer architectural paint for end-of-product-life management (Oregon HB 3037 Section 4, 2(a)).

Furthermore, the law specifically allows manufacturers to exchange information as needed to implement the requirements of the program without being in violation of federal and state anti-trust laws.
 
ACA formed PaintCare, Inc. (hereafter, PaintCare), as the PSO responsible for implementing the pilot program in Oregon. The Oregon law required PaintCare to submit an implementation plan to DEQ to be approved before the start of the pilot program. A key feature is the program’s budget since it determines the assessment or recovery fee for each container of paint sold in Oregon.

The Oregon Paint Stewardship Pilot Program plan was released for public comment in June 2010. DEQ approved the plan at the end of June, allowing the program to launch on July 1, 2010. At that time, 40 sites were collecting leftover paint in Oregon, and ACA had plans to add 50 sites by the end of 2010 for a total of 90 sites (PaintCare, 2010). More details about components of the pilot program are provided in Section 2.3 below. 
A key element in the law is reporting. By September 1, 2011, the PSO must report certain performance measures to DEQ (e.g., volume of paint collected; program costs). The Agency in turn is required to report to the Oregon Legislature results from the program and recommendations for improvement by October 1, 2011. A sunset provision provides for the pilot program to end on June 30, 2014.

2.2 Goals of the Pilot Project

As described in the introduction to this report, through facilitation with PSI, industry has been working with state and local governments and other interested parties to develop a strategy via PPSI for managing post-consumer paint in a cost-effective and environmentally responsible manner. During development of the Minnesota pilot program, PSI produced a draft work plan that established the mission, participant roles, goals and objectives for the PPSI pilot program. These goals are listed below: 

Goal 1 
The Demonstration Project is a collaborative and cooperative process.

Goal 2
The Demonstration Project establishes a paint stewardship organization, which operates under the direction of the paint industry.
Goal 3 
Consumers (including painting contractors) generate no or less waste paint and containers.
Goal 4 
The statewide post-consumer paint management system should be designed to ensure that it is environmentally beneficial, economical, and convenient. With these considerations, the system should strive to use methods highest on the following waste management hierarchy: reuse, recycling (into paint or other products), energy recovery (generally applicable to oil-based paint), and proper disposal

Goal 5
Identify cost-effective alternatives for using post-consumer paint products and explore means to expand the market for products containing post-consumer paint.
Goal 6
Measure and evaluate the performance of the demonstration project, and ensure the results and learning that the evaluation generates are transferable and relevant to the rollout of a national post-consumer paint management system.
Between 2007 and 2009, PPSI, the Minnesota Demonstration Project Committee, and the state of Minnesota developed a work plan for each goal. However, following the vetoing of legislation in Minnesota, work was put on hold until Oregon passed its legislation in July 2009. Following the passage of the Oregon legislation, efforts shifted from finalizing the Minnesota work plan to the development of an implementation plan by PaintCare. PaintCare used the PPSI work plan as the foundation of the program implementation plan it submitted to Oregon DEQ for approval.
In addition to forming the basis of the Oregon program implementation plan, the work plan for the Minnesota pilot also led to the development of a set of evaluation questions for the Oregon pilot. The questions developed for the evaluation of the Oregon program are derived from work performed for the Minnesota pilot program.
2.3 Program components
This section provides a brief overview of the major components of the OR program.  (Full documentation of the details of the program appears in PaintCare Oregon Paint Stewardship Pilot Program Plan.
)  Additionally, the components described in this section are also presented in a visual format. Figure 2-1 is an information graphic of the Oregon Paint Stewardship Pilot Program; the information graphic acts like a logic model, depicting program theory—how we assume the program is working.
  The graphic illustrates the key components of the program, the expected linkages between components and highlights the focus of evaluation questions on the relevant parts of the program. For example, evaluation question 4 addresses the impact of the program on consumer behavior, on the graphic you will find a paint “splatter” with the number 4 located on the house labeled “consumers.” An interactive version of the information graphic is available at http://www.paintstewardshipprogram.com. 
2.3.1 Program Administration

PaintCare and the Oregon DEQ are responsible for program administration. PaintCare is the industry non-profit association formed as the PSO by ACA. PaintCare engaged Product Care to develop, implement, and manage the Oregon paint stewardship program. Product Care is a not-for-profit industry-sponsored association that manages product stewardship programs for paint and other household hazardous and special waste, predominantly in Canada. Prior to the start of the program, the PSO was required to submit a program plan for the stewardship pilot, including determination of the recovery fee that would be sufficient to recover, but not exceed, the costs of the program. 

Oregon DEQ is the state agency charged with approving the PSO program plan, including the recovery fee, and responsible for program oversight and enforcement. Oregon’s paint law requires the PSO to pay the Agency a fee for DEQ administrative costs.
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2.3.2 Paint Market

The paint market consists of three main participants: 
· Producers of paint sold in Oregon are obligated under the law to participate in a paint stewardship program.
 This requirement applies to producers that are and are not members of ACA. Currently all producers of paint sold in the state are participating in PaintCare. Program participants are required to register and provide a list of paint brands manufactured. Remittance of recovery fee payments on all architectural paint sold in Oregon is a responsibility of the producer.

· Retailers of paint sold in Oregon are required to collect the recovery fee from consumers at the time of sale. Retailers pay the producer the fee as part of the invoice for the paint offered for sale (i.e., retailers pay the producers). Additionally retailers can volunteer to be collection sites for leftover paint as described in Section 2.3.3.

· Consumers of paint eligible (i.e., architectural paint in 5 gallon containers or less) for the paint management system can be residential purchasers, trade painters, institutions, and businesses.

2.3.3 Paint Management System
Prior to implementation of the pilot program, Oregon residents interested in disposing of their leftover paint relied on the local household waste collection facilities and events. Access to opportunities to drop-off leftover paint was, and is, variable by geographic location—some counties have only a few HHW events per year while other counties have access to permanent collection facilities. Since 1992, residents in the Portland metropolitan area have had access to additional paint recycling and reuse opportunities because Portland Metro has operated a successful latex paint collection program with a recycled paint product produced for sale.

In the Oregon Paint Stewardship Pilot Program, PaintCare has set up vendors to provide for the collection, exchange, transportation, consolidation, and reprocessing of leftover paint. In most counties in Oregon, residents will have access to more convenient drop-off locations and times.

Collection

PaintCare has engaged various facilities and sites to collect leftover paint from consumers. PaintCare will use the following types of “vendor” collection sites:

· Local government HHW collection sites

· Local government HHW events

· Participating paint retailers
· Curbside collection (when provided as part of existing local government recycling services)
· Other participating locations

Oregon’s paint stewardship law requires that the collection system be “convenient and available…in urban and rural areas of the state” (Oregon HB 3037 Section 4, 2(a)). Many areas of Oregon already had infrastructure in place to collect leftover paint and PaintCare worked with municipalities to continue to provide architectural paint collection service. In addition, the program implemented a system of return-to-retail collection sites. These sites were added to the existing infrastructure in order to provide coverage in areas where service did not exist or may not have been convenient. The program may also hold supplemental collection events, particularly when a permanent collection site is unavailable in an area. 
Exchange 

In some locations, the leftover paint collected from consumers is sorted by quality, with better quality containers of paint being placed on display shelving and available to consumers to take and use without cost. This is the preferred use of waste paint from environmental and cost perspectives. 

Transportation

The transportation system moves the collected leftover paint from collection sites on a regular basis to a sort facility before vendor processing and recycling locations. PaintCare contracted with Phillips Service Corp (PSC) to transport latex paint from collection sites (except for Portland Metro sites) to PSC’s sorting facility in Washougal, Washington. Sorted useable paint is transported from there to Portland Metro’s recycled paint facility. PSC also transports any collected oil-based paint to facilities for energy recovery or proper disposal at licensed facilities for the management of hazardous waste. PaintCare has contracted Portland Metro to provide transport services between Metro collection sites and the Metro recycled paint facility, where the sorting step to assess the paint also takes place.

Non-usable latex paint and surplus paint that Portland Metro cannot process due to capacity constraints may be transported to Amazon Environmental Inc. for use in a non-paint products.  It may also be transported to landfills for disposal.
Consolidation

Portland Metro was the selected vendor to consolidate the useable latex paint into recycled paint. At its facility it separates paint by color, blends paint of similar colors, and re-packages used paint for sale.
Reprocessing

Amazon Environmental Inc. reprocesses non-usable waste paint into a cement additive called Processed Latex Pigment (PLP). Several cement companies use PLP as a raw material in place of shale, clay, limestone, and other materials that would need to be mined in order to manufacture cement (Amazon, 2010). 
2.3.4 Education and Outreach
The Oregon law requires the PSO to “provide the consumer with information on available end-of-product-life management options offered through an architectural paint stewardship pilot program” and further “provide for the development and implementation of strategies to reduce the generation of post-consumer architectural paint; and promote the use of post-consumer architectural paint” (Oregon HB 3037, Section 3, and Section 4, 3(b)). The law further requires the PSO to provide educational materials describing the collection opportunities for waste paint and promoting waste prevention, reuse, and recycling. It also must advise consumers about the recovery fee added to the purchase price of all architectural paint sold in the state.

PaintCare hired Bradshaw Advertising to develop and implement a communication strategy, which includes a variety of educational mechanisms, such as:

· Point of sale materials (e.g., signs, container labels, paint calculators) for retailers. Some of these materials will also be provided for distribution at collection sites.
· Website (www.paintcare.org) information for consumers, retailers, producers, and other stakeholders.
· Earth911.com website and 1-800 number (1-800 CLEAN UP) where consumers are given collection locations based on zip code.
· Press releases, interviews, and other items to promote the program with the media and in coordination with DEQ.
· Dedicated mailings to trade painters and other large quantity paint users.
· Other social marketing and promotion tools, such as radio advertising, yellow page listings, and trade show events.
3 Overview of the Evaluation Method
The Oregon pilot program and the product stewardship approach to paint management that it represents is an innovative and new approach to managing leftover paint that involves multiple stakeholders. The Oregon Paint Stewardship Pilot Program plan provided many program details, but given the newness of the program, the Evaluation Team expects that many more of the details will evolve over time as the program itself evolves. Moreover, the program operates in a complex environment: there are multiple influences on consumers’ paint purchasing, recycling and disposal decisions. 

In order to account for the new, innovative, and complex aspects of the Oregon pilot, this evaluation has incorporated aspects of what has become know as developmental evaluation. Developmental evaluation is a new and emerging field of evaluation that involves designing and implementing an evaluation in an area where the program (or solution) changes over time in ways to accommodate a complex environment. In programs where developmental evaluation is applicable, the program is often geared at leaning over time in order to best address problems and design effective solutions. In that sense, it is not an easy matter to identify a problem, craft a solution, design program success metrics, and the track those metrics to gauge success. Thus, the evaluation is “developmental” in the sense that the evaluation itself develops over time to meet the changing needs of program. 

The aspects of developmental evaluation we have included in this evaluation include: 

· Including evaluation and measurement in its design and implementation. Although a preferred approach, including measurement and evaluation into program design is not common. By including measurement and evaluation into program design, the OR pilot program will demonstrate the value of including measurement and evaluation up-front, as well as identify the challenges associated with including these considerations up-front. 

· Using a participatory approach to evaluation. That is, the evaluation is being conducted by and for program participants. The Evaluation Committee, comprised of a broad set of program stakeholders including OR DEQ and PaintCare, directs the evaluation.

This section provides an overview of the evaluation approach. First, we discuss the approach we have used in incorporating evaluation into the design of the program through a four-step process and then relate those steps to the evaluation design (Section 3.1). Next, we discuss the participatory approach to evaluation and how we implement it in this evaluation (Section 3.2). 
3.1 Building measurement and evaluation into program design

Program evaluators have long advocated the consideration of measurement and evaluation in the design of programs. By considering measurement and evaluation up front, managers can collect baseline and other data so that when the time comes to assess program performance, the information they need is at hand.  By integrating measurement and evaluation into program design, managers facilitate more efficient organizational learning and better management of program performance as programs evolve and mature.
The Oregon pilot program integrated measurement and evaluation into program design through a series of steps illustrated in Figure 3-1. 


Note that the process is iterative: the final stage of documentation feeds into program implementation and the program management cycle. In other words, the output of the evaluation informs improved program performance and the refinement of goals and objectives. The Evaluation Committee’s approach can be briefly described as follows:
Describe the program

First the Evaluation Team engaged with the Evaluation Committee to clarify the program’s mission and goals and objectives. The Evaluation Team used that information to develop a preliminary logic model, an illustration of how the program is envisioned to work, that links program activities and outputs to key audiences, and outcomes. For many evaluations, the logic model is sufficient to communicate the theory of how the program is expected to work. Given the broad set of stakeholders involved in this evaluation as well as interested in its results, the Evaluation Committee developed the visual depiction of the program in Figure 2-1. This figure goes beyond a logic model by depicting the flows of paint, rather than just the linkages between program activities and outputs and expected outcomes. Furthermore, it acts as a communication tool that illustrates a simplified manner the way the program is expected to work. An interactive version of the graphic is available online at http://www.paintstewardshipprogram.com. With the online version, one can click various program or evaluation components and get information on those components. For example, clicking on an evaluation question number will provide a pop-up that details the evaluation question.
Develop evaluation questions

Working with the Evaluation Committee, the Evaluation Team developed draft evaluation questions based on the pilot program’s goals and objectives. The questions were designed to account for:
· Context—The story behind the program, the evaluation, and each evaluation question.
· Audiences—Those interested in the evaluation and the answers to each evaluation question. For example, roll-out states are a key audience for an evaluation question about the transferability of the Oregon pilot program. 
· Communication—The means of communicating the answer to each evaluation question to the audiences with an interest in the answer to that question; communication formats may include interim and final reports, facts sheets and web sites.
· Use—The way that each audience may use the answers to each evaluation question. The Oregon legislature may use the answers to several evaluation questions to assess the overall success of the program, while roll-out states may use the answers to customize the design of their own product stewardship programs.
The Evaluation Committee is comprised of a number of members with diverse interests and backgrounds, each with their own ideas of the appropriate questions to ask of the program. The Evaluation Team worked with the committee to identify and prioritize ideas for evaluation questions.  (The process used to arrive at the final evaluation questions is described in detail in Section 4.1.) Table 3-1 lists the final set of evaluation questions for this project, which are discussed in more detail in Section 4.

Develop measures

The Evaluation Team identified a list of data elements that should be measured to answer each evaluation question.  For each measure, the Evaluation Team identified potential data sources, developed collection methods and strategies, identified the tools of analysis, and suggested the strategies for data collection and data management. 

Table 3-1. Final Evaluation Questions
	 1. To what degree was the pilot program, from planning to implementation, a collaborative process? 

· How was the collaborative process viewed by different groups involved in the process?

· What tools and strategies (including communication) were used to foster collaboration and how effective were those tools? 
2. Describe the Paint Stewardship Organization (PSO), including its funding mechanism and infrastructure. 

· What factors contributed to its infrastructure choices? 

· Was the funding mechanism clearly defined, transparent, and complete? 

· What are the lessons learned? 
3. How did education materials and strategies affect consumer awareness and behavior? 

· Which messages were most effective with which target audiences? 

· What materials/strategies were developed and what were the goals and target audience of those materials/strategies? 

· Did other factors besides the program influence consumer behavior and awareness? 

· What are the lessons learned?
4. How has the program affected consumers’ purchasing decisions and management of paint prior to drop-off at paint recycling facilities?

· How did the fee assessment affect consumer behavior?
5. How has the program affected the collection of post-consumer paint in terms of volume, cost, quality, environment, convenience, and infrastructure? 

· What other factors have affected the amount of leftover paint? 

· What are the lessons learned? 

· How has the program affected retailers’ behavior?

· How has the program affected transportation of paint from collection sites to other facilities in terms of volume, environment, and cost?

6. How has the program affected used paint reprocessing, paint recycling, and paint-related energy recovery in terms of volume, infrastructure, and cost?

7. What was the impact of the program on the HHW facilities in terms of the types of paint collected, costs, and the way in which the facilities operate?

8. How cost effective is the program?

9. How was the program designed and implemented to move consumers up the waste hierarchy? 

· With respect to moving customers up the waste hierarchy, what were the program’s obstacles, opportunities, and decisions?

10. How has the market for post-consumer paint been affected by the program? 

· What aspects of the program have had an impact on the market and how? 

· What market and products represent potential opportunities for post-consumer paint products? 

11. Based on the OR experience, what implementation and outcome-related information is required for other states to develop and implement leftover paint management systems?
· To what extent are the performance measurement and evaluation system transferable to other states? 

· What are the best ways to communicate the results of the evaluation?

12. During the program and for each of its primary components, what were the primary external, unexpected and/or unintended influences and consequences?


This approach resulted in a set of measures that are highly specific to one or two of the evaluation questions in design, but that may produce information that is relevant to several questions.  For example, the measures of collaboration between program participants during implementation (Evaluation Question 1) may provide key information on the transferability of the program to other states (Evaluation Question 11) or unexpected results of collaborative work (Evaluation Question 12). Table 5-1 provides a list of measures and how they relate to the evaluation questions. 

The primary sources of data for development of the measures will be program documents and data, interviews and surveys of program participants, and consumer surveys. Section 5 of this document discusses the measures for each evaluation question in detail, including the data sources and analytical tools for each.
Documentation
This report documents the Evaluation Committee’s decisions with respect to evaluation questions, measures, and communication strategies.

Section 6 describes the approach we will use to communicating the interim and final results of the evaluation to various audiences.  The primary formats for reporting the results of the evaluation will be an interim and final report, fact sheets, website and information graphic, and verbal presentations, as summarized in Table 6-2. We will give careful consideration to the interests and needs of the diverse audiences of this evaluation when sharing information about the evaluation process and results.

3.2 Using a Participatory Approach to Evaluation

Integrating evaluation into the design of the Oregon pilot program also makes the evaluation more amenable to a participatory approach. A participatory evaluation can be defined as “a partnership between trained evaluation personnel and practice-based decision makers, organization members with program responsibility or people with a vital interest in the program” (Cousins and Earl, 1992). Working with program designers, personnel, and stakeholders to incorporate evaluation into the program design includes these individuals in the evaluation process from the start.

This approach ensures that the evaluation results are “accessible and important to users and responsive to their needs while maintaining sufficient technical quality” (Cousins and Earl, 1992 p. 399). The evaluation stakeholders are involved in the creation of evaluation questions, data sources, and analysis and this ensures that the findings of the evaluation are open to stakeholders and the public. In other words, stakeholders and the public have access to data that is collected and analyzed by the Committee, as well as the recommendations derived from the analysis, and are free to make their own conclusions about the findings of the analysis.

The participatory approach to evaluation differs from the traditional approach in several ways. According to Cousins and Earl (1992), a participatory evaluation:

· Provides an opportunity for the program participants to contribute to the research process.

· Develops evaluation questions, measures, data collection methods, analysis, and recommendations with active input from stakeholders.

· Makes the evaluation a joint responsibility of the evaluator and the program participants.
The goal of a participatory approach, when compared to a traditional evaluation method, is to encourage participant ownership of their work and the results of the evaluation. This ownership of the results by the program participants fuels organizational learning, decision making, and improvement (Cousins and Whitmore, 1998). Additionally, a participatory approach allows the Evaluation Team to distribute the costs of the evaluation among multiple organizations. Such distribution may improve the quality of the evaluation findings by tapping specialized skills and other resources.

Integrating evaluation into the design of the program provides program participants and stakeholders the opportunity to contribute to every step in this process—from describing the program goals and objectives (See Section 2.2), to developing evaluation questions and measures (See Section 4.1), to collection and analysis of data (See Section 5), and finally, communication of results (See Section 6.2). Not only do stakeholders have an active role in the evaluation process, they also share joint responsibility for evaluation activities. For example, in the Fall of 2010 OR Metro government provided support for PSI to coordinate and schedule Evaluation Committee conference calls.

The primary disadvantage of using a participatory approach to evaluation is an increase in logistical challenges. In a traditional approach, an external, impartial evaluator controls the timeline and method of the evaluation as well as the presentation of the results. In a participatory approach, the evaluator coordinates with a diversity of stakeholders and other participants in the evaluation process, as well as other parties with a direct interest in the evaluation results. Coordination of multiple parties and reconciliation of competing viewpoints can be time-consuming. In an effort to facilitate this participatory process, the Evaluation Committee has asked the EPA’s Evaluation Support Division to lead the evaluation and will rely on PSI to convene and facilitate Evaluation Committee meetings.

Consistent with the use of a participatory evaluation approach, the goals of this evaluation include:

· Promoting participant learning about the program. Each participant performs only a part of the overall program. By joining in this evaluation, participants learn how that part contributes to program performance overall.   

· Observing program performance and making recommendations to improve. Since this pilot program is the first of its kind, during the initial year participants will identify ways to enhance system design related to achieving program goals, such as reducing cost or environmental impact or increasing convenience of services. 

· Informing implementation of the program in other states or product stewardships. Lessons learned by the Oregon experience and recommendations to improve program design will be valuable for the implementation of similar paint and other product stewardship programs.

· Contributing to reporting requirements established in Oregon law. The Oregon legislation requires PSO and DEQ to provide specific types of evaluative information as part of the pilot project. There is some direct overlap in the Committee’s evaluation questions and legislative requirements (e.g., evaluation of methods used to disseminate education materials). Other evaluation questions may complement reporting PSO reporting requirements (e.g., what other factors affected the collected volume of paint?).

3.3 Evaluation Design Matrix 

Table 3-1, presents an evaluation design matrix; a table that presents each evaluation question, the measures used to answer the question, and the data sources and analytical methods used to develop the measures. See Section 4 for a detailed discussion of the importance of each question and general approach to answering it, and see Section 5 for a discussion of the measures, data sources and analytical tools.

	Table 3-1. Evaluation Design Matrix

	Evaluation Question
	Key Audiences
	Measures
	Data Sources
	Frequency

	1. To what degree was the pilot program, from planning to implementation, a collaborative process? 
	· EPA
· PSI

· Roll-out states

· Manufacturers and Retailers

· PPSI
	Governance scale based on the questions provided in Table 1 of Thompson, Perry, and Miller (2009)
	Interview or survey of those involved in process
	One-time analysis 

	
	
	Administration scale based on the questions provided in Table 1 of Thompson, Perry, and Miller (2009)
	Interview or survey of those involved in process
	One-time analysis 

	
	
	Autonomy scale based on the questions provided in Table 1 of Thompson, Perry, and Miller (2009)
	Interview or survey of those involved in process
	One-time analysis 

	
	
	Mutuality scale based on the questions provided in Table 1 of Thompson, Perry, and Miller (2009)
	Interview or survey of those involved in process
	One-time analysis 

	
	
	Norms scale based on the questions provided in Table 1 of Thompson, Perry, and Miller (2009)
	Interview or survey of those involved in process
	One-time analysis 

	
	
	Connectedness measures
	Survey of network participants (program organizations)
	Baseline, follow-up at 12-18 months 

	2. Describe the Paint Stewardship Organization (PSO), including its funding mechanism and infrastructure. 
	· OR Legislature

· OR DEQ

· PPSI

· Roll-out states

· PSI

· Retailers

· Product stewardship community
	Narrative of PSO development and operation
	PSO documents; Interviews with OR DEQ staff, PaintCare staff
	Within 6 months of the program start

	
	
	Factors affecting infrastructure choices
	PSO documents; Interviews with OR DEQ staff, PaintCare staff
	Within 6 months of the program start

	
	
	GIS representation of infrastructure in relation to demographic information
	PSO documents; Interviews with OR DEQ staff, PaintCare staff
	Within 6 months of the program start

	
	
	Clarity
	PSO documents; Interviews with OR DEQ staff, PaintCare staff
	Within 6 months of the program start

	
	
	Transparency
	PSO documents; Interviews with OR DEQ staff, PaintCare staff
	Within 6 months of the program start

	
	
	Completeness
	PSO documents; Interviews with OR DEQ staff, PaintCare staff
	Within 6 months of the program start

	3. How did education materials and strategies affect consumer awareness and behavior? 
	· OR DEQ

· OR Legislature

· HHW and other paint collectors

· PPSI

· Roll-out states

· Product stewardship community
	Program awareness
	Consumer surveys, focus groups, or interviews
	Baseline, follow-up at 12-18 months 

	
	
	Program scope awareness
	Consumer surveys, focus groups, or interviews
	Baseline, follow-up at 12-18 months

	
	
	Site location awareness
	Consumer surveys, focus groups, or interviews
	Baseline, follow-up at 12-18 months

	
	
	Improper disposal/handling environmental impact awareness
	Consumer surveys, focus groups, or interviews
	Baseline, follow-up at 12-18 months

	
	
	Consumer use of best practices for purchasing paint (percentage)
	Consumer surveys, focus groups, or interviews
	Baseline, follow-up at 12-18 months

	
	
	Consumer-reported leftover paint—Amount
	Consumer surveys, focus groups, or interviews
	Baseline, follow-up at 12-18 months

	
	
	Consumer use of leftover paint
	Consumer surveys, focus groups, or interviews
	Baseline, follow-up at 12-18 months

	
	
	Disposal practices
	Consumer surveys, focus groups, or interviews
	Baseline, follow-up at 12-18 months

	
	
	Storage practices
	Consumer surveys, focus groups, or interviews
	Baseline, follow-up at 12-18 months

	
	
	Recycling practices
	Consumer surveys, focus groups, or interviews
	Baseline, follow-up at 12-18 months

	
	
	Awareness of pilot program education and outreach messages.
	Consumer surveys, focus groups, or interviews
	Baseline, follow-up at 12-18 months

	4. How has the program affected consumers’ purchasing decisions and management of paint prior to drop-off at paint recycling facilities?
	· OR DEQ

· Retailers

· Manufacturers

· PPSI

· Roll-out states

· Product stewardship community
	Consumer use of best practices for purchasing paint
	Consumer surveys, focus groups, or interviews
	Baseline, follow-up at 12-18 months

	
	
	Consumer-reported leftover paint—Amount 
	Consumer surveys, focus groups, or interviews
	Baseline, follow-up at 12-18 months

	
	
	Disposal practices
	Consumer surveys, focus groups, or interviews
	Baseline, follow-up at 12-18 months

	
	
	Storage practices
	Consumer surveys, focus groups, or interviews
	Baseline, follow-up at 12-18 months 

	
	
	Recycling practices
	Consumer surveys, focus groups, or interviews
	Baseline, follow-up at 12-18 months

	
	
	Fee awareness
	Consumer surveys, focus groups, or interviews
	Baseline, follow-up at 12-18 months

	
	
	Behavioral reaction to fee
	Consumer surveys, focus groups, or interviews
	Baseline, follow-up at 12-18 months

	5. How has the program affected the collection of post-consumer paint in terms of volume, cost, quality, environment, convenience, and infrastructure? 
	· PPSI

· OR DEQ

· OR Legislature

· Roll-out states

· Retailers

· Product stewardship community
	Gallons collected
	Data collected and tracked by the program 
	Baseline, monthly

	
	
	Containers collected
	Data collected and tracked by the program 
	Baseline, monthly

	
	
	Cost per gallon
	Data collected and tracked by the program 
	Annually or more frequently if possible.

	
	
	Reductions in amounts of paint that could impact the environment
	Data collected and tracked by the program 
	Based on the volume measures being collected.

	
	
	Average distance traveled to drop-off point.
	Surveys or anecdotal evidence at drop-off locations to ask about distance traveled.
	Baseline, follow-up 

	
	
	Total number of hours open
	Data collected and tracked by the program 
	Annually or more frequently if possible.

	
	
	Average distance to drop-off locations
	Data collected and tracked by the program 
	Annually or more frequently if possible.

	
	
	Number of permanent collection sites
	Data collected and tracked by the program and OR DEQ prior to program
	Annually or more frequently if possible.

	
	
	Number of periodic collection opportunities
	Data collected and tracked by the program and OR DEQ prior to program
	Annually or more frequently if possible.

	
	
	Number of sites offering paint exchange
	Data collected and tracked by the program 
	Annually or more frequently if possible.

	
	
	Population served by curbside recycling for paint
	Data collected and tracked by the program 
	Annually or more frequently if possible.

	
	
	Changes in retailers’ practices
	Interviews with retailers
	Collected after the program has run for some time.

	
	
	Gallons per trip
	Data collected and tracked by the program 
	Annually or more frequently if possible.

	
	
	Miles per trip
	Data collected and tracked by the program 
	Annually or more frequently if possible.

	
	
	Transportation cost per gallon transported.
	Data collected and tracked by the program 
	Annually or more frequently if possible.

	6. How has the program affected used paint reprocessing, paint recycling, and paint-related energy recovery in terms of volume, infrastructure, and cost?
	· PPSI

· OR DEQ

· OR Legislature

· Roll-out states

· Retailers

· Product stewardship community
	Volume of latex paint exchanged.
	Data collected and tracked by the program 
	Baseline. Annually or more frequently if possible. 

	
	
	Volume of latex paint recycled into paint products.
	Data collected and tracked by the program 
	Baseline. Annually or more frequently if possible. 

	
	
	Volume of latex paint recycled into non-paint products.
	Data collected and tracked by the program 
	Baseline. Annually or more frequently if possible. 

	
	
	Volume of latex paint appropriately disposed in landfill.
	Data collected and tracked by the program 
	Baseline. Annually or more frequently if possible. 

	
	
	Volume of oil paint exchanged.
	Data collected and tracked by the program 
	Baseline. Annually or more frequently if possible. 

	
	
	Volume of oil paint recycled into paint products.
	Data collected and tracked by the program 
	Baseline. Annually or more frequently if possible. 

	
	
	Volume of oil paint appropriately disposed in landfill.
	Data collected and tracked by the program 
	Baseline. Annually or more frequently if possible. 

	
	
	Number of facilities capable of performing each type of management method.
	To be determined.
	Baseline. Annually or more frequently if possible. 

	
	
	Capacity of facilities performing each type of management method.
	To be determined.
	Baseline. Annually or more frequently if possible. 

	
	
	Processing cost per gallon for each management method.
	To be determined.
	Baseline. Annually or more frequently if possible. 

	7. What was the impact of the program on the HHW facilities in terms of the types of paint collected, costs, and the way in which the facilities operate?
	· PPSI

· Roll-out states

· OR local governments
	Gallons of different types of paint collected at HHW facilities.
	Data collected and tracked by the program 
	Annually or more frequently if possible.

	
	4 
	Changes in the amounts of or capacities for other products by HHW
	Interviews with HHW facilities
	Annually or more frequently if possible.

	
	· 
	Cost for HHW facilities to take in and process paint.
	Interviews with HHW facilities
	Annually or more frequently if possible.

	
	
	Cost of managing other products.
	Interviews with HHW facilities
	Annually or more frequently if possible.

	8. How cost effective is the program?
	· PPSI

· OR DEQ

· Roll-out states

· Product stewardship community
	Cost per gallon collected at drop-off facilities 
	Data collected and tracked by the program and participants
	Annually or more frequently if possible.

	
	
	Cost per gallon exchanged, recycled, or used for energy
	Data collected and tracked by the program and participants
	Annually or more frequently if possible.

	
	
	Total program cost per gallon collected
	Data collected and tracked by the program and participants
	Annually or more frequently if possible.

	9. How was the program designed and implemented to move consumers up the waste hierarchy? 
	· PPSI

· Roll-out states

· EPA

· Retailers

· Product stewardship community
	Evaluation Committee assessment of hierarchy attainment.
	Program materials and interviews with program staff
	Collected after the program has run for some time.

	
	
	Amounts of paint processed in the program that fall into each category.
	Data collected and tracked by the program and participants
	Collected after the program has run for some time.

	10. How has the market for post-consumer paint been affected by the program? 
	· PPSI

· Retailers

· Manufacturers
	Different products offered
	Interviews with OR DEQ, PaintCare, HHW programs
	Annual.

	
	
	Number of facilities (outlets) offering post-consumer paint.
	Interviews with OR DEQ, PaintCare, HHW programs
	Annual.

	
	
	Total sales (dollars) of post-consumer paint products.
	Interviews with OR DEQ, PaintCare, HHW programs
	Annual.

	
	
	Total amount of paint distributed for re-use from HHW sites
	Interviews with OR DEQ, PaintCare, HHW programs
	Annual.

	11. Based on the OR experience, what implementation and outcome-related information is required for other states to develop and implement leftover paint management systems?
	· PPSI

· Roll-out states

· EPA
· PSI

· Product stewardship community
	Description of implementation and outcome-related information that are required for states 
	Interviews with program staff. Qualitative assessment by Evaluation Team.
	Within 12 months of program implementation.

	
	
	Transferability to other states
	Interviews with program staff. Qualitative assessment by Evaluation Team.
	Within 12 months of program implementation.

	
	
	Best ways to communicate results of the evaluation
	Interviews with program staff. Qualitative assessment by Evaluation Team.
	Within 12 months of program implementation.

	12. During the program and for each of its primary components, what were the primary external, unexpected and/or unintended influences and consequences?
	· PSI 

· Roll-out states

· Product stewardship community
	Lists of external influences and outcomes
	Interviews, all available data
	Collected after the program has run for some time.


5 Evaluation Questions

This section describes the process used by the Evaluation Committee to develop, prioritize, and refine the evaluation questions for this evaluation followed by a detailed discussion of each question. The discussion includes a description of the importance of each question and the general analytical approach that will be used to answer the question. See Appendix A for a more detailed discussion of this process, plus an illustration of the link between program goals, draft evaluation questions and final evaluation questions.
5.1 Question Development, Prioritization, and Refinement
In 2008, EPA and other interested individuals of PPSI developed a list of draft evaluation questions that corresponded to the goals presented in the Minnesota Demonstration Project Work Plan (See Appendix B). With the passage of the Oregon legislation in the Fall of 2009, the Oregon Evaluation Committee began discussion of the draft evaluation questions with respect to the PPSI work plan goals. During the fall of 2009, the Committee identified example measures, data needs, and collection methods for the draft evaluation questions. Following a December 2009 meeting in Portland, Oregon to update Oregon stakeholders on the progress of the pilot program, the Evaluation Committee also held a meeting and presented the resulting 27 evaluation questions developed during the fall. 

During the December 2009 PPSI meeting, the Committee realized that due to the quickly moving timetable following the passage of legislation in Oregon and available resources it was necessary to prioritize evaluation questions so that the most important questions receive the greatest attention. The Committee implemented a prioritization strategy using three criteria to focus discussion of the original 27 questions. The three criteria were: voting by the evaluation committee, legislative requirements, and evaluation completeness.
The results of the prioritization strategy were presented to the Evaluation Committee and were further refined by the Evaluation Team (Keene et al., 2010). During the refinement process, none of the original questions were eliminated; rather, the process supported an iterative grouping of questions to result in a shorter overall list. Table 3-1, in Section 3.3 presents the final list of evaluation questions. Each question is discussed in detail in the following section.
5.2 Discussion of Evaluation Questions: Importance and Approach
This section provides a detailed description of the importance of each evaluation question and the approach that will be used to answer the question. The measures and data sources for each question are discussed in detail in Section 5.
5.2.1 Collaboration 
The first goal identified in the PPSI work plan is to implement the pilot program as a collaborative and cooperative process. This question assesses the degree to which the pilot was collaborative and cooperative from the perspectives of various stakeholders.

 The Evaluation Committee is interested in collaboration because it may offer a model of governance that EPA, states, and product stewardship initiatives can use to complement and supplement more traditional approaches to achieving environmental and human health policy objectives. A complete answer to this question will also involve describing the PPSI process (when and why it started, how it evolved, key tensions along the way and the extent to which these were addressed) and will provide information on what different stakeholders thought of the planning and implementation process. This allows us to tell a “story” of what brought the different stakeholders to the table, the different roles they have assumed, and their perceptions about the degree to which their goals have been achieved. Additionally, the question also identifies and considers the effectiveness of tools and approaches used to achieve collaboration goals.  

This question will be answered through a series of interviews and possibly informal surveys of those involved in the process. The framework used to assess collaboration will be based on the five dimensions of collaboration identified by Thompson, Perry, and Miller (2009).

This question can also be informed through the use of social network analysis (SNA). SNA is a method to assess the connectedness of organizations and individuals. SNA analysis is predicated on the idea that better-connected networks (e.g., the set of organizations involved in the Oregon paint recycling pilot program) are more effective at achieving outcomes. After defining how a network should be connected, SNA can be used to assess the extent to which the network has achieved that connectivity. 

5.2.2 Paint Stewardship Organization (PSO) 
A key element of the Oregon Pilot Program is the formation of PaintCare, the PSO charged with implementing the paint management system. This question will provide information on how the PSO was formulated and funded and how it functioned. Its design and lessons learned will be valuable for making adjustments in Oregon to improve the program and to other states rolling out similar programs.

We will answer this question through review of PSO documents and interviews with OR DEQ staff and PaintCare staff. Describing the PSO, assessing infrastructure choices, and identifying lessons learned will be accomplished through qualitative approaches (e.g., detailed interviews) along with a GIS analysis that relates infrastructure to Census demographics. 

For assessing clarity, transparency, and completeness of the funding mechanism, definitions will need to be developed for each concept. However, working definitions of these concepts can be operationalized as follows:

· Clarity—The extent to which the funding source for the PSO is clearly defined in implementing legislation, rules, and program documentation. 

· Transparency—The extent to which a member of the public could track how the funding is being used by the PSO.

· Completeness—The extent to which PSO funding covers the expenses for operating the PSO.

The definitions may be explored through the interviews and subsequently refined. Once definitions are in place, the PSO’s structure and functioning can be assessed against those definitions. 

5.2.3 Education and Outreach 
One of the key goals of the Oregon Pilot project is to minimize waste paint and containers generated by paint consumers. Toward that end, one of the first steps PaintCare took to the project was to launch an outreach and education campaign. The purpose of this question is to assess the impact of that campaign on consumer awareness and behavior. The data collected to answer this question will allow for comparison of the effectiveness of different approaches to reaching consumers. Ultimately, program participants can use this information to fine-tune program messages and the education/outreach approaches in Oregon and in other states adopting similar programs.

The June 29, 2010 approved pilot program plan includes an outreach and education component. It states that under that plan the outreach and education materials will focus on seven areas: 

1. Building program awareness among consumers

2. Identifying products that are included in the program

3. Identifying collection site locations

4. Emphasizing the negative environmental impacts of paint that is not managed properly

5. Emphasizing the purchase of the correct amount of paint

6. Promoting the use of leftover paint

7. Promoting recycling and proper disposal of leftover paint

Among the seven focus areas of the education and outreach program, the first four reflect consumer awareness and the final three reflect changes in behavior. These messages will be conveyed to consumers through a number of channels, including:
· Materials provided at the point of sale

· Materials provided at municipal or other collection sites

· The PaintCare website (http://www.paintcare.org)

· A 1-800 number (1-800 CLEANUP)

· Media releases

· Coordination with OR DEQ outreach and education on the program

· Direct mailings to trade painters

· Other social marketing tools and promotions activities

This evaluation question, and Evaluation Question 4 described in the following section, focus on consumer awareness of and response to this education strategy. Answering both questions will require collecting and analyzing data directly from consumers. There are a number of possible sources for these data, including: 

· Bradshaw’s Survey—PaintCare’s contractor Bradshaw conducted a survey of consumers as part of the overall education and outreach program. Due to concerns over survey cost and respondent burden, this survey did not fully address many of the data items of interest for this analysis. Nevertheless, data collected through the Bradshaw survey may provide some information on the measures identified below. Appendix C contains the Bradshaw survey instrument. 

· Alternative survey–A second possibility would be to conduct another survey of a sample of Oregon residents that would collect data that are directly relevant for this question and for Question 4. EPA’s contractor ERG developed a set of questions that would work as a suitable draft instrument for this approach. The draft appears in Appendix D. One drawback of this approach, however, is the cost of implementing the survey on a suitable sample of consumers. At this time, this survey is not slated for implementation.

· Intercept surveys–Another possibility would be to conduct in-person surveys of consumers bringing paint to a sample of drop-off sites. (It may be possible to have this done by site employees, properly trained.) This approach requires development of a short survey instrument and protocol for interviewers to follow when selecting respondents and conducting the interview. This approach is likely less costly than the alternative survey; however, it cannot be used to collect data on items such as awareness because consumers dropping off paint are already aware of the program.

· Focus groups and/or interviews–Conduct a focus group or set of interviews with consumers and stakeholders such as drop-off facility managers. This alternative is likely less costly and less logistically difficult than the previous two; however, this approach could fall under OMB guidelines on information collections or would be limited to 9 or fewer participants.

· Anecdotal information–Collect anecdotal evidence of consumer awareness and behavior change during interviews with facility managers and other similar staff. This alternative is likely the least costly but is also considerably less reliable than the other methods. Data collected under this approach will be highly specific to the interviewees selected and would not be generalizable. On the other hand, this approach may complement other methods, such as a survey, by providing rich, contextual information that is difficult to obtain through a standardized survey instrument.
Appendix E provides an analysis of the advantages and disadvantages of each potential data source.

The approaches described above address the main evaluation question and the first bulleted sub-question. To address the final three sub-bullets, a more qualitative approach will be taken:

· What materials/strategies were developed and what were the goals and target audience of those materials/strategies? –To answer this question, a process analysis will be performed that involves reviewing the goals for each audience through review of project documents and interviews with PaintCare and Bradshaw.

· Did other factors besides the program influence consumer behavior and awareness? –This question will be answered through a qualitative assessment of the results of the survey, as well as interviews with PaintCare and Bradshaw. Additionally, it may be possible to ask questions in the survey that address this question.

· What are the lessons learned? –This question will be addressed through interviews with OR DEQ, PaintCare, and Bradshaw.

5.2.4 Consumer Purchasing Decisions

One goal of the program is help consumers purchase only the amount of paint they need and consequently reduce the amount of leftover paint. This question addresses the program’s on consumer behavior related to purchasing and managing paint.

Additionally, the program will attempt to improve the ways in which consumers manage their leftover paint. The program will provide consumers with information on proper storage practices (e.g., not allowing leftover paint to freeze), encourage consumers to bring leftover paint to recycling facilities (rather than storing it), and educate consumers on the environmental consequences of improper disposal of leftover paint.

Another key aspect of the program is the application of a fee to the consumer purchase price of paint in order to fund the program. This question will address the extent to which that fee influenced consumer paint purchasing behavior.

As described in section 4.2.3, this question focuses on consumers and would be best answered by a survey or interviews with consumers. Survey questions would need to focus on:

· Purchasing behavior (how consumers decide on how much to buy)

· Handling and storage of paint after projects are completed

· Disposal of leftover paint

· Awareness of the fee charged as part of the program

· Consumers reaction (in terms of amount of paint purchased) to the fee

5.2.5 Collection of Post-Consumer Paint 
Another goal of the Oregon Pilot program is to ensure that the post-consumer paint management system (i.e. collection of leftover paint) is environmentally beneficial, economical, and convenient to consumers. (Question 7 assesses a similar question on local government.) The question provides for the collection of a broad range of information starting with the amounts of paint (and containers) that are dropped off at facilities and including information on cost of running the program, quality of paint that is dropped off, the environmental impacts of the program, convenience for consumers, and infrastructure of the program. This question will also provide information on how the program affected the transportation of paint. Increased levels of transportation could offset some of the environmental benefits of the program. In terms of convenience and infrastructure the program plan has identified a number of goals and has made available some baseline data.

A second part of this question will assess the impact that the program has had on retailers. Conceivably, the program could lead to retailers changing their practice to encourage paint stewardship by consumers. 
This question will be answered through tracking data made available from the program itself. A challenge in this regard will be whether the necessary data will be comparable over time. For example, the measures described in Section 5.1.5 indicate that data for the measures should be collected on an annual basis. However, even if data are collected annually, they need to be collected in a consistent manner over time to ensure comparability from year to year. Without comparability, the data will not be useful for evaluation purposes.

This evaluation will provide only a partial assessment of environmental impacts. As part of PPSI, ACA completed a draft life cycle analysis that examined how different leftover paint management methods impact the environment (e.g., energy consumption, greenhouse gas emissions) (PSI, 2009). A complete assessment of the environmental impact of the program is beyond the scope of this project. However, the data collected under this question can be compared with assumptions made in the modeling the life cycle assessment to facilitate a discussion of likely environmental impacts.

The Evaluation Committee will develop a conceptual model of the program (e.g., a process flow diagram of Oregon paint stewardship) and identify in that model where environmental impacts occur (e.g., improper disposal of paint, transportation). The Evaluation Team will assess changes in environmental impacts where appropriate data to make such comparisons are available.  
5.2.6 Paint Reprocessing, Recycling, and Energy Recovery

An important aspect of assessing product stewardship outcomes is what happens to the materials that are collected under the program. The program plan sets forth the following management options described in Table 4-1 in order of preference for latex paint, oil-based paint, and paint containers. The purpose of this question will be to track the volume, infrastructure, and cost associated with each management method.

	Table 4-1. Hierarchy of Management Options for Post-Consumer Paint Products

	Latex paint
	Oil-based paint
	Paint containers

	· Paint exchange

· Recycling as paint

· Recycling as another product

· Appropriate landfill
	· Paint exchange

· Recycling as paint

· Energy recovery
	· Recycling

· Appropriate landfill


This question will be answered through data obtained from the program itself. As noted above, these data should be collected in a way to ensure comparability over time. In terms of the volumes, the data will be assessed in three ways:

· Total volumes: the total amount of paint (in gallons) or numbers of containers handled through each identified management method. Tracking absolute volumes over time assesses whether the program is processing more paint (or containers) over time.

· Distribution across management methods: the percent distribution of paint volumes or numbers of containers across the management methods. Percent distribution assesses whether percentages of paint are being handled through more-preferred methods are increasing over time.

· Amount of paint processed through each method relative to total sales: the total amount of paint and containers divided by the total sales of paint in a corresponding time period. This comparison assesses changes in amounts processes through each management method compared to a baseline of amounts sold. 
In terms of infrastructure, the pilot plan specifies to some degree where and how processing will take place. In the measures below, we have included the number of facilities and the capacity of those facilities. Those measures will allow for tracking the extent to which paint could be handled through each management method.

5.2.7 Household Waste (HHW) Facilities 

HHW facilities are a key stakeholder in the evaluation and an important part of the infrastructure of the statewide post-consumer paint management system. This question tracks the impact that the program has had on HHW facilities. This question will specifically track the amounts of paint collected by HHW facilities and the costs incurred by those facilities for managing paint and other products. Additionally, the collection of paint at HHW facilities may changes volumes of other materials collected at HHW facilities or their capacity. This question will specifically address those impacts.

This question will be answered through collecting data from HHW facilities on amounts of paint collected and costs associated with collecting paint. Information on other materials (cost, amounts collected and capacity) will also come from HHW facilities; however, those data may be qualitative rather than quantitative. The paint volume data will be the same as the data collected under Evaluation Question 5 (Section 4.2.5).

5.2.8 Cost Effectiveness 

This question measures the cost-effectiveness of the program in terms of the cost per gallon collected. This question specifically addresses the efficiency of the program and will provide key information for other states considering the adoption of paint stewardship programs.

Cost-effectiveness can be assessed through comparing an amount reflecting an outcome (e.g., paint collected) to the costs incurred to achieve that outcome. Questions 5 through 7 all include cost and outcome information. These data will be combined to formulate a cost-effectiveness estimate. 
5.2.9 Waste Hierarchy

A “waste management hierarchy” classifies waste management options according to their desirability.  PPSI considers reducing leftover paint to be the preferred management option, followed by reuse, recycling (including energy recovery), and disposal.  A key goal of the program is to encourage greater reliance on the most preferred strategies in the hierarchy and less reliance on least preferred strategies (i.e. “moving up” the hierarchy). This question assesses how well the program has achieved that goal. Many obstacles stand in the way of waste reduction. Thus, the question also considers the obstacles, opportunities, and decision-making related to moving up the hierarchy. Oregon and other states can use this information to design paint stewardship programs that more efficiently encourage reliance on most preferred management options.

The Evaluation Committee will develop a matrix that categorizes each program component into the four waste hierarchy categories and compiles information on the following: obstacles, opportunities, decisions, and relative emphasis. The matrix may look something like the following:

	Component
	Waste hierarchy category
	Decision made
	Obstacles
	Opportunities
	Relative emphasis

	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	


The Evaluation Committee will explore the degree to which the paint stewardship program emphasizes waste reduction over others as reflected in educational materials, convenience, infrastructure, and performance. The Committee will compare the effectiveness of waste reduction messages to others, resources devoted to waste reduction compared to other management methods, and the number of paint exchanges and volumes exchanged before and after paint stewardship.
5.2.10 Market for Post-Consumer Paint

Exploring means to expand the market for post-consumer paint products is an important element of the pilot program and could support improved management of leftover paint. Ideally, if more consumers used post-consumer paint, then less waste would be generated because less new paint would be purchased (and ultimately need to be disposed). Additionally, leftover paint can be reprocessed into alternative non-paint products such as cement additive.  An increase in businesses using non-paint products produced from post-consumer paint could also reduce the amount of paint flowing into the waste stream. This question assesses the extent to which the program has helped develop a market for post-consumer paint. 
This question will be answered by performing a qualitative assessment of the market by reviewing available information on the post-consumer market for paint in Oregon.

5.2.11 Transferability
This question will provide information for other states that are considering rolling out their own paint stewardship programs and guidance on how to evaluate such programs. The answer to this question should provide a building block for other states that includes information on how to measure and track results and the best ways to communicate them. 
For the most part, the answer to this question will come from data and information collected in answering other questions in this evaluation. In addition, the Evaluation Team will conduct interviews with stakeholders in the evaluation. The interviews will cover different groups of stakeholders and the analysis of interview results will look for differences and similarities across stakeholder groups. 

5.2.12 Unexpected Results 
Not all of the changes in paint management will be driven by the program itself. A number of factors can also influence paint usage and handling by consumers including economic activity and characteristics of the paint market. Some consideration must be given to external influences on consumer behavior. Additionally, programs often have unintended or unforeseen consequences. Documenting these and their implications for program success is an important aspect of any evaluation and will provide useful information for other states. 

The Evaluation Team will answer this question by reviewing the lessons learned from the program through interviews with those involved in program implementation. The interviews will cover the different groups involved in planning and implementation and will extract information related to different stages in the program’s planning and implementation.

6 Measures and Data Sources

This section describes the measures that will be used to answer each evaluation question, focusing on the analytical tools, data sources, and collection and management strategies. Table 5-1 provides a list of the measures for this evaluation and their application to the evaluation questions. (See Section 5.3 for a discussion of an alternate approach to organizing the measures.) Each measure is given a solid circle (●) for the evaluation question(s) it is specifically designed to answer, an empty circle with a horizontal line () for evaluation questions that the measure will be applicable to, and an empty circle (○) for evaluation questions that the measure may potentially generate information for. 

	Table 5-1. Crosswalk of Measures to Evaluation Questions

	Measures
	Evaluation Questions

	
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	6
	7
	8
	9
	10
	11
	12

	Governance scale
	· 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	· 
	· 

	Administration scale
	· 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	· 
	· 

	Autonomy scale
	· 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	· 
	· 

	Mutuality scale
	· 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	· 
	· 

	Norms scale
	· 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	· 
	· 

	Connectedness measures
	· 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	· 
	· 

	Narrative of PSO development and operation
	
	· 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	· 

	Factors affecting infrastructure choices
	
	· 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	· 

	GIS representation of infrastructure in relation to demographic information
	
	· 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	· 
	
	· 
	· 

	Clarity
	
	· 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	· 

	Transparency
	
	· 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	· 

	Completeness
	
	· 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	· 

	Program awareness
	
	
	· 
	
	
	
	
	
	· 
	
	· 
	· 

	Program scope awareness
	
	
	· 
	
	
	
	
	
	· 
	
	· 
	· 

	Site location awareness
	
	
	· 
	
	
	
	
	
	· 
	
	· 
	· 

	Improper disposal/handling environmental impact awareness
	
	
	· 
	
	
	
	
	
	· 
	
	· 
	· 

	Awareness of pilot program education and outreach messages
	
	
	· 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	· 
	· 

	Consumer use of best practices for purchasing paint (percentage)
	
	
	· 
	· 
	
	
	
	
	· 
	
	· 
	· 

	Consumer-reported leftover paint—amount
	
	
	· 
	· 
	
	
	
	
	· 
	
	· 
	· 

	Consumer use of leftover paint
	
	
	· 
	· 
	
	
	
	
	· 
	
	· 
	· 

	Disposal practices
	
	
	· 
	· 
	
	
	
	
	· 
	
	· 
	· 

	Storage practices
	
	
	· 
	· 
	
	
	
	
	· 
	
	· 
	· 

	Recycling practices
	
	
	· 
	· 
	
	
	
	
	· 
	
	· 
	· 

	Fee awareness
	
	
	
	· 
	
	
	
	
	· 
	
	
	· 

	Behavioral reaction to fee
	
	
	
	· 
	
	
	
	
	· 
	
	
	· 

	Number of permanent collection sites
	
	
	
	
	· 
	
	
	
	· 
	
	· 
	· 

	Number of periodic collection opportunities
	
	
	
	
	· 
	
	
	
	· 
	
	· 
	· 

	Number of sites offering paint exchange
	
	
	
	
	· 
	
	
	
	· 
	
	· 
	· 

	Population served by curbside recycling for paint
	
	
	
	
	· 
	
	
	
	· 
	
	· 
	· 

	Total number of hours open
	
	
	
	
	· 
	
	
	
	
	
	· 
	· 

	Average distance to drop-off locations
	
	
	
	
	· 
	
	
	
	
	
	· 
	· 

	Changes in retailers’ practices
	
	
	
	
	· 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	· 

	Gallons collected
	
	
	
	
	· 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	· 

	Containers collected
	
	
	
	
	· 
	
	
	
	
	
	· 
	· 

	Cost per gallon
	
	
	
	
	· 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	· 

	Reductions in amounts of paint that could impact the environment
	
	
	
	
	· 
	
	
	
	
	
	· 
	· 

	Average distance traveled to drop-off point
	
	
	
	
	· 
	
	
	
	
	
	· 
	· 

	Gallons per trip
	
	
	
	
	· 
	
	
	
	
	
	· 
	· 

	Miles per trip
	
	
	
	
	· 
	
	
	
	
	
	· 
	· 

	Transportation cost per gallon transported
	
	
	
	
	· 
	
	
	
	
	
	· 
	· 

	Number of facilities capable of performing each type of management method
	
	
	
	
	
	· 
	
	
	· 
	
	· 
	· 

	Capacity of facilities performing each type of management method
	
	
	
	
	
	· 
	
	
	· 
	
	· 
	· 

	Volume of latex paint exchanged
	
	
	
	
	
	· 
	
	
	
	
	· 
	· 

	Volume of latex paint recycled into paint products
	
	
	
	
	
	· 
	
	
	
	
	· 
	· 

	Volume of latex paint recycled into non-paint products
	
	
	
	
	
	· 
	
	
	
	
	· 
	· 

	Volume of latex paint appropriately disposed in landfill
	
	
	
	
	
	· 
	
	
	
	
	· 
	· 

	Volume of oil paint exchanged
	
	
	
	
	
	· 
	
	
	
	
	· 
	· 

	Volume of oil paint recycled into paint products
	
	
	
	
	
	· 
	
	
	
	
	· 
	· 

	Volume of oil paint appropriately disposed in landfill
	
	
	
	
	
	· 
	
	
	
	
	· 
	· 

	Processing cost per gallon for each management method
	
	
	
	
	
	· 
	
	
	
	
	
	· 

	Gallons of different types of paint collected at HHW facilities
	
	
	
	
	
	
	· 
	
	
	
	· 
	· 

	Changes in the amounts of or capacities for other products by HHW
	
	
	
	
	
	
	· 
	
	
	
	
	· 

	Cost for HHW facilities to take in and process paint
	
	
	
	
	
	
	· 
	
	
	
	
	· 

	Cost of managing other products
	
	
	
	
	
	
	· 
	
	
	
	· 
	· 

	Cost per gallon collected at drop-off facilities 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	· 
	
	
	
	· 

	Cost per gallon exchanged, recycled, or used for energy
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	· 
	
	
	
	· 

	Total program cost per gallon collected
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	· 
	
	
	
	· 

	Evaluation Committee assessment of hierarchy attainment
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	· 
	
	· 
	· 

	Amounts of paint processed in the program that fall into each category
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	· 
	
	· 
	· 

	Different products offered
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	· 
	· 
	· 
	· 

	Number of facilities (outlets) offering post-consumer paint
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	· 
	· 
	· 
	· 

	Total sales (dollars) of post-consumer paint products
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	· 
	· 
	· 
	· 

	Total amount of paint distributed for re-use from HHW sites
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	· 
	· 
	· 

	Description of implementation and outcome-related information that are required for states 
	· 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	· 
	

	Transferability to other states
	· 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	· 
	

	Best ways to communicate results of the evaluation
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	· 
	· 

	Lists of external influences and outcomes
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	· 

	Legend: ● = Measure is designed for the evaluation question. 

= Measure is applicable to the evaluation question.

○ = Measure may potentially generate information for the evaluation question.


6.1 Measures 
6.1.1  Collaboration
There are six measures being proposed for the question dealing with collaboration:

· Governance scale (from Thompson at. al. (2009))

· Administration scale (from Thompson at. al. (2009))

· Autonomy scale (from Thompson at. al. (2009))

· Mutuality scale (from Thompson at. al. (2009))

· Norms scale (from Thompson at. al. (2009))

· Connectedness measure 

Collaboration scales derived from Thompson at. al. (2009): governance, administration, autonomy, mutuality, and norms

The evaluation question on collaboration asks about the degree to which the process used in developing the pilot was a collaborative in nature. Collaboration may be defined as “a process in which autonomous or semi-autonomous actors interact through formal and informal negotiation, jointly creating rules and structures governing their relationships and ways to act or decide on the issues that brought them together; it is a process involving shared norms and mutually beneficial interactions” (Thompson et al, 2009, p.25).  To measure this, we will use a set of five scales developed by Thompsen et. al. (2009). The scales are designed to measure five important dimensions of collaboration:

· Governance: The degree to which there is joint decision-making by the collaborative parties about rules to govern the relationship.

· Administration: The extent to which a structure that moves the collaboration from governance to action exists.

· Organizational autonomy: The extent to which each party to the collaboration retains autonomy in the relationship.

· Mutuality: The extent to which parties to the collaboration experience mutually beneficial interdependencies.

· Norms: The extent to which there is reciprocity and trust between the collaborating parties.

Thompson et. al. (2009) developed these scales through a systematic review of the literature, synthesis of theoretical definitions of collaboration, a series of interviews with organizational directors on collaboration, and detailed case study research (Thompson et al, 2009, p25). They identified a set of 10 to 12 indicators for each dimension and constructed a survey question to measure each indicator; each indicator is phrased as a statement and the survey respondents were asked to rate the extent to which their organizations engage in each behavior. The rating was designed as a scale from 1 “not at all” to 7 “to a great extent.”  Through an iterative analysis of structural equations, Thomson et al identified the most influential indicators for each dimension, resulting in a final list of 17 indicators. As a result, each scale will be measured through aggregated rankings of agreement with 17 indicator statements; the responses will be treated as ordinal data ranging from 1 to 7.

Data for these scales will come from a survey of participants in the development of the pilot project. Responses from each respondent will be stored as a row of data in a spreadsheet of survey results; column headings will be individual question responses such as an ordinal ranking of degree of agreement with an indicator statement. Like any survey, the validity of the results will depend upon sample size (the number of respondents) and response rate. In this case the sample of potential respondents is fairly small (less than 50), so a low response rate would limit the analysis.

The Evaluation Team will analyze the data from these measures through application of basic statistical techniques. For example, an overall measure of “governance” will be developed by averaging the ordinal rankings for each of the indicators for this dimension; in this case, a higher number indicates a higher level of “governance” in collaboration.  After developing an overall measure for each dimension, we can identify the strengths of the collaboration between participants in the pilot development (i.e. a high degree of mutuality) and analyze the overall level of collaboration.  Additionally, we will calculate the dimensions for sub-groups of participants to determine if perceptions of collaboration differed between groups.


Connectedness

Connectedness is a measure (or set of measures) derived from a social network analysis (SNA) of the those involved in developing the pilot program to assess the extent to which the network of people involved in designing the pilot are actively connected to one another. The data for a SNA come from a survey of program participants. The questions in the survey ask about who each respondent interacts with in the group and asks respondents to identify other members of the “network.” The result of a SNA is a data matrix that crosses all of the respondents against one another and rates the strength of the linkage between each person in the network. SNA has developed summary measures for network connectedness. These measures assess of how well each person in a network is connected to all others in the network. Low connectivity networks are less likely to function well in a collaborative context while highly connected ones are more conducive to collaborative efforts. 

6.1.2 Paint Stewardship Organization (PSO)

Evaluation Question 2, discussed in Section 4.2.2, asks “Describe the PSO, including its funding mechanism and infrastructure?” To answer this question, we will focus on the following measures:

· Narrative of PSO development and operation

· Factors affecting infrastructure choices

· GIS representation of infrastructure in relation of demographic information

· Funding Clarity

· Funding Transparency

· Funding Completeness

This section discusses each of these measures and the data sources and analytical tools that will be used to develop them.
PSO development and operation
This evaluation question asks us to describe the PSO, including its funding mechanism and infrastructure. To measure this we will develop a narrative of PSO development and operation based on data collected from PSO documents and interviews with PaintCare and OR DEQ staff.  We will develop interview questionnaires to elicit a description of the development of the PSO, and key characteristics of the organization and its operation. 

The data from the interviews and documents will be analyzed through content and thematic analyses. In a content and/or thematic analysis, qualitative data such as interview transcripts and the text of documents are analyzed for trends in wording and themes. This type of analysis will help us identify the drivers of decisions made by the OR DEQ and PaintCare in developing the program.
Infrastructure choices
This evaluation question also asks what factors contributed to the infrastructure choices of the PSO. To identify the factors we will conduct interviews with PaintCare and OR DEQ staff and collect information from PSO documents. 

The data will be analyzed through content and thematic analysis to generate an initial list of potential factors (see discussion above); this list will be explored and refined through organizational/institutional analysis to account for the influence of organizational structure on individual and collective choices.
GIS representation of infrastructure and demographics
One aspect of this evaluation question is to describe the infrastructure of the PSO; to illustrate the PSO infrastructure and its relationship to important demographic variables we will develop a GIS map.  The data for this map will be drawn from PSO documents, interviews with PaintCare and OR DEQ staff, and publicly available information on OR demographics. There are a few potential limitations of these data sources: the data on different elements may be aggregated differently (i.e. population by county, collection sites by individual location), the data may cover different timeframes, and the information may not be comparable over time. Development of the map will be an iterative process that adds new layers of information as data becomes available; for example, a final version may incorporate volumes of paint collected and consumer awareness (discussed in later sections). 
Funding clarity, transparency, and completeness
This evaluation question asks if the funding mechanism was clearly defined, transparent, and complete. To determine this we will use the following set of measures:

· Clarity. The extent to which the funding source for the PSO is clearly defined in implementing legislation, rules, and program documentation.

· Transparency. The extent to which a member of the public could track how the funding is being used by the PSO.

· Completeness. The extent to which PSO funding covers the expenses for operating the PSO.

These are working definitions of each concept; the definitions will be explored and subsequently refined through interviews with staff of OR DEQ and PaintCare. The data for these measures will be responses to interview questions about the meaning of each of these concepts in the context of a funding mechanism, and the perception of the extent to which the OR pilot program funding mechanism meets each of these definitions. While interviews are an ideal format for exploring definitional issues, the results have limited generalizability and may be skewed toward the perspectives of the interviewees selected. We will attempt to mitigate these issues by selecting interviewees with different organizational backgrounds and perspectives.

The interview data will be analyzed through content and thematic analysis to identify common words and phrases used by interviewees when explaining their understanding of the measures and how well the funding mechanism meets the definitions.  The results of this analysis will be used to refine the definitions of each measure and make a qualitative determination of the extent to which the funding mechanism meets this refined definition.
6.1.3 Education and Outreach

Evaluation Question 3, discussed in Section 4.2.3, asks “How did education materials and strategies affect consumer awareness and behavior?” To answer this question, we will focus on the following measures:

· Program awareness

· Program scope awareness

· Site location awareness

· Improper disposal/handling environmental impact awareness

· Consumer use of best practices for purchasing paint

· Consumer-reported leftover paint 

· Consumer use of leftover paint

· Disposal practices 

· Storage practices 

· Recycling practices 

· Awareness of pilot program education and outreach messages

This section discusses each of these measures and the data sources and analytical tools that will be used to develop them.

Awareness

This evaluation question asks how education materials and strategies affect consumer awareness; to measure this we will use the following:
· Program awareness. Consumer awareness of the OR program for recycling paint.

· Program scope awareness. Consumer awareness of products covered by the program.

· Site location awareness. Consumer awareness of drop-off locations.

· Improper disposal/handling environmental impact awareness. Consumer awareness of the potential negative impacts of improper disposal/handling of leftover paint.

· Awareness of pilot program education and outreach messages. The extent to which consumers are aware of the messages designed and implemented for the pilot program.

The most straightforward approach to developing a measure of awareness is to ask the target audience to provide self-ratings of degrees of awareness on the topic of interest.  The data source for these measures will be consumer surveys; specifically, question items that ask respondents to indicate their level of awareness of the pilot program, covered products, site locations, environmental impact, and outreach and education messages.  

The validity of this data source for development of the measures will depend primarily on sample size and question wording. A survey such as the consumer survey implemented by Bradshaw has a sufficiently large sample size to support development of the measures; however, the survey does not directly ask respondents about environmental impact or specific outreach and education messages.  As a result, we may need to develop those measures from an alternate data source such as another consumer survey, focus groups or interviews. 

The data for each measure will be analyzed through basic quantitative techniques to determine the percent of survey respondents indicating awareness of each topic, the variation between sub-groups of respondents (i.e. Portland Metro area compared to rural counties), and, if follow-up data are available, the change in awareness. For the latter item, we will use statistical hypothesis testing to determine if the follow-up measures of awareness are significantly different from the initial values.
Consumer Practices

The evaluation question also asks how education materials and strategies affected consumer behavior; to answer this question we will use the following measures: 
· Consumer use of best practices for purchasing paint. Percentage of paint consumers that actively used best practices to purchase the correct amount of paint.

· Consumer use of leftover paint. Consumer-reported use of leftover paint.

· Consumer-reported leftover paint. Amount of paint (in gallons) reported by consumers following paint projects. 

· Disposal practices. Consumer reported disposal practices, including amounts of paint disposed in certain ways. 

· Storage practices. Consumer reported storage practices, including amounts of paint stored in certain ways/places. 

· Recycling practices. Consumer reported recycling of paint and amounts reported recycled. 

Similar to the measures of awareness discussed above, these measures will be developed from responses from consumers to survey items on best practices, use of leftover paint, and disposal, storage and recycling practices.  We will apply analytical techniques similar to those discussed above. 
6.1.4 Consumer Purchasing Decisions

Evaluation Question 4, discussed in Section 4.2.4, asks “How has the program affected consumers’ purchasing decisions and management of paint prior to drop-off at paint recycling facilities?” To answer this question, we will focus on the following measures:

· Consumer use of best practices for purchasing paint

· Consumer-reported leftover paint

· Disposal practices

· Storage practices

· Recycling practices 
· Fee awareness

· Behavioral reaction to fee

The first five measures are the same as the ones discussed under Evaluation Question 3, described above, and then incorporated into the analysis under this evaluation question. Under Question 3, the focus will be to relate changes in these measures to outreach and communication messages that consumers were exposed to. Under Question 4, these measures will be used to answer program-level outcomes. 
Fee assessment

This evaluation question asks how the fee assessment affected consumer behavior; in order to answer this question we will use the following measures:
· Fee awareness. Consumer awareness of a fee added to paint to fund the program
· Behavioral reaction to fee. Consumer reported reactions to the fee.

As described in the previous section, these measures may be derived directly from consumer survey responses to a well-worded question, if available. For example, “Fee Awareness” could be calculated as the percent of respondents indicating that they are aware of the fee. Where suitable consumer survey data are not available, we will rely on alternate data sources and apply qualitative analytical tools to generate the measures. As discussed under section 5.1.3, if data from two time periods are available we may calculate the change in the measures and apply statistical hypothesis testing to determine if the program had a statistically significant impact on the measures.

6.1.5 Collection of Post-consumer Paint

Evaluation Question 5, discussed in Section 4.2.5, asks “How has the program affected the collection of post-consumer paint in terms of volume, cost, environment, convenience and infrastructure?” To answer this question, we will focus on the following measures:

· Gallons collected

· Containers collected

· Cost per gallon

· Average distance traveled to drop-off point.

· Total number of hours open

· Average distance to drop-off locations

· Number of permanent collection sites broken out by HHW, retailer, and other

· Number of periodic collection opportunities

· Number of sites offering paint exchange

· Population served by curbside recycling for paint

· Changes in retailers’ practices

· Gallons per trip 

· Miles per trip

· Transportation cost per gallon transported.

This section discusses each of these measures and the data sources and analytical tools that will be used to develop them. Many of the measures – volume, cost, convenience, infrastructure, and transport – will be collected and tracked by the pilot program itself. 
Volume and Cost Measures

This evaluation question asks how the program has affected the collection of post-consumer paint in terms of volume and cost; to answer this we will use the following measures:
· Gallons collected. The number of gallons dropped off at collection sites or collected through curbside programs.

· Containers collected. Total number of paint containers collected at drop-off locations.
· Cost per gallon. Amount of resources expended (labor, materials, amortized fixed assets) per gallon collected. 

These measures will be developed from data tracked by PaintCare and periodically reported to OR DEQ. PaintCare will collect this information regularly from collection sites and store the information in a spreadsheet that will be transmitted to OR DEQ. We expect this data source will be highly reliable due to reporting requirements contained within the OR law; however, it is not clear at what level the data will be aggregated or if the data will be tracked in a manner that is comparable over time.  

We will analyze the data through basic quantitative techniques to convert the raw data into the format of the measure where needed; for example, sum gallons collected per site across all sites to estimate the total gallons collected. If the data are sufficiently detailed, we will also plot the measures graphically to identify trends in collection of post-consumer paint.
Convenience

The evaluation question also asks about the affect of the program on the convenience of post-consumer paint collection.  To answer this part of the question we will use the following measures:
· Average distance traveled to drop-off point. The average number of miles traveled by an individual dropping off paint at a collection site.

· Total number of hours open. The total number of hours that drop-off sites were open for public drop-off.

· Average distance to drop-off locations. The average distance of Oregon residents from drop-off locations.

The first measure will be developed based on consumer-reported information about how far they traveled to drop off paint at a collection site; this information will be collected through intercept surveys or focus groups of consumers.  The key limitation of these data sources is the small sample size; as a result, this measure may have limited generalizability with respect to the population of OR residents.

The next two measures will be developed based on data tracked and reported by the program. The total number of hours open will be calculated by summing the total number of hours open across all collection sites. The average distance to drop-off locations will be estimated through GIS methods that will compare population densities to locations of drop-off points. 

Infrastructure

This evaluation question asks about the impact of the program on the infrastructure for collection of post-consumer paint.  To answer this we will use the following measures:
· Number of permanent collection sites. The total number of permanent collection sites in OR, disaggregated by HHW, retailer, and other sites.

· Number of periodic collection opportunities. The total number of non-permanent collection opportunities.

· Number of sites offering paint exchange. The total number of collection sites that offer paint exchange to consumers.

· Population served by curbside recycling for paint. The total number of OR residents with access to curbside paint recycling.

The key data source for development of these measures will be data tracked and reported by the program; secondary data sources include interviews with PaintCare, OR DEQ, and HHW facility staff.  The data will be analyzed through basic statistical techniques to summarize the data for each measure; if data are available over a longer time frame, we will apply statistically hypothesis testing to determine if the program has resulted in a statistically significant change in the infrastructure measures.
Changes in Retailers’ Practices

This measure tracks the extent to which retailers have changed their business practices in response to the pilot program, and the types of changes. The primary data source for development of this measure will be interviews with retailers about the program. Some retailers may be more or less willing to discuss changes to their business practices; to address this challenge we will develop an interview questionnaire that is sensitive to business concerns and select a sample of retailers that is large enough to provide a wide range of perspectives.  The data will be analyzed through content and thematic analysis to identify recurring themes from the interviews. 
Transportation 


Finally, this evaluation question also asks how the program has affected transportation of paint from collection sites to other facilities.  To address this aspect of the question we will use the following measures:
· Gallons per trip. Total number of gallons transported from a drop-off site to another site divided by the number of trips made. This is a measure of transport efficiency. An alternative is: Total gallons transported from a drop-off site to another site. This alternative measure will be used if data about the number of trips are not available. 
· Miles per trip. Total number of miles per trip to transport paint from drop-off sites to other sites.

· Transportation cost per gallon transported. The total resources expended to transport paint from collection sites to another site per gallon of paint.
The primary data source for development of these measures will be data tracked and reported by the program. We will use basic statistical techniques to summarize the data (i.e. total gallons, number of trips) and then calculate each measure. We will use statistical hypothesis testing to determine if there is a statistically significant difference in the measures from early implementation of the pilot program and when the program has been running for some time.
6.1.6 Paint Reprocessing, Recycling, and Energy Recovery

Evaluation Question 6, discussed in Section 4.2.6, asks “How has the program affected used paint reprocessing, paint recycling, and paint-related energy recovery in terms of volume, infrastructure, and cost?” To answer this question, we will focus on the following measures:

· Volume of latex paint exchanged

· Volume of latex paint recycled into paint products

· Volume of latex paint recycled into non-paint products

· Volume of latex paint appropriately disposed in landfill

· Volume of oil paint exchanged

· Volume of oil paint recycled into paint products

· Volume of oil paint appropriately disposed in landfill

· Number of facilities capable of performing each type of management method

· Capacity of facilities performing each type of management method

· Processing cost per gallon for each management method

This section discusses each of these measures and the data sources and analytical tools that will be used to develop them. Many of the measures for this evaluation question relate to volumes of each paint type processed under each management option and data will be collected and tracked by the pilot program itself. Other measures of interest relating to infrastructure and cost require identification of a data source for the information.
Volume Measures

We will use several measures to track the impact of the program on paint volume processed through paint reprocessing, recycling, and energy recovery.  These measures are:
· Volume of latex paint exchanged

· Volume of latex paint recycled into paint products

· Volume of latex paint recycled into non-paint products

· Volume of latex paint appropriately disposed in landfill

· Volume of oil paint exchanged

· Volume of oil paint recycled into paint products

· Volume of oil paint appropriately disposed in landfill
The primary data source for these measures will be data tracked and reported by the pilot program. The data will be analyzed through basic statistical techniques to summarize the data for each measure. This will include summarizing totals and developing cross-tabulations of the data. If sufficient data exist, we will perform statistical hypothesis tests to determine whether volumes have increased or decreased over time.
Infrastructure

This evaluation question also asks about the impact of the program on the infrastructure for reprocessing, recycling, and energy recovery.  The measures we will use are:
· Number of facilities capable of performing each type of management method

· Capacity of facilities performing each type of management method

As discussed above, the data for development of these measures will come from information tracked and reported by the program. Additionally, we may conduct interviews with PaintCare and OR DEQ staff in order to verify that we have correctly identified the number and capacity of facilities performing each type of management method.  
Processing cost per gallon for each management method.

The impact of the program on cost for each management method will be measured by the processing cost per gallon for each management method. The data source and analytical tools for developing this measure are similar to those discussed above.

6.1.7 Household Waste (HHW) Facilities

Evaluation Question 7, discussed in Section 4.2.7, asks “What was the impact of the program on the HHW facilities in terms of the types of paint collected, costs, and the way in which the facilities operate?” To answer this question, we will focus on the following measures:

· Gallons of different types of paint collected at HHW facilities

· Changes in the amounts of or capacities for other (non-paint) products that are managed by HHW facilities

· Cost for HHW facilities to take in and process paint

· Cost of managing other products

This section discusses each of these measures and the data sources and analytical tools that will be used to develop them. These measures will draw on data collected by the pilot program and information collected from the HHW facilities through interviews. 
Gallons of different types of paint collected at HHW facilities

The data for this measure will be collected as part of the Question 5 measures, but will need to be disaggregated for HHW facilities and then for paint type.  
Changes in the other (non-paint) products managed by HHW facilities

This measure will be developed through interviews with HHW facility staff on the impact of the pilot program on their operations. We will analyze the data through thematic analysis to identify trends in changed non-paint capacity across HHW facilities.
Costs

There are two measures we will use to track HHW costs:
· Cost for HHW facilities to take in and process paint. The total resources expended by HHW facilities to collect and process leftover paint dropped off by consumers.
· Cost of managing other products.  The total resources expended by HHW facilities to manage other non-paint products.
The data for these measures will be collected during interviews with HHW facility staff concerning the impact of the program on their operations. The measures will be averages of reported costs from a sample of HHW facilities. The analysis of the data will need to account for the variations in tracking of cost information across HHW facilities; each facility may track different types of costs or time frames or manage a different blend of non-paint products.  
6.1.8 Cost Effectiveness

Evaluation Question 8, discussed in Section 4.2.8, asks “How cost effective is the program?” To answer this question, we will focus on the following measures:

· Cost per gallon collected at drop-off facilities 

· Cost per gallon exchanged, recycled, or used for energy

· Total program cost per gallon collected

This section discusses each of these measures and the data sources and analytical tools that will be used to develop them. These measures will draw on data collected in support of measures under evaluation questions 5, 6, and 7 (See Sections 5.1.5 – 5.1.7) to track cost effectiveness of the project. 
Cost per gallon collected at drop-off facilities 
This measure includes the costs (dollars, labor, etc) that are incurred by drop-off facilities in collecting paint. This cost-effectiveness estimate represents cost-effectiveness at the entry point for paint into the program. Measuring cost-effectiveness at the entry point is important because if paint cannot be collected cost-effectively, then total program cost-effectiveness will also be poor. That is, entry-point cost-effectiveness is a good indicator of program cost effectiveness.
The data sources for this measure are program data tracked by PaintCare and interviews conducted with HHW facilities. As discussed above, these data may suffer from limitations due to level of aggregation, comparability over time, and incompatible formats. 

 Volume and cost data will be analyzed through basic quantitative approaches to convert the raw data into a format for analysis and to compute the total cost per gallon of paint collected by drop-off facilities.
Cost per gallon exchanged, recycled, or used for energy
This measure tracks the cost-effectiveness of moving collected paint from disposal to non-disposal options and can be compared to the costs of landfilling or incinerating paint from a comparison data source. 
Total program cost per gallon collected
This measure will reflect all costs incurred by the program in managing all paint collected and reflects the total cost efficiency of the program. Additionally, comparing total program cost per gallon to a disposal cost will allow for estimating the incremental cost associated with the additional processing of paint (beyond disposal). Costs for this measure should include all program costs (including disposal costs). When compared to the cost per gallon collected at drop-off facilities, this measure will reflect the cost associated with processing within the management system. The data sources and analytical methods are similar to those described above.
6.1.9 Waste Hierarchy

Evaluation Question 9, discussed in Section 4.2.9, asks “How was the program designed and implemented to move consumers up the waste hierarchy?” To answer this question, we will focus on the following measures:

· Evaluation Committee assessment of hierarchy attainment

· Amounts of paint processed in the program that fall into each category

The impact of efforts to move consumers up the waste hierarchy may not be immediately measureable. As a result, the measures of waste hierarchy attainment will be collected after the project has run for some time. The advantage of this longer timeframe is that the measures can draw on data collected to answer other evaluation questions. This section discusses each of these measures and the data sources and analytical tools that will be used to develop them. 

Evaluation Committee assessment of hierarchy attainment

This measure will take the form of an assessment of the degree to which the pilot program emphasizes waste reduction compared to reuse, recycling, and proper disposal.  The data for this measure will be drawn from all the data sources used in the evaluation. The data will be analyzed through categorization of each program component into a waste hierarchy category based on educational materials, convenience, infrastructure, and performance associated with each component.  The categorization will be organized into a matrix (See Section 4.2.9) to document the categorization and the reasons for the categorization.
Amounts of paint processed in the program that fall into each category

This measure will aggregate volume data collected from the program to determine the volume of paint that can be classified as reduced, reused, recycled, and properly disposed. In order to place volumes into each category, the Evaluation Team will need to determine how the data collected under the program can be categorized based on the hierarchy. This approach will be developed following our interviews with OR DEQ and PaintCare staff and upon reviewing the initial data we are provided from OR DEQ about program performance.

6.1.10 Market for Post-Consumer Paint

Evaluation Question 10, discussed in Section 4.2.10, asks “How has the market for post-consumer paint been affected by the program?” To answer this question, we will focus on the following measures:

· Different products offered

· Number of facilities (outlets) offering post-consumer paint

· Total sales (dollars) of post-consumer paint products

· Total amount of paint distributed for re-use from HHW sites

This section discusses each of these measures and the data sources and analytical tools that will be used to develop them. 

Different products offered, number of facilities offering post-consumer paint, and total sales of post-consumer paint products

These measures will consist of a listing of the post-consumer paint products offered, the facilities that offer them, and the total sales of these products. The data source for these measures will be interviews with staff from OR DEQ, PaintCare, and HHW facilities, as well as data and information maintained by the program on these products. Based on the information collected from the program and OR DEQ, the Evaluation Team will perform additional research into the post-consumer paint products market in Oregon to verify information from the interviews and to collect additional information on these products and markets. This additional research will consist of both web searches and interviews with non-program paint experts in OR. The key limitation of this data source is that interviewees may not be aware of products offered in the market for post-consumer paint. 
Total amount of paint distributed for re-use from HHW sites
Data collected from interviews with HHW facilities and the results of the analysis for Evaluation Question 9 (Section 5.1.9) will be used to develop this measure.
6.1.11 Transferability
Evaluation Question 11, discussed in Section 4.2.11, asks “Based on the OR experience, what implementation and outcome-related information is required for other states to develop and implement leftover paint management systems?” To answer this question, we will focus on the following measures:

· Description of implementation and outcome-related information that are required for states 

· Transferability to other states

· Best ways to communicate results of the evaluation

This section discusses each of these measures and the data sources and analytical tools that will be used to develop them. 

Description of implementation and outcome-related information required for states 
This evaluation question focuses on identifying implementation and outcome-related information that is required for other states implementing a paint stewardship program. This measure will be informed by other data sources and measures developed under the evaluation.   
Transferability to other states
This evaluation question asks about the extent to which the performance measurement and evaluation system is transferable to other states. The Evaluation Team will draw on the analyses under the evaluation questions discussed above and their experience developing and implementing the evaluation approach to make a qualitative assessment of which aspects of the system are transferable to other states.
Best ways to communicate results of the evaluation
This evaluation question also asks about the best ways to communicate the results of the evaluation. The Evaluation Team will draw on the results of the previous analyses and professional judgment to make a qualitative assessment of the best communication formats for each relevant audience. 
6.1.12 Unexpected Results

Evaluation question 12, discussed in Section 4.2.12, asks “During the program and for each of its primary components, what were the primary external, unexpected and/or unintended influences and consequences?” The measures for this question will be lists of external influences and unintended outcomes and their implications for program success. That list will be developed based on information collected through a review of all available data sources, but it is anticipated that interviews will be the primary data source. 

6.2 Data Sources

Throughout section 5.1 we referred to the data sources that will be used to develop the measures. This section provides a more detailed description of each source. The evaluation will draw on a variety of data sources collected through program stakeholders and other available information sources. The primary sources of data are: PSO documents, program data collected and tracked by the PSO, data and reports from OR DEQ, detailed interviews with program stakeholders, and consumer surveys.

6.2.1 PSO Documents and Data
A key source of information for this evaluation will be documents created by PSO staff and data collected and tracked by the program. Key information to collect from the PSO includes:

· PSO roles and responsibilities

· Budget details, including how the funding mechanism works

· Determination of paint management infrastructure

· Educational materials and outreach strategy

· Collection site inventory and description 

· Producer reporting to the PSO; and

· Vendor (e.g., transportation and processing volumes) reporting to the PSO

During implementation of the project, the PSO may also develop documentation such as memos, reports, or fact sheets that may be available for review and to incorporate into the analysis to provide additional context. Interviews with PSO staff will also provide important information for the evaluation (see Section 6.3, below).

The OR law and the PaintCare implementation plan both call for reporting of paint volumes at different points in the process. In particular, volumes of paint flow will be reported at the intake stage (drop-off) and then during the different processing points. Combined with data on paint sales, the evaluation will be able to track volumes of paint flowing through the system and identify changes over time in those flows.

There are likely to be a few limitations associated with these information sources with respect to the evaluation. This type of information may not be comparable over time due to variations in information collection, tracking, and documentation. In particular, if the data are highly aggregated then their usefulness for evaluation is reduced. Additionally, this data source is highly specific to the pilot project in the state of Oregon.  It will be difficult to determine which factors are unique to the program and to the infrastructure in the state of Oregon. Some of these factors will be transferable to other states, and some will not. 
6.2.2 OR DEQ Data and reports
Another key source of data for this evaluation will be reports produced and data collected by OR DEQ staff, particularly related to data prior to the program start. Key information to collect includes: an inventory of collection facilities prior to the program, volumes of paint collected prior to program start, and the distance between collection facilities and processors (if available). Additionally, interviews with OR DEQ staff will provide important information for the evaluation (see Section 6.3, below).
The limitations of this data source are similar to that of PSO documents and data.  Because this information is highly specific to the state of Oregon, careful analysis will be needed to determine which aspects are transferable to programs in other states.
6.2.3 Interviews with Program Stakeholders
In general, interviews provide a rich source of qualitative, contextual information that complements quantitative and descriptive data sources. Interviews with program stakeholders not only provide a key source of data on program planning, implementation, and outcomes but also ensure that the participants in the evaluation process have input on the result of the evaluation. Key interviews would include: PSO staff, OR DEQ staff, ACA staff, HHW facilities, retailers, rollout states, and PSI.

For each set of interviews, the interviewers will identify individuals and schedule interviews, develop a list of interview questions, and document the responses for analysis. While in-person interviews are the preferred approach for collecting this type of information, the geographic dispersal of individuals involved in the project calls for phone interviews or conferences.

There are a few likely limitations of interviews as a data source for the evaluation. A key staff member may not be available for an interview due to scheduling conflicts or turnover or they may not recall certain details about the program. Additionally, due to the qualitative nature of interview data this information should be used primarily for descriptive, documentary, and contextual purposes rather than determination of correlation or causality among different elements of the program.

6.2.4 Consumer Surveys
A key focus of the pilot program is on changing consumer behavior related to paint purchasing and management.  An ideal way to obtain quantitative information on actual changes in consumer behavior stemming from program activities is to conduct a survey of consumers. There are several possible sources of data from consumer surveys:

· Bradshaw Consumer Survey. In late summer 2010, PaintCare’s contractor Bradshaw implemented a concise phone survey of 400 households in Oregon to better understand the level of awareness of paint management methods and attitudes towards the program recovery fee. The survey consists of seven questions related to program awareness, and three demographical questions. A follow-up survey is planned for Fall 2010 or Spring 2011. See Appendix B for survey instrument.
· Alternative Consumer Survey. The professional evaluators developed an alternative survey instrument that targets the measures for evaluation questions 4 and 5 (See Sections 5.2.3 and 5.2.4). This survey could be implemented as a phone survey of households in Oregon, similar to the Bradshaw survey described above The Evaluation Committee is currently exploring options for implementation of this survey. See Appendix C for survey instrument.
· Intercept Surveys. Another approach to collecting information from consumers is to perform an intercept survey of consumers bringing paint to drop-off sites.  This survey would be performed in-person with randomly selected consumers at a sample of drop-off sites across Oregon. The Evaluation Team is currently exploring options for implementation of intercept surveys and would develop an instrument based on the details of implementation.
There are a few limitations with consumer surveys. Namely, surveys obtain very specific information from respondents and the key limitation on that information is the construction of the survey questions. Even with inclusion of “open-ended” questions, there is a limit to the level of detail that respondents can provide. Survey respondents can only answer the questions they are asked, and survey questionnaires may be incomplete or misunderstood by respondents.  Additionally, intercept surveys do not accurately address issues such as awareness because the respondents, selected from program locations, already are aware of the program and its components.

6.3 Conceptual Organization of Measures
Section 5.1 organizes the measures by evaluation question. The measures can also be organized by the aspect of the program that they address. Whereas the measures can provide information for more than one evaluation question, they tend to address only one aspect. The aspects we have identified include:

· Collaboration—Describes the nature and extent of cooperative behavior between program participants.

· Organization and Infrastructure—Details the structure of the program and how this structure was developed.

· Funding—Addresses the funding mechanism and the extent to which it operates as intended.

· Awareness—Identifies and tracks consumer awareness of program components.

· Behavior— Identifies and tracks changes in consumer and program participant behavior in response to program components.

· Volume—Quantifies the volume of paint products flowing through the program.

· Cost—Monetizes the costs of program operation relative to program components.

· Environment—Captures the relative impacts of program components on the environment.

· Transportation—Quantifies the transportation component of the program relative to other components of the program.

· Markets—Describes the impact of the program on the markets for post-consumer paint products.

· Big Picture—Captures high-level conceptual, organizational, policy, economic, and social impacts of the program.

Table 5-13 displays the measures described in Section 5.1, grouped by aspect and then cross-walked to the evaluation questions. 

	Table 5-13. Crosswalk from Measures Organized by Aspect, to Evaluation Question. 

	Aspect
	Measures
	Evaluation Questions

	
	
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	6
	7
	8
	9
	10
	11
	12

	Collaboration
	Governance scale
	· 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	· 
	· 

	
	Administration scale
	· 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	· 
	· 

	
	Autonomy scale
	· 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	· 
	· 

	
	Mutuality scale
	· 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	· 
	· 

	
	Norms scale
	· 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	· 
	· 

	
	Connectedness measures
	· 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	· 
	· 

	Organization and Infrastructure
	Narrative of PSO development and operation
	
	· 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	· 

	
	Factors affecting infrastructure choices
	
	· 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	· 

	
	GIS representation of infrastructure in relation to demographic information
	
	· 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	· 
	
	· 
	· 

	
	Number of permanent collection sites
	
	
	
	
	· 
	
	
	
	· 
	
	· 
	· 

	
	Number of periodic collection opportunities
	
	
	
	
	· 
	
	
	
	· 
	
	· 
	· 

	
	Number of sites offering paint exchange
	
	
	
	
	· 
	
	
	
	· 
	
	· 
	· 

	
	Population served by curbside recycling for paint
	
	
	
	
	· 
	
	
	
	· 
	
	· 
	· 

	
	Total number of hours open
	
	
	
	
	· 
	
	
	
	
	
	· 
	· 

	
	Average distance to drop-off locations
	
	
	
	
	· 
	
	
	
	
	
	· 
	· 

	
	Number of facilities capable of performing each type of management method
	
	
	
	
	
	· 
	
	
	· 
	
	· 
	· 

	
	Capacity of facilities performing each type of management method
	
	
	
	
	
	· 
	
	
	· 
	
	· 
	· 

	Funding
	Clarity
	
	· 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	· 

	
	Transparency
	
	· 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	· 

	
	Completeness
	
	· 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	· 

	Awareness
	Program awareness
	
	
	· 
	
	
	
	
	
	· 
	
	· 
	· 

	
	Program scope awareness
	
	
	· 
	
	
	
	
	
	· 
	
	· 
	· 

	
	Site location awareness
	
	
	· 
	
	
	
	
	
	· 
	
	· 
	· 

	
	Improper disposal/handling environmental impact awareness
	
	
	· 
	
	
	
	
	
	· 
	
	· 
	· 

	
	Fee awareness
	
	
	
	· 
	
	
	
	
	· 
	
	
	· 

	
	Awareness of pilot program education and outreach messages
	
	
	· 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	· 


	Aspect
	Measures
	Evaluation Questions

	
	
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	6
	7
	8
	9
	10
	11
	12

	Behavior
	Consumer use of best practices for purchasing paint (percentage)
	
	
	· 
	· 
	
	
	
	
	· 
	
	· 
	· 

	
	Consumer-reported leftover paint—Amount
	
	
	· 
	· 
	
	
	
	
	· 
	
	· 
	· 

	
	Consumer use of leftover paint
	
	
	· 
	· 
	
	
	
	
	· 
	
	· 
	· 

	
	Disposal practices
	
	
	· 
	· 
	
	
	
	
	· 
	
	· 
	· 

	
	Storage practices
	
	
	· 
	· 
	
	
	
	
	· 
	
	· 
	· 

	
	Recycling practices
	
	
	· 
	· 
	
	
	
	
	· 
	
	· 
	· 

	
	Behavioral reaction to fee
	
	
	
	· 
	
	
	
	
	· 
	
	
	· 

	
	Changes in retailers’ practices
	
	
	
	
	· 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	· 

	Volume
	Gallons collected
	
	
	
	
	· 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	· 

	
	Containers collected
	
	
	
	
	· 
	
	
	
	
	
	· 
	· 

	
	Volume of latex paint exchanged
	
	
	
	
	
	· 
	
	
	
	
	· 
	· 

	
	Volume of latex paint recycled into paint products
	
	
	
	
	
	· 
	
	
	
	
	· 
	· 

	
	Volume of latex paint recycled into non-paint products
	
	
	
	
	
	· 
	
	
	
	
	· 
	· 

	
	Volume of latex paint appropriately disposed in landfill
	
	
	
	
	
	· 
	
	
	
	
	· 
	· 

	
	Volume of oil paint exchanged
	
	
	
	
	
	· 
	
	
	
	
	· 
	· 

	
	Volume of oil paint recycled into paint products
	
	
	
	
	
	· 
	
	
	
	
	· 
	· 

	
	Volume of oil paint appropriately disposed in landfill
	
	
	
	
	
	· 
	
	
	
	
	· 
	· 


	
	Gallons of different types of paint collected at HHW facilities
	
	
	
	
	
	
	· 
	
	
	
	· 
	· 

	
	Changes in the amounts of or capacities for other products by HHW
	
	
	
	
	
	
	· 
	
	
	
	
	· 

	Cost
	Cost per gallon
	
	
	
	
	· 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	· 

	
	Processing cost per gallon for each management method
	
	
	
	
	
	· 
	
	
	
	
	
	· 

	
	Cost for HHW facilities to take in and process paint
	
	
	
	
	
	
	· 
	
	
	
	
	· 

	
	Cost of managing other products
	
	
	
	
	
	
	· 
	
	
	
	· 
	· 

	
	Cost per gallon collected at drop-off facilities 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	· 
	
	
	
	· 

	
	Cost per gallon exchanged, recycled, or used for energy
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	· 
	
	
	
	· 

	
	Total program cost per gallon collected
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	· 
	
	
	
	· 


	Aspect
	Measures
	Evaluation Questions

	
	
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	6
	7
	8
	9
	10
	11
	12

	Environment
	Reductions in amounts of paint that could impact the environment
	
	
	
	
	· 
	
	
	
	
	
	· 
	· 

	
	Average distance traveled to drop-off point
	
	
	
	
	· 
	
	
	
	
	
	· 
	· 

	
	Evaluation Committee assessment of hierarchy attainment
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	· 
	
	· 
	· 

	
	Amounts of paint processed in the program that fall into each category
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	· 
	
	· 
	· 

	Transportation
	Gallons per trip
	
	
	
	
	· 
	
	
	
	
	
	· 
	· 

	
	Miles per trip
	
	
	
	
	· 
	
	
	
	
	
	· 
	· 

	
	Transportation cost per gallon transported
	
	
	
	
	· 
	
	
	
	
	
	· 
	· 

	Markets
	Different products offered
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	· 
	· 
	· 
	· 

	
	Number of facilities (outlets) offering post-consumer paint
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	· 
	· 
	· 
	· 

	
	Total sales (dollars) of post-consumer paint products
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	· 
	· 
	· 
	· 

	
	Total amount of paint distributed for re-use from HHW sites
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	· 
	· 
	· 

	Big Picture
	Description of implementation and outcome-related information that are required for states 
	· 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	· 
	

	
	Transferability to other states
	· 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	· 
	

	
	Best ways to communicate results of the evaluation
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	· 
	· 

	
	Lists of external influences and outcomes
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	· 

	Legend: ● = Measure is designed for the evaluation question. 

= Measure is applicable to the evaluation question.

○ = Measure may potentially generate information for the evaluation question.


7 REporting Results and REcommendations 
The purpose of this section is to describe our approach to communicating the evaluation findings to interested audiences and our strategy to determining how to prioritize results and recommendations for reporting. Section 6.1 describes our analysis of the audiences for the evaluation work, preferable communication formats, and the timeline for communicating the findings. Section 6.2 describes the criteria we will use to determine the level of detail to report in results and the types of recommendations we make, and the role of the Evaluation Committee in reporting the findings.

7.1 Communications and Timeline

Often, the key goal of documentation and communication of evaluation results is to demonstrate project accountability through a clear, transparent presentation of the evaluation findings. However, through communication during and after the evaluation we can accomplish multiple goals beyond that single objective. During the evaluation, Torres et al. (2005) suggest presenting interim results to: 

· Include stakeholders in decision-making about evaluation design and implementation

· Inform stakeholders about upcoming activities, milestones, or events

· Update stakeholders about the overall progress of the evaluation, and

· Communicate interim findings

Furthermore, appropriate communication with stakeholders and other audiences following the evaluation not only conveys the final results but also supports changes or improvements to the program and helps raise awareness and support for the program in a broader audience.

Deliberate consideration of potential audiences, information needs, suitable reporting formats, timing, and purpose of communication will help ensure that the audiences fully benefit from the evaluation findings. 
7.1.1 Audiences and formats

Torres et al. (2005) present a set of questions to aid in identification of a list of audiences for an evaluation. These questions center on identifying which individual or groups: 

· Were mentioned when the rationale for evaluation was established

· Will be asked to provide data

· Should be involved in planning and implementing the evaluation

· Might use the findings for program development or improvement or for making funding or resource decisions

· Might be interested in the findings but are not in a decision-making position relative to the program

· Should know about the evaluation’s findings

Once the potential audiences have been identified, it is helpful to determine the level of interest each audience has in the results of the evaluation. The primary audiences usually include parties that requested, funded and/or participated in implementing the program being evaluated. The secondary audiences are not directly involved with the program but have a strong interest in the findings and could use the findings in some aspect of their work. Finally, the tertiary audiences are interested in being informed about the results but are more distanced from the inner workings of the program.

Based on these criteria, the Evaluation Team identified the audiences for this evaluation; see Table 6-1 below.

	Table 6-1. Audiences of Evaluation for OR Paint Stewardship Pilot Program

	Primary Audience
	Secondary Audience
	Tertiary Audience

	· OR Legislature

· ACA/PaintCare

· PPSI

· Oregon DEQ

· EPA
	· Paint Producers

· Paint Retailers

· HHW Facilities

· Rollout States

· Product Stewardship Community
	· Oregon Residents

· Non-rollout States


Each of these audiences has a different level of interest in the progress and findings of the evaluation, as well as different communication needs. Several members of the primary audience are proficient in the use of evaluation results and will have little difficulty interpreting a detailed final report. On the other hand, HHW facilities staff and Oregon residents interested in better management of leftover paint would likely benefit more from a concise fact sheet or easily navigable web site highlighting key results. 

Similarly, each audience will have a different level of interest in the progress of the evaluation. Most members of the Oregon state legislature will likely have little time to devote to reviewing interim findings, while the paint industry will take interest in the progress of the evaluation and preliminary results.

Table 6-2, summarizes the Evaluation Team’s characterization of likely audiences for the evaluation of the Oregon pilot project. The table includes the level of interest, communication needs, and potential communication formats for each audience.

During the evaluation, the key communication will occur between the Evaluation Team and most of the primary audiences in the form of personal discussions and teleconferences, emails, and interim reports. Secondary audiences will be kept informed through updates to either the PaintCare, OR DEQ, or PSI websites. The information graphic (described in Section 2.3) will incorporate elements such as pop-up boxes and audio files that explain elements of the program and the evaluation.

Following the evaluation, the key format for communicating the results will be the final evaluation report delivered to the primary audiences and posted in electronic format for secondary and tertiary audiences interested in reviewing it. In order to better communicate the results with secondary and tertiary audiences who may have little experience interpreting evaluation results, the Evaluation Team will also prepare a fact sheet and incorporate results into the interactive program figure described above.

	Table 6-2. Characterization of Audiences, Level of Interest and Communication Needs

	Level
	Audience
	Communication

	
	
	During Evaluation
	Format(s)
	After Evaluation
	Format(s)

	Primary
	Oregon Legislature
	--
	--
	Communicate final findings to:

· Show results, demonstrate accountability 

· Support change and improvement
	· Final evaluation report

	Primary
	EPA
	· Include in decision making about evaluation design and implementation

· Inform about specific upcoming evaluation activities

· Keep informed about overall progress

· Communicate interim findings
	· E-mails

· Interim reports

· Personal discussions and teleconferencing
	Communicate final findings to:

· Show results, demonstrate accountability 

· Support change and improvement
	· Final evaluation report

· Verbal presentation

	Primary


	· PaintCare

· PPSI

· OR DEQ
	· Include in decision making about evaluation design and implementation

· Inform about specific upcoming evaluation activities

· Keep informed about overall progress

· Communicate interim findings
	· E-mails

· Interim reports

· Personal discussions and teleconferencing
	Communicate final findings to:

· Show results, demonstrate accountability 

· Support change and improvement
	· Final evaluation report

	Secondary
	· Producers and retailers

· HHW facilities

· Rollout states and product stewardship community at large
	· Inform about specific upcoming evaluation activities

· Keep informed about overall progress
	· Website

· Interactive program figure
	· Inform about program and evaluation to build awareness and/or support

Communicate final findings to:

· Show results, demonstrate accountability 

· Support change and improvement
	· Final evaluation report
· Fact sheet

· Website

· Interactive program figure

	Tertiary
	· Oregon residents

· Non-rollout states
	--
	--
	· Inform about program and evaluation to build awareness and/or support
	· Fact sheet

· Website

· Interactive program figure


7.1.2 Timeline 

Table 6-3 contains a timeline for key events as part of this evaluation effort.

Table 6-3. Timeline for Evaluation Events

	Time Frame
	Event

	August 2010
	First Bradshaw Survey

	Late Fall 2010
	Potential time frame for 2nd Bradshaw Survey

	Fall 2010 – Winter 2010/2011
	Collection and review of PSO documents and OR DEQ reports

	Fall 2010 – Spring 2011
	Collection and tabulation of program data on paint volumes

	Winter/Spring 2010-2011
	Interviews with stakeholders and others

	Spring 2011
	Potential time frame for 2nd Bradshaw Survey

	April 2011-May 2011
	Data analysis and report development

	May 2011
	Final data considered in the draft report.

	June 2011
	EPA Draft Evaluation Report

	June-July 2011
	Evaluation Committee review and assessment of the Draft Report

	July 2011
	EPA Final Evaluation Report

	September 2011
	PSO reports to OR DEQ

	October 2011
	OR DEQ reports to Legislature


7.2 Results and Recommendations

Evaluation work generates large amounts of information about a program, and many of the data sources we will rely on tend to produce richly detailed contextual information about the stages of the program and the people and organizations involved. While all of this information will be documented during data collection, it simply isn’t feasible to report 100 percent of the details. As a result, the Evaluation Committee will develop a strategy to decide which findings and what level of detail to report to which audiences. Key guidelines that will be considered in communicating findings may include:

· Relevance to Evaluation Question(s)—Findings that are directly relevant to answering one or more of the evaluation questions should be given high priority in reporting. As described in Section 5, numerous individuals contributed time to creating the list of evaluation questions based on the goals of the program; it is important to provide them with complete answers to each question.

· Utility to Audience—Researchers in the field of environmental policy may be very interested in detailed findings on waste hierarchy attainment resulting from the pilot program; on the other hand, HHW facility managers in roll-out states may prefer additional detail on the impact of the program on HHW capacity and cost. In more general report formats, such as an interim or final report, it is important to strike a balance between audience interests and level of detail.

· Communication Format—Similar to above, the findings that are reported should suit the communication format. Shorter formats such as fact sheets and information graphics do not have the space for detailed or highly technical results; further, the audiences that will view these shorter formats may not be interested in that level of detail. 

· Strength and Accuracy of Supporting Data—The evaluation draws from a variety of data sources, and each data source has advantages and disadvantages with respect to accuracy and completeness of data. For example, an anecdotal report from a HHW event volunteer may not be as accurate as the median leftover paint recycling method reported by a consumer survey with a statistically representative sample of Oregon residents. Findings with a higher degree of accuracy will be given priority for most reporting formats.

Note that this is not an exclusive list; we may need to consider additional issues and concerns as the evaluation evolves.

Following identification of findings, we will develop recommendations to address issues raised by the answers to the evaluation questions. While we would like to avoid limiting the scope of recommendations, we think it is practical to consider some criteria in the development of recommendations; such as utility, feasibility, expected impact, and cost of implementation. The recommendations will be presented with a range of options for implementation; each of those options will include a rating for each criterion. The ratings will mostly likely be qualitative; for example, a recommendation may be rated as “moderately” costly to implement with a “high” expected impact on the issue it is addressing.

Members of the Evaluation Committee will play an important role throughout this process of developing findings and recommendations and presenting the results via several communication formats. The Committee will be the key reviewer of evaluation findings, providing important feedback based on their technical expertise and participation in the implementation of the program. The Evaluation Team will, to the extent practicable, attempt to incorporate feedback from the Committee into the communication of results and presentation of recommendations. However, due to the diversity of members of the Committee, it is likely that there will be some disagreement among them about what to report, recommend, and leave out. When such disagreement occurs, the Evaluation Team will facilitate a dialogue among the Committee members and, if necessary, implement a prioritization approach such as the one used to refine the evaluation questions (See Section 4).
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Figure 2-1. Information Graphic of the Oregon Paint Stewardship Pilot Program








Evaluation Question 1. To what degree was the pilot program, from planning to implementation, a collaborative process? 


How was the collaborative process viewed by different groups involved in the process?


What tools and strategies (including communication) were used to foster collaboration, and how effective were those tools? 
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Evaluation Question 12. During the program and for each of its primary components, what were the primary external, unexpected and/or unintended influences and consequences?





Evaluation Question 11. Based on the OR experience, what implementation and outcome-related information is required for other states to develop and implement leftover paint management systems?


To what extent are the performance measurement and evaluation system transferable to other states? 


What are the best ways to communicate the results of the evaluation?








Evaluation Question 10. How has the market for post-consumer paint been affected by the program? 


What aspects of the program have had an impact on the market and how? 


What market and products represent potential opportunities for post-consumer paint products? 








Evaluation Question 9. How was the program designed and implemented to move consumers up the waste hierarchy? 


With respect to moving customers up the waste hierarchy, what were the program’s obstacles, opportunities, and decisions?








Evaluation Question 8. How cost effective is the program?





Evaluation Question 7. What was the impact of the program on the HHW facilities in terms of the types of paint collected, costs, and the way in which the facilities operate?





Evaluation Question 6. How has the program affected used paint reprocessing, paint recycling, and paint-related energy recovery in terms of volume, infrastructure, and cost?





Evaluation Question 5. How has the program affected the collection of post-consumer paint in terms of volume, cost, environment, convenience, and infrastructure? 


What other factors have affected the amount of leftover paint? 


How has the program affected transportation of paint from collection sites to other facilities in terms of volume, environment, and cost? 


How has the program affected retailers’ behavior?





Evaluation Question 4. How has the program affected consumers’ purchasing decisions and management of paint prior to drop-off at paint recycling facilities?


How did the fee assessment affect consumer behavior?








Evaluation Question 3. How did education materials and strategies affect consumer awareness and behavior? 


Which messages were most effective with which target audiences? 


What materials/strategies were developed and what were the goals and target audience of those materials/strategies? 


Did other factors besides the program influence consumer behavior and awareness? 


What are the lessons learned?





Evaluation Question 2. Describe the Paint Stewardship Organization (PSO) (PaintCare), including its funding mechanism and infrastructure. 


What factors contributed to its infrastructure choices? 


Was the funding mechanism clearly defined, transparent, and complete? 


What are the lessons learned? 








States Considering Legislation Similar to Oregon’s





California


Connecticut


Iowa


New Jersey*


New Mexico*


New York*


Vermont





* These states have not been participating in PPSI and industry does not support these bills (PSI, 2010).





States Participating in PPSI:





California


Connecticut


Florida


Illinois


Iowa


Massachusetts


Minnesota


North Carolina


Oregon


Vermont


Washington





Figure 3-1. Approach to building evaluation into design of Oregon pilot program











� Prior to 2010, ACA was known as the National Paint and Coatings Association (NPCA).


� Dunn-Edwards Paint and California Department of Resources Recycling and Recovery joined the Committee in December 2009.


� EPA contractors include Eastern Research Group (ERG), Product Stewardship Institute (PSI), and Jennifer Nash.


� Full text of the bill is available at: � HYPERLINK "http://www.leg.state.or.us/09reg/measpdf/hb3000.dir/hb3037.en.pdf" ��http://www.leg.state.or.us/09reg/measpdf/hb3000.dir/hb3037.en.pdf� 


�  For more information on the legislation see OR DEQ’s paint product stewardship webpage at � HYPERLINK "http://www.deq.state.or.us/lq/sw/prodstewardship/paint.htm" ��www.deq.state.or.us/lq/sw/prodstewardship/paint.htm�. 


� The legislation defines this fee as “the amount added to the purchase price of architectural paint sold in [Oregon] necessary to cover the cost of collecting, transporting and processing the post-consumer architectural paint managed through a statewide architectural paint stewardship pilot program.”


� Available at � HYPERLINK "http://www.deq.state.or.us/lq/pubs/docs/sw/PaintProdStewardshipPilotPlan2010June.pdf" ��http://www.deq.state.or.us/lq/pubs/docs/sw/PaintProdStewardshipPilotPlan2010June.pdf�. 


� The numbered elements in Figure 3-1 represent evaluation question discussed in Section 4.


� Producers have the option of developing their own DEQ-approved system.


� A list of PaintCare collection sites is provided at http://productcare.org/Oregon-collection-sites.


� Thompson, Ann Marie, James L. Perry, and Theodore K. Miller, 2009. “Conceptualizing and Measuring Collaboration,” Journal of Public Administration Research and Theory, 19: 23-56.
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