OR Paint Pilot Project Evaluation
Interim Briefing, December 14, 2010
	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? 

	How is the question being answered?
	· Collaboration is being measured using the five dimensions of collaboration framework created by Thompson, Perry, and Miller (2007):

· Governance: The degree to which there is joint decision-making 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 retains autonomy in the relationship.

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

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

· Social network analysis. A method exploring the extent to which the network of people involved are actively connected to one another.

	Who is working on the question?
	· Survey methods students at Duke University in cooperation with Anne Marie Thompson of Indiana University.

	What data sources are available to answer the question?
	· The students at Duke are implementing a web-based survey of program participants designed to measure collaboration.

· The social network analysis would be performed also with a web-based survey instrument.



	What progress has been made in answering the question?
	· The survey has been administered to 419 individuals involved in planning and implementing the program.

· 125 people responded to the survey (30%).

· The data has been analyzed and the final report submitted.  

	What opportunities or obstacles have arisen in answering this question?
	· Analysis associated with the Thomson paper did not work out before the end of class, but it may still happen.  We still incorporated the 5 dimensions of collaboration mentioned above by using t-tests to compare averages among groups.  

· The sample size was too small to make statistical inferences about some of the groups, including non-profits, NGO’s, trade associations, and universities. 


	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? 

	How is the question being answered?
	· Qualitative assessment of data sources

· GIS analysis of infrastructure

	Who is working on the question?
	· Hedrick Strickland (GIS and infrastructure)
· Potentially a Professor at Georgia State University

	What data sources are available to answer the question?
	· PSO documents

· Interviews with OR DEQ staff, PaintCare staff

	What progress has been made in answering the question?
	· Hedrick Strickland’s MP proposal analyzing convenience has been posted online.  The analysis will begin in January.

	What opportunities or obstacles have arisen in answering this question?
	· None identified yet.


	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?

	How is the question being answered?
	· Analysis of consumer awareness survey results

· Other: Process analysis of outreach material development, interviews with OR DEQ, PaintCare, and/or Bradshaw

	Who is working on the question?
	· EPA and ERG

	What data sources are available to answer the question?
	· Bradshaw consumer awareness survey, August 2010

· Interviews with OR DEQ, PaintCare, Bradshaw

· Potential implementation of another consumer awareness survey based on Evaluation Committee’s proposed questions

· ACA has indicated that we may be able to ask some questions to its consumer paint panel (of those that recently purchased paint in Oregon) 

· Could also explore an intercept survey at drop off locations

	What progress has been made in answering the question?
	· Evaluation Committee has reviewed summarized results of Bradshaw consumer awareness survey.

	What opportunities or obstacles have arisen in answering this question?
	· Opportunity: The Evaluation Committee is exploring additional data collections to cover gaps in information unable to be addressed by the Bradshaw survey.
· Obstacle: The Bradshaw consumer survey and the Evaluation Committee survey had different objectives. Therefore a majority of the data needed is not available without another consumer survey.


	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?

	How is the question being answered?
	· Analysis of information on consumer behavior.

	Who is working on the question?
	· EPA and ERG

	What data sources are available to answer the question?
	· Bradshaw consumer awareness survey, August 2010

· Interviews with OR DEQ, PaintCare, Bradshaw 

· Potential implementation of another consumer awareness survey based on Evaluation Committee’s proposed questions

- ACA has indicated that we may be able to ask some questions to its consumer paint panel (of those that recently purchased paint in Oregon) 

- Could also explore an intercept survey at drop off locations

	What progress has been made in answering the question?
	· Evaluation Committee has reviewed summarized results of Bradshaw consumer awareness survey.

	What opportunities or obstacles have arisen in answering this question?
	· Opportunity: The Evaluation Committee is exploring additional data collections to cover gaps in information unable to be addressed by the Bradshaw survey.
· Obstacle: The Bradshaw consumer survey and the Evaluation Committee survey had different objectives. Therefore a majority of the data needed is not available without another consumer survey.


	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?

	How is the question being answered?
	· Analysis of program data.

	Who is working on the question?
	· EPA and ERG

	What data sources are available to answer the question?
	· Data sources for this question are being explored; best option would be data collected by PaintCare.
· Interviews with retailers

	What progress has been made in answering the question?
	· EPA and ERG have initiated discussions with PaintCare and Metro on data availability.
- Exploration on what data related to environment and convenience measures may be available has not been started. 

	What opportunities or obstacles have arisen in answering this question?
	· Obstacle: Unclear how aggregated the data will be from PaintCare. Initial conversations indicated that volume data can be broken down by process (e.g., collected, exchanged, recycled, landfilled), but costs would be aggregated for the entire program.


	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?

	How is the question being answered?
	· Categorize program data such as volume, infrastructure, and cost by paint management method.

	Who is working on the question?
	· EPA and ERG

	What data sources are available to answer the question?
	· Data sources for this question are being explored; best option would be data collected by PaintCare.

	What progress has been made in answering the question?
	· EPA and ERG have initiated discussions with PaintCare and Metro on data availability.

	What opportunities or obstacles have arisen in answering this question?
	· Obstacle: Unclear how aggregated the data will be from PaintCare. Initial conversations indicated that volume data can be broken down by process (e.g., collected, exchanged, recycled, landfilled), but costs would be aggregated for the entire 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?

	How is the question being answered?
	· Analysis of data and information from HHW facilities

	Who is working on the question?
	· EPA and ERG

	What data sources are available to answer the question?
	· Data sources for this question are being explored.
· Interviews with HHW facilities

	What progress has been made in answering the question?
	· None. Next step is to identify two HHW operators willing to help identify what data may be feasible to collect.

	What opportunities or obstacles have arisen in answering this question?
	· Obstacle: As discussed during calls last year, cost in particular will be difficult to collect from HHW facilities because tracking methods vary greatly. 

· Opportunity: Potential support available from local OR PPSI stakeholder participants per response from evaluation presentation at the Feb. 2010 meeting. 


	Evaluation Question 8

	How cost effective is the program?

	How is the question being answered?
	· Comparison of volume of paint (collected, recycled, etc.) to the costs incurred by the program to achieve that outcome.

	Who is working on the question?
	· PaintCare

	What data sources are available to answer the question?
	· Data sources for this question are being explored..

	What progress has been made in answering the question?
	· None other than initial conversations between ACA and EPA/ERG.

	What opportunities or obstacles have arisen in answering this question?
	· Opportunity/Obstacle: Initial response from ACA is that PaintCare will be run in as efficient manner as possible. Unclear at this time if unaggregated data will be made available to the Evaluation Committee.


	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?

	How is the question being answered?
	· Analysis of program components with respect to waste hierarchy categories, obstacles, opportunities and other key elements.

	Who is working on the question?
	· Brielle Kissel, ERG employee, but working on question as part of Tufts graduate degree.

	What data sources are available to answer the question?
	· Interviews with PaintCare and OR DEQ. 

· Review of program materials.

	What progress has been made in answering the question?
	· Question will be answered once the program has run for some time.

	What opportunities or obstacles have arisen in answering this question?
	· None identified yet.


	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

	How is the question being answered?
	· Qualitative assessment of the market for post-consumer paint.

	Who is working on the question?
	· EPA and ERG

	What data sources are available to answer the question?
	· Metro recycled paint sales data.
· Volumes of paint shipped to Amazon for use as cement additive.

· Interviews with PaintCare.

	What progress has been made in answering the question?
	· Initial discussion initiated with Metro.

	What opportunities or obstacles have arisen in answering this question?
	· Obstacle: Need to identify data to determine impact on those local governments that offered “low tech” recycled paint (e.g. free or low cost consolidated paint buckets).

· Opportunity: Need to explore if/how other post-consumer paint products were identified as potential revenue sources for the program.


	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?

	How is the question being answered?
	· Synthesis of data and information collected in answering other evaluation questions.

	Who is working on the question?
	· EPA and ERG

	What data sources are available to answer the question?
	· Interviews with OR DEQ, PaintCare and others involved in program implementation
· Interviews with program stakeholders.

	What progress has been made in answering the question?
	· Question will be answered once the program has run for some time.

	What opportunities or obstacles have arisen in answering this question?
	· None identified yet.


	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?

	How is the question being answered?
	· Review of lists of lessons learned, unexpected or unforeseen consequences and other anecdotes derived from interviews with those involved in program implementation.

	Who is working on the question?
	· EPA and ERG

	What data sources are available to answer the question?
	· Interviews with OR DEQ, PaintCare and others

	What progress has been made in answering the question?
	· Question will be answered once the program has run for some time.

	What opportunities or obstacles have arisen in answering this question?
	· None identified yet.
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