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In developing this evaluation, we will be using a “participatory evaluation” approach. In participatory evaluation, the evaluators and program stakeholders work collaboratively to develop the evaluation plan, implement the plan, and disseminate the results. A key benefit of using a participatory evaluation method is that the evaluation design is better able to address the issues of greatest concern to a wide range of stakeholders. The Evaluation Committee consists of representatives from the paint industry, state and local governments, EPA and its contractor ERG, and the Product Stewardship Institute (PSI). During the fall of 2009, the Committee identified questions that it would like the evaluation to answer. As discussed in the Portland meeting due to our schedule and available resources, we will need to prioritize our evaluation questions and effort so that we ensure that the most important questions receive the greatest attention. EPA, ERG, and PSI’s professional evaluators have suggested a strategy using three criteria to prioritize the 27 questions:

(1) Voting by the Evaluation Committee. As part of the approach to prioritizing the set of evaluation questions, members of the Evaluation Committee were asked to identify their top five questions from the template.
(2) Legislative requirements. The Oregon legislation requires the Paint Stewardship Organization (PSO) to provide specific types of evaluative information as part of the pilot project. Questions that would provide required information should be given high priority. 

(3) Evaluation completeness. Finally, EPA, ERG, and PSI’s professional evaluators are also concerned with ensuring that the resulting evaluation be “complete” and answer all the relevant questions related to (1) and (2) above. Thus additional questions that are logical follow-on questions or precursors to answering priority questions to those under (1) and (2) above should be considered for inclusion in the evaluation.
Table 1 provides the evaluation questions from the December 7, 2009 version of the evaluation template and information related to each of the above factors. Although this exercise will prioritize the questions, resources for performing the evaluation and answering the questions have not been taken into account.
Table 1. Results of Evaluation Question Prioritization Strategy
	Evaluation Questions
	Voting by Committee

	Legislative Requirement
	Evaluation Completeness

	WP Goal 1: “The pilot project is a collaborative and cooperative process.”

	1. To what degree was the pilot project, from planning to implementation, collaborative and cooperative and empowering to participants?
	Med
	-
	-

	2. What tools and strategies were used to foster collaboration?  What tools were helpful/unhelpful?  
	Low
	-
	The answers to this question feeds into #1.

	3. What communications approaches were used in the planning and implementation? How did they contribute to the goals of the pilot project?
	Low
	-
	-

	WP Goal 2: "Establish a PSO which operates under the direction of the paint industry."

	4. What were the PSO's roles and responsibilities?  Do they meet PPSI expectations?
	Med-Low
	-
	The first question will need to be answered to answer #5 to 7.

	5. What is the funding mechanism and how does it work?  Is it clearly defined and replicable in other States?
	Med
	Law requires PSO to provide OR DEQ an evaluation of the operation of the program’s funding mechanism.
	-

	6. Was the PSO budget transparent and complete?
	Low
	Law requires PSO to provide OR DEQ an independent financial audit and description of program costs.
	-

	7. What factors contributed to the PSO's infrastructure choices?
	Med
	Law requires PSO to report to OR DEQ the methods to collect, transport, recycle, & process post-consumer paint.
	-

	WP Goal 3: "Consumers (including paint contractors) generate no or less waste paint and paint containers."

	8. What educational materials were developed, and how were they disseminated?  
	Low
	Law requires PSO to provide OR DEQ sample of educational materials and evaluation of dissemination and effectiveness.
	The answers to these questions feed into #10.

	9. What were the specific aims of education/ outreach materials and strategies with respect to behavior and/or awareness of specific audiences?
	Low
	
	

	10. How did the education materials and strategies affect consumer awareness and behavior? Which messages were most effective with which target audiences?
	High
	
	-

	11. How did the (fee) assessment affect consumer behavior?
	Med
	-
	-

	12. In addition to the OR pilot program, are there other factors in OR that affected the amount of leftover paint generated?
	Low
	-
	This question adds context to the results; We may want to reword so it also provides context to Goal 4 items.

	WP 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, energy recovery, and proper disposal."

	13. Collection:  How has the program affected the collection of post-consumer paint (volume, cost, quality, environment, convenience, and infrastructure)? How does the collection method affect these same issues?
	Very High
	Law requires PSO to report to OR DEQ the methods to collect, transport, recycle, & process post-consumer paint; volume and type of paint collected; volume and method of disposition of the paint.

PSO report needs to include an analysis of the environmental costs and benefits of collecting and recycling latex paint.
	The leftover paint pilot program should be evaluated as a whole system.

	14. Transportation:  How has the program affected paint management transportation?
	Low
	
	

	15. Processing:  How has the program affected paint processing?
	Med-Low
	
	

	16. Recycling:  How has the program affected paint recycling?
	Med-Low
	
	

	17. Energy Recovery and Proper Disposal:  How has the program affected energy recovery and other proper disposal outlets for paint?
	Low
	
	

	18. What was the impact of the paint management program on HHW costs, convenience, and range of products collected?
	High
	-
	-

	19. How cost effective is the program? 
	Med
	-
	Some information to answer will be developed as part of #13 to 17.

	20. 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?
	Med
	-
	-

	WP Goal 5: "Identify cost-effective alternatives for using post-consumer paint products and explore means to expand the markets for products containing post-consumer paint."

	21. How has the program, and individual program components, affected demand for post-consumer paint products?
	Med-High
	-
	-

	22. What markets and products represent potential opportunities for post-consumer paint products?
	Low
	-
	The answer to this question feeds into #21.

	WP Goal 6: "Measure and evaluate the performance of the Pilot 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."

	23. What information is required for new state level implementation of a leftover paint management system?
	Med-Low
	-
	-

	24. What are the alternatives for the design and implementation of the financing mechanism, components of the management system, and education and marketing materials and strategies?   
	Med-Low
	-
	Identifying lessons learned from the OR pilot is an important evaluation aspect for rollout to other states and other product stewardship efforts; Also provides context for #7 and #11.

	25. What is the best way to communicate results and learning from the evaluation to each audience?
	Low
	-
	This is a question can be addressed during interviews conducted to answer other questions.

	26. During the program and for each of its primary components, what were the primary external, unexpected and/or unintended influences and consequences?
	Low
	-
	Identifying lessons learned from the OR pilot is an important evaluation aspect for rollout to other states and other product stewardship efforts.

	27. Are the evaluation methodology and the performance measurement system transferable to other states?
	Low
	-
	Pertinent to the utility (transferability and relevance) of the

evaluation results and learning. Requires minimal up front effort.








� Scale of the committee rankings based on a number of 12 possible votes:		


Very High: 12	High: 9 to 11		Med-High: 6 to 8


Med: 3 to 5	Med-Low: 1 to 2		Low: 0
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