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Glass Background Paper 1: History and Context
April 6, 2026

DEQ convened a 2026 Technical Workgroup on Glass Collection to provide input to DEQ on opportunities to reduce costs for glass producers related to the collection of glass for recycling, and potential impacts of those options. The Technical Workgroup’s charter can be viewed on the 2026 RMA Rulemaking webpage. 
DEQ prepared two background papers to inform and support members of the Technical Workgroup. This first background paper provides history and context for glass recycling in Oregon. It summarizes the history of glass recycling and related policy in Oregon, including prior to the Recycling Modernization Act, and changes resulting from the Recycling Modernization Act. A second background paper summarizes options to reduce costs for glass producers related to the collection of glass for recycling, and information regarding statutory criteria for recycling acceptance lists. 

Glass recycling prior to the Recycling Modernization Act
1970s: Bottle Bill starts up; limited collection of other glass for recycling
Post-consumer glass has been collected for recycling in Oregon since the 1970s. Soda and beer bottles have been subject to Oregon’s bottle bill since its inception in 1971, and in the 1970s, glass was collected at a network of recycling depots in some communities, such as Portland and Eugene. At that time, glass bottles and jars collected through these source-segregated collection programs went directly to the Owens-Illinois glass bottle plant in Northeast Portland. That plant provided revenue to recycling collectors as an incentive to support recycling: originally $40 per ton for all glass, and then for many years a color-differentiated pricing schedule ($40 per ton for clear glass, $20 per ton for brown glass and $5 per ton for green glass). 
1980s-1990s: Expanded statewide recycling; separated collection
Responding to public concerns involving both resource conservation and landfill capacity and impacts, Oregon’s legislature adopted the Opportunity to Recycle (OTR) Act in 1983 and expanded the scope of that Act in 1991. One result was a significant expansion in glass collection across the state. The basic principle of the Opportunity to Recycle Act was that local governments, and the waste industry service providers which they regulate, should make opportunities to separate and recycle “recyclable materials” as convenient as garbage disposal. Statute provided that recyclable materials were any material that passed an “economic test” – if the material could be collected, transported and marketed at a cost lower than the cost to collect, transport and dispose of the material as garbage, it was considered to be a “recyclable material” and subject to the opportunity requirements of the law.
As a practical consequence of these laws, Oregon saw a significant expansion in collection infrastructure for glass. At solid waste disposal sites accepting garbage from the public (including transfer stations), drop-off or depot-style opportunities for glass (and other recyclable materials) were introduced. In many communities, on-route (e.g., “curbside”) collection of glass was also added as a service to customers of on-route garbage collection. 
Initially, on-route collection programs collected each material on a source segregated basis. Primary materials (e.g., glass, newsprint, cardboard, etc.) were separated by the generator and then hand-loaded into separate containers on the truck – and glass was sometimes further sorted by color. 
Early 2000s: Beginning of commingled collection; expanded processing
However, around the early 2000s, faced with rising labor costs and worker injuries, on-route collection systems in Oregon largely transitioned to commingled collection, and later, to roll carts with automated or semi-automated collection. Commingled collection, in turn, necessitated the downstream processing (sorting) of mixed recyclables, and this led to significant expansion in commingled recycling processing facilities, previously known in Oregon as “material recovery facilities” or “MRFs”.
In many parts of the United States, commingled collection included glass mixed with all other accepted materials; this approach was often referred to as “single stream recycling”. However, most collection programs in Oregon did not adopt the “single stream” approach, choosing instead to collect glass separate from all other materials. The reasons for this involved the tendency of glass to break; broken glass is harder to recover in a commingled processing facility, leading to lower yield and less actual recycling at the end market, as well as cross-contamination of other materials (e.g., glass fragments going to paper mills). Indeed, during the 2000s, one of the largest buyers of waste paper from Oregon  actively promoted the message that “glass and paper don’t mix” and repeatedly reported that glass fragments in bales of paper were causing hundreds of thousands – if not millions – of dollars in costs at a single mill as a consequence of down time, equipment damage (glass is abrasive to papermaking machinery), and disposal costs.
Despite this, several communities in Oregon (including portions of Linn, Benton, Hood River, and Jackson counties) operated single-stream programs for several years. A primary reason was that separate collection of glass is expensive, requiring either a separate truck, or a separate, dedicated compartment for glass in the commingled recycling truck. Dedicated compartments (e.g., “dual stream” collection) can pose challenges if compartments are not sized properly, as they increase the potential for collection vehicles to hit capacity prematurely, thereby requiring extra time to leave the route, dump contents, and return.
2000s-2010s: Rising costs; ongoing rural concerns
Additional challenges with glass recycling during the 2000s and 2010s involved increasingly unfavorable economics. Once collectors started mixing different colors of glass together, what had been a revenue stream became a cost (mixed-colored glass typically requires a fee to tip). With a relatively stable and inelastic supply (once established, municipal collection programs became difficult to dial back), and few other buyers of glass in the region, the Owens-Illinois plant and then the Glass to Glass facility in Portland began to demonstrate the characteristics of a monopsony, a market characterized by multiple sellers and a single buyer. Average per-ton fees paid for color-sorted glass in 2026 are very similar to the fees in the 1980s, despite four decades of inflation.  
Particularly at times of high fuel prices, challenging economics frequently led more distant-to-Portland communities (e.g., Deschutes and Coos Counties) to voice their worries about high costs and inadequate compensation, and to question whether glass collection should even still be required, due to glass potentially failing the aforementioned “economic test” for recyclable materials. This challenge illustrated a significant problem with the economic test: materials could fall out of status as a “recyclable material” in one month (due to high fuel prices, for example), only to regain status in the next month. But recycling collection systems, dependent upon both infrastructure and public participation, are not so nimbly changed. As many local governments have discovered, public behavior is not akin to a light switch, especially once recycling behaviors and expectations are normalized and habituated. 
Economic challenges for distant-to-Portland programs also led to creative proposals for alternative end markets. Chief among these was the idea of using post-consumer glass as a base layer for the construction of temporary roads inside the footprint of operating landfills. After months of public debate, DEQ in 2004 adopted an internal management directive allowing glass used in that way to still count as “recycling” for purposes of recovery rate calculations and OTR compliance, if certain conditions were met. The use of glass in this application reduced transportation-related costs for communities far from Portland, and the glass was arguably displacing a virgin feedstock (gravel), but the idea that a material could be “recycled” by placing into the working area of a landfill (where it would subsequently be buried under garbage) struck some recycling advocates as objectionable. 
2010s-2020s: Changes to end markets; a life-cycle approach
The 2010s and 2020s also saw changes in end markets for glass. In 2013, a joint venture between Owens-Illinois and eCullet lead to the opening of the Glass to Glass facility in Portland. This glass beneficiation facility was designed to better remove contamination in post-consumer collected glass while improving yield. Glass to Glass was originally intended to feed the Owens-Illinois glass furnaces in Northeast Portland. But emerging concerns involving air toxics at that site and environmental justice impacts on the surrounding neighborhood led to a series of investigations, fines and enforcement actions by the US EPA and Oregon DEQ. 
The Owens facility in Portland closed in 2025, citing a need to reduce redundancy in production capacity.  Since that closure Glass to Glass has been marketing Oregon-sourced glass, from both bottle bill and opportunity to recycle collections, to other Owens-Illinois and non-OI bottling plants in the US. The Glass to Glass facility remains open.
In 2012 Oregon DEQ proposed an update to the state’s solid waste management plan, the 2050 Vision and Framework for Action. Adopted by the state’s Environmental Quality Commission and then memorialized by the Legislature in 2015 and 2021, the 2050 Vision proposed a major reformulation of recycling policy. Under the 2050 Vision, recycling was reoriented as a means to achieving a higher-order goal: a future where all Oregonians produce and use materials responsibly – conserving resources, protecting the environment and enhancing wellbeing. This approach is contrasted to the policy approach in some other states, where recycling is promoted primarily as a means to divert materials from landfill, or advanced “for the sake of recycling”. As a practical matter, one consequence of this policy shift was to acknowledge that not all recycling is the same. In the service of higher-order goals (conserving resources, reducing pollution, etc.), some materials are more important to recycle than others, and some end markets may deliver superior environmental benefits than others. 
These ideas stemmed in part from an effort to more critically examine the environmental impacts of materials and recycling that Oregon DEQ began in the mid-2000s.  As it relates to glass and popular conceptions involving glass (and other packaging materials), three primary outcomes of such assessments stand out. DEQ found:
1. The environmental benefits of recycling glass are relatively modest, especially when compared to other recyclables such as metal and paper. For example, in its report on the state’s Material Recovery Survey for calendar year 2010, DEQ found that container glass contributed 7.9 percent of the tonnage of material recycled (across all material categories) and 5.0 percent of the tonnage of all material recovered (where recovery = recycling + composting + “counting” energy recovery). But the recycling of that glass contributed only 1.0 percent of the energy savings from all recycling, and 1.1 percent of the GHG reductions from waste recovery. 
2. The choice of end markets does matter. Preliminary assessments of the “glass in landfill roadbeds” policy found that on a per-ton basis, recycling of glass back into glass bottles resulted in significantly higher energy savings and GHG reductions when compared to using glass as an aggregate displacement, even after higher transportation impacts are factored in. Despite that finding, recycling glass bottles back to bottles may not be preferable to “downcycling” glass into some other applications. There is little evidence for the popular wisdom surrounding “closed loop” recycling. Put differently, while glass packaging may be “infinitely recyclable”, there may be environmental benefits to recycling glass in pathways where the resulting product cannot be recycled again.[footnoteRef:2] [2:  For a theoretical exploration of this dynamic, see Geyer, Roland & Kuczenski, Brandon & Zink, Trevor. (2015). Common Misconceptions about Recycling. Journal of Industrial Ecology. 20. 10.1111/jiec.12355. For a practical example, see DEQ’s 2022 “Comparative Life Cycle Assessment of Glass Collection and Recycling”, especially the comparison of end market pathways, contained in this document: https://www.oregon.gov/deq/recycling/Documents/GlassResults.pdf.] 

3. “Recyclable” is not always environmentally better. DEQ research published in 2018 found that the popular attribute of “recyclability” does not correlate consistently with environmental benefits, when competing packaging options are evaluated through the lens of life cycle assessment.[footnoteRef:3] This finding was not specific to, or limited to, comparisons of glass packaging vs. other options, but rather challenges the broader perception that since recycling is beneficial, materials that are recyclable are inherently “better” from an environmental perspective. This research does not suggest that glass is a “bad choice” from an environmental perspective. Rather, DEQ’s conclusion is that when considering different materials and formats that may be used in packaging (not limited to glass), the mere fact that one package option is recyclable does not reliably predict or correlate with a lower environmental impact.    [3:  See Vendreis, Jorge & Sauer, Beverly & Hawkins, Troy R. & Allaway, David & Canepa, Peter & Rivin, Jonathan & Mistry, Minal. (2020) The Significance of Environmental Attributes as Indicators of the Life Cycle Environmental Impacts of Packaging and Food Service Ware. Environmental Science & Technology. 54 (9) 5356-5364 as well as a variety of DEQ documents available at: https://www.oregon.gov/deq/mm/production/Pages/Materials-Attributes.aspx.
] 


The Recycling Modernization Act 
National Sword, recycling disruptions and the Recycling Steering Committee
In 2017, China’s National Sword policy threw recycling collection programs across the country, including Oregon, into disarray. Overnight, Oregon lost access to major overseas end markets for fiber and plastics, and the cost of recycling rose dramatically. While local governments and service providers scrambled to make short-term changes, partners in Oregon also called for a longer-term review of policy. 
It became apparent that Oregon’s core recycling policies, adopted largely in the 1980s and early 1990s, had been designed for a world that no longer existed: a world of intensive source segregation, largely reliant on domestic end markets, with no commingling, no processing, limited exports, very few plastics, and minimal contamination. 
In response, DEQ convened a Recycling Steering Committee, comprised of representatives of 15 parties active in recycling in Oregon, and charged it with finding a consensus solution to the challenges made apparent by National Sword. After several years of deliberation, in October 2020 the members of the Recycling Steering Committee found consensus agreement on a framework package of policy changes that became the basis of Senate Bill 582, Oregon’s Plastic Pollution and Recycling Modernization Act (RMA).

Recycling Modernization Act: Major elements
The RMA was heavily debated – and amended – by the Oregon Legislature, which ultimately adopted it in 2021. The Act was signed into law by then Governor Kate Brown on August 6 of that year. The law went into effect on January 1, 2022, with most requirements going into effect July 1, 2025.
Many elements of the RMA relate to glass, including the following major elements:
· Statewide collection lists. The state establishes (through rule, primarily) several statewide collection lists, including:
· A local government recycling acceptance list (materials which local governments must collect for recycling as part of their Opportunity to Recycle requirements).
· A subset of that list, the Uniform Statewide Collection List, which identifies materials that may be collected commingled.
· A PRO recycling acceptance list, identifying materials that the Producer Responsibility Organization (PRO) must provide for depot collection of, or collection through alternative means. 
· Collection and performance standards. For any material on the PRO recycling acceptance list, the PRO is also required to meet convenience standards, collection targets, and performance standards (also established primarily through rule). 
· Responsible end markets. For materials on the PRO recycling list that are collected for recycling, the PRO has sole responsibility to ensure that such materials are recycled at responsible end markets. The PRO also has a responsibility to ensure that such materials are managed in accordance with the policy hierarchy of ORS 459.015(2) (see below), if doing so is practicable. 
· Producer responsibility. “Producers” of all covered products (including glass packaging) are required to join a producer responsibility organization, report volumes of covered products sold into the state, and pay fees. For most products packaged in glass, the obligated producer is the company that manufactures the packaged product (e.g., a winery), not the manufacturer of the glass packaging itself. 
· The PRO sets fees annually in accordance with a fee-setting method described in the PRO’s program plan, which is approved by DEQ.
· The PRO is not allowed to cross-subsidize materials (e.g., glass fees pay for management of glass, not plastic).
· New revenue in the system. PRO fees are used to perform multiple functions, including, but not limited to:
· Reimbursing local governments and service providers for costs (limited by statute) associated with implementing generator-facing programming to reduce contamination.
· Reimbursing local governments and service providers for the cost of transporting glass (and other covered products) collected for recycling if it subsequently travels more than 50 miles to an end market.
· Paying for recycling of materials on the PRO Recycling Acceptance List (including collection).
· Reimbursing commingled recycling processing facilities for the cost of processing and marketing materials on the Uniform Statewide Collection List, and removing and disposing of contaminants.
· Ensuring, where practicable, that certain materials collected for recycling are sent to responsible end markets.
· Paying into an impact reduction fund (beginning in 2026) that DEQ will use to implement programs to reduce the environmental impacts of covered products through means other than recycling (such as reuse, or improved production).
· The Recycling Modernization Act also changed several relevant elements of historic statute. 
1. It changed the definition of “recyclable material” to remove consideration of the “economic test” for any material designated by the EQC to either the local government recycling acceptance list or the PRO recycling acceptance list; such materials are now “recyclable materials” regardless of economic conditions. 
2. It changed the historic policy hierarchy (ORS 459.015(2)) to reflect the principles of the 2050 Vision and to place explicit priority on recycling pathways that deliver superior environmental outcomes, or, when such outcomes are not known, recycling pathways that displace more impactful materials (e.g., silica, cement) over recycling pathways that displace less impactful materials (e.g., gravel). 

2022-2023: Consultation, research, and rulemaking
In 2022 DEQ launched the first administrative rulemaking in support of the Recycling Modernization Act. In the scope of that multi-topic rulemaking was the initial establishment of statewide recycling acceptance lists. ORS 459A.914(3) requires consideration of multiple criteria before adding any material to recycling acceptance lists. 
Consultation on whether and how to accept glass for recycling 
Throughout 2022 and much of 2023, DEQ engaged in numerous conversations and studies intended to consider the potential recycling of a wide variety of materials, and evaluation of those materials against the statutory criteria. This work included six meetings of a Technical Workgroup on Recycling Acceptance Lists and multiple consultations with a Rulemaking Advisory Committee. 
· DEQ issued a Request for Information that sought information about different materials and considerations relative to the statutory criteria in ORS 459A.914(3). The Glass Packaging Institute’s response can be viewed here: https://www.oregon.gov/deq/recycling/Documents/recGlassResponse.pdf. 
· DEQ discussed glass-related issues at several meetings of its 2022 Technical Workgroup on Recycling Acceptance Lists. Agendas, presentation materials and summaries of those meetings can be viewed at this webpage: https://www.oregon.gov/deq/recycling/Pages/Material-Lists.aspx.Glass was specifically featured on the agenda of the fourth meeting (July 19) of the technical workgroup, where DEQ presented preliminary results of a screening-level life cycle assessment of glass recycling. At that meeting, Scott DeFife of the Glass Packaging Institute requested the inclusion of additional scenarios. 
· DEQ also shared and requested feedback on its preliminary evaluation of glass against statutory criteria in ORS 459A.914(3) (see https://www.oregon.gov/deq/recycling/Documents/recWorkEvalTWG071922.pdf).
Research about environmental impacts of glass recycling
DEQ revised the screening-level life cycle assessment of glass and published updated results in December 2022. Key findings of that analysis included the following:
· The end market is critical for realizing the benefits of glass recycling. “Closed loop” recycling is not necessarily better than “open loop”.
· If glass is collected via drop-off sites, the convenience (density) of those sites matters. 
· If users are making special trips to transport glass to drop-off sites, the environmental benefits of recycling glass are smaller. If drop-off sites are conveniently located, so as to minimize extra driving by users, the environmental benefits of recycling glass are higher.
· On-route (curbside) collection appears to be less environmentally desirable than drop-off collection because of the added impacts of on-route collection vehicles, combined with the relatively small benefits of using post-consumer glass to produce new glass products. 
· On-route collection in a dedicated truck likely leads to higher impacts than collection in a combined truck, although these results have higher uncertainty.
· Landfilling can be less impactful than some recycling end markets, particularly if drop-off depots are not conveniently located.
Rulemaking
Following consultations through the Technical Workgroup, public dialog on glass recycling transitioned to a Rulemaking Advisory Committee, which took up the topic of recycling acceptance lists at meetings in November 2022, and January, March and April 2023. 
· In a rule concept published Dec. 28, 2022, DEQ recommended placing glass bottles and jars on the PRO Recycling Acceptance List, while also requiring on-route collection from non-residential generators in the Metro wasteshed. 
· This specific on-route collection mandate was justified due to the analysis indicating a higher environmental benefit resulting from both lower collection impacts per ton of glass collected (bars and restaurants tend to be concentrated in specific areas, as opposed to on-route collection of lower volumes requiring many more stops and truck hours in low-density residential neighborhoods) as well as shorter transport distances to market (the Metro region being home to Glass to Glass and the Owens-Illinois plant).
· The Dec. 28, 2022, rule concept document summarizes the research undertaken into glass and the major considerations that led to DEQ’s rulemaking recommendation. Because the outcomes of DEQ’s recommendation are now being examined, it is important to understand DEQ’s rationale at the time. DEQ strongly encourages members of the current Technical Workgroup on Glass Recycling to review the section on glass on pages seven through 10 of the rule concept. 
· In summary, DEQ’s recommendation was based on the relatively high costs and relatively low environmental benefits of on-route collection of glass. DEQ found it difficult to justify mandating that local governments provide for on-route collection (except in the case of commercial collections in the Metro region), but recognized that local governments might choose to do so for other reasons (such as resident demand). 
· Rather, DEQ mandated an extensive network of depots (via inclusion in the PRO Recycling Acceptance List), with an explicit understanding that in communities that want to continue on-route collection, those communities would be free to do so (on a voluntary basis), and might negotiate with the PRO to receive a subsidy in an amount equal to (or less than) what the PRO would otherwise need to pay to meet convenience standards for depot collection. 
· DEQ also considered a separate “whole system” analysis of recycling scenarios undertaken by Cascadia Consulting Group and DEQ staff. This analysis, which supported the larger recycling acceptance list rulemaking, involved detailed modeling of waste flows, environmental impacts, direct costs and indirect costs for more than twenty different scenarios. Unlike the aforementioned LCA of glass recycling options, this study had an expanded assessment of economic consequences, and considered multiple permutations of recycling options for a much larger variety of materials. However, glass recycling options were evaluated. For example:
· Comparison of scenarios 6 and 9 isolates the impact of collecting glass on-route statewide (scenario 6) vs. collecting it on-route in the Metro region but at multi-material depots elsewhere in the state. In contrast to DEQ’s glass-only LCA, this study found that on-route collection resulted in modestly better environmental outcomes, as well as lower operating costs. The reason for divergent results was partially due to differences in assumptions about the behavior of depot users (especially the extent that they would make dedicated vehicle trips to deliver glass). Higher operating costs for depot collection were primarily associated with personal vehicle use (as opposed to service provider costs to operate the depot). DEQ’s consultant emphasized high uncertainty in these estimates. 
· Scenarios 18, 3 and 19 all involve on-route collection of glass, but the type of truck varies. Scenario 18 uses dedicated glass-only trucks, scenario 19 uses only dual-compartment trucks, and scenario 3 uses the then-current (2022) mix of trucks. Although these results have higher uncertainty, it appears that direct (transactional) costs between the three scenarios are similar, but the dual-stream collections achieve better environmental outcomes and lower social costs due to lower pollution resulting from having fewer trucks on the street. 
2023 to present: Adopted rules; unintended consequences
DEQ published draft rules in the summer of 2023 and, after considering public comment, proposed revised rules that were ultimately adopted by the Environmental Quality Commission in November of 2023. 
Specific to glass, outcomes of that rulemaking included:
· A mandate on local governments in the Metro wasteshed to provide for on-route collection of glass from non-residential generators.
· A mandate on the PRO to provide for depot collection of glass across the state, in accordance with convenience standards and performance standards also established in rule.
· Local governments lacking a mandate to provide on-route collection of glass maintained the ability to provide such a service on a voluntary basis, as well as an opportunity to obtain limited financial compensation from the PRO, if such on-route service could be used to relieve the PRO of its depot collection obligations under convenience standards.
All of those outcomes were intended as a consequence of the rulemaking. But there was also one unintended consequence – one that ultimately served as the genesis of today’s current technical workgroup and reconsideration of the 2023 listing decision three years later. In the food and beverage market, glass competes against all of the other primary packaging substrates (paper, plastic and metal). Generally speaking, paper, plastic and metal packaging used for food and beverages were placed on the Uniform Statewide Collection List, thereby minimizing PRO obligations to pay for collection and associated fees on producers. But the placement of glass packaging on the PRO Recycling Acceptance list had a consequence that the Rulemaking Advisory Committee and Technical Workgroup on Recycling Acceptance Lists never highlighted: that the PRO (and by extension, producers that use glass), would end up with disproportionately higher fees because of an obligation to also pay for collection. 
Oregon’s Bottle Bill
Even as DEQ was actively considering options for the management of glass packaging under the RMA, Legislators were simultaneously considering changes to the state’s iconic Bottle Bill, and specifically, a proposal to add wine and liquor bottles to the bottle redemption system. Doing so would have exempted those packages from covered product obligations under the RMA. It also would have reduced the amount of glass collected on-route and at depots.
However, and despite support from certain segments of the wine industry, wine and liquor bottles have not been added to Oregon’s Bottle Bill. Oregon Beverage Recycling Cooperative (OBRC) opposed the concept, citing economic and logistical challenges associated with accepting the larger volume of glass through the statewide bottle redemption infrastructure. 

Early implementation of the RMA (2024 to 2026)
Circular Action Alliance was designated as the State’s only producer responsibility organization (PRO) under the RMA with the approval of its first program plan in February 2025. 
Early implementation of the RMA specific to glass has included:
· Providing a per-ton financial incentive to communities that choose to continue on-route collection of glass.
· Rolling out a network of RecycleOn depots and other locations to collect glass and other materials on the PRO Recycling Acceptance List.
· Entering into agreements to reimburse local governments and service providers for the cost of transporting glass more than fifty miles to the nearest end market.
· Establishing regional consolidation locations in Eastern and Southern Oregon to provide a “hub and spoke” model for more efficient transportation.
· Proactively intervening to move glass previously used as landfill cover or roadbase to Glass to Glass for a variety of communities distant from Portland (Douglas, Josephine, Jackson and Klamath counties and the City of Milton-Freewater).
· Transporting glass collected in Eastern Oregon to a (new-to-Oregon) end market, Environmental Abrasives (in Idaho) that uses the glass to offset demand and use of other materials such as slag products and garnet abrasive.
· Payment of fees to local governments and service providers to fund generator-facing contamination reduction programming efforts, and a “Contamination Management Fee” to commingled recycling processing facilities to compensate them for their costs of removing and disposing (or in some cases, recycling) of non-USCL covered products (including glass). 
In 2024 DEQ designated glass bottles and jars as a “Specifically Identified Material” (SIM) due to the potential for changes in how glass might be collected in some communities, and the anticipated need for special outreach materials that local governments and service providers might use to communicate the program change and encourage local generators to change recycling behaviors. CAA delivered these materials in early 2026 and in March of this year, DEQ, after consulting with CAA and the Oregon Recycling System Advisory Council, removed the SIM designation for glass bottles and jars, effective April 1, 2026. 
During the current program year (2026), CAA’s fee schedule provides for a base fee of $0.10 per pound for glass. The following pie chart, taken from a CAA presentation earlier this year, provides a breakdown of how glass fees are being spent in 2026. The “admin/regulatory/reserves” portion of costs is expected to decline in future years as CAA is still actively building its initial reserve fund in 2026. 
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Chart: Breakdown of 2026 Glass Fees, provided by Circular Action Alliance

Current status of glass collection in Oregon
In 2024, DEQ estimated that approximately 75% of glass packaging generated as waste in Oregon was recycled, substantially higher than the national average of approximately 31%. Setting aside access to Bottle Bill redemption sites, about 70% of Oregon’s population was estimated as having access to curbside collection of glass, and another 13% had access to depots only. 
· Communities with on-route collection of glass include many of the state’s larger cities, including all of the Metro region, Eugene, Salem, and Bend, and many mid-sized and smaller cities such as Brookings, Coos Bay, Ashland, Corvallis, Albany, Woodburn, Astoria, Hood River, and The Dalles. 
· Most communities providing on-route collection in the Metro region collect glass weekly, although some collect it every-other-week. 
· Outside of the Metro region, most communities with on-route collection provide for either every-other-week or once-a-month collection. 
· Medford is an anomaly in that it provides for on-route collection of glass only for commercial and multi-family properties. Residential single-family generators are provided with a network of recycling depots located throughout the region. 
· Other Oregon communities that rely on depots for collection include Grants Pass, Roseburg, Tillamook and Columbia Counties, Seaside, and most of Central and Eastern Oregon (outside of Deschutes County). 
· As CAA implements its first Program Plan (2025-2027), these depot locations are increasingly being funded by CAA.  

More information
Contact Stephanie.Caldera@DEQ.Oregon.Gov or visit DEQ’s Recycling Modernization Act website. 

Non-discrimination statement
DEQ does not discriminate on the basis of race, color, national origin, disability, age, sex, religion, sexual orientation, gender identity, or marital status in the administration of its programs and activities. For translations or alternate formats, visit DEQ’s Civil Rights and Environmental Justice page.
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