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Presentation Outline

Background to the “current state” of Extended
Producer Responsibility in Canada & Ontario (EPR
Canada “report card” project)

Recent Accomplishments — materials diverted and
system changes

On-going Challenges and What's next?
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Who and What is EPR Canada?

EPR Canada is a new, not for profit organization formed by a group of
like-minded individuals with extensive EPR experience across the

country
- Geoff Love - Jo-Anne St. Godard
- Duncan Bury - Christina Seidel
- Glenda Gies - Don Jardine
- Georges Portelance - Barbara McConnell

Dedicated to fostering informed debate & to being
a forum to advance EPR in Canada by recognizing and promoting:
e Leadership and innovation

e Defining and advancing efficient and effective policies, program,
implementation, management and harmonization

e Best practices in policy development and outcomes



Our First Initiative:

THE EPR QUESTIONNAIRE AND REPORT CARD

Developed and administered the first EPR report card targeted to
Canadian federal, provincial and territorial government’s to assess
EPR policies and program outcomes

Ministers received a questionnaire with a set of detailed questions in
March

Voluntary initiative — participants are not required to respond
Responses were evaluated and scored by the EPR Canada founders

Scores are indicative of areas of strengths and potential areas of policy
and program improvement

The report card was modeled on the successful report card developed
and published by the Canadian Energy Efficiency Alliance (CEEA)



Why did EPR Canada Sponsor a
Report Card?

There are no well defined and recognized best model EPR policy
frameworks

The report card will assist in identifying best practices and enhancing
the standards, effectiveness and efficiency of EPR policies and
programs over the next five years

There is no aggregated or comparative national reporting on EPR in
Canada

Government legislation and actions play a key role in stimulating
private sector and consumer activity in EPR policy & program
development, performance and monitoring

The report card will allow benchmarking and comparison of policies
and programs and support the further development and use of EPR
instruments
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Who are our Audiences?

Government officials and elected representatives
e Governments will be able to benchmark their performance against other
jurisdictions, and
e Will be able to identify best practices which could assist in advancing EPR
in their own jurisdictions
Producers, brand owners, producer responsibility organizations and
industry and business associations
e Will have a concise national overview of EPR implementation, practice
and plans

e Results will encourage further harmonization of best practices of programs
across the country in the interests of program effectiveness and efficiency
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The Questionnaire

Used the OECD/CCME definition of EPR
Used weighted criteria and included a guide on how to respond

Question categories:
e Producer responsibility policy and action
e Progress on commitments to the CCME Canada-wide Action Plan for EPR
e Progress on other waste reduction and waste diversion commitments
e Program transparency and accountability
e Program targets, performance measurement and reporting
e Decision-making and approvals process
e Harmonization
e Progress on design for the environment
e Leadership and innovation
e Awareness and public outreach
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2011 Responses

® 10 out of 10 provinces, the feds & 2
territories responded

® only Nunavut missed our deadline; we
chose not to score the territories

* The results are public and are posted at eprcanada.ca
* EPR Canada does not make individual, detailed government
submissions public

* The summary report contains a description of each jurisdiction’s EPR
policies and a grade for each jurisdiction highlighting key
accomplishments and areas for improvement
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2011 Grades

British Columbia A- Prince Edward Island C+
Alberta C Nova Scotia B-
Saskatchewan C- I]jlaebwr gczlli)r;dland & C-
Manitoba B- Federal Gov't. F
Ontario C+ Northwest Territories /
Quebec B- Yukon /
New Brunswick C- Nunavut -~
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2011 Range of Scores

BC at A-

* 2/3 of CCME product categories under designation (PPP being
added in 2014)

e Responsibility for end-of-life management 100% to producers
e Common regulated targets of 75% (but no timelines)

o 2 party performance and financial audits
3 party p

Feds at F

e No federal program for toxics under CCME and no EPR action on
mercury containing products

e Pollution Prevention Plan Notices have EPR elements but can
obligate parties other than producers
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Ontario Summary

Ontario scored C+ (below BC, Quebec and Manitoba)
4 product categories designated

WDO monitors performance through quarterly reports
Targets established but no recourse for missing targets

Producers obligation for Phase 2 and 3 MHSW cancelled
by the Minister in 2010

No new products designated under Waste Diversion Act
(WDA) since 2008

No changes to the WDA despite active consultations from
2008 to 2010
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Lesson Learned re the Process

Excellent response rates — governments took the exercise
seriously

Evaluation difficult without a clearer definition of ‘best
model policy’ or ‘best practice programming’

Each jurisdiction interpreted the questions in their own
way - difficult to make ‘apple to apple’ comparisons

Individuals evaluations were done for each jurisdiction
and then all submissions reviewed by the ‘team’

Evaluation criteria and scoring are being revised as part of
next round (i.e. for 2012)

Everything took longer than expected!!!



P —

Lessons Learned re the Results

The Report Card focused on EPR policies; not on other
waste diversion measures/successes

Primary focus was government policies and actions; not
individual program performance

Many programs lack targets/lack consequences for missing
Many programs lack accountability/transparency - lots of
reporting but much of it is not public

Poor understanding of “full EPR”

“Best” practice elements: Individual producer obligation
and control; cost internalization; clear, measureable and

enforceable targets; public reporting & 34 party
verification
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Ontario — Recent Waste Diversion/EPR
Accomplishments...tonnes diverted

“Blue Box” programs diverted 9o04,5850 tonnes in 2011
(up 2%); revenues increased by $30M; net system
costs decreased from $228/tonne to $210/tonne; blue
box stewards contributed $98.5 million for their 50%
share; $1 Billion over the past decade)

As of June 2012, the MHSW program collected 12,373
tonnes (131% of their year to date target)

As of June, the WEEE program had collected 36,000
tonnes (60% of their annual target)

As of June, OTS saw the collection of 70,000 tonnes,
about 45% of their annual target
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Ontario EPR system changes

WDO board changes
* Move from interest-based to skill-based board
e Systematizing [FO reporting
Ministers Action Plan (February 2012)
e Detailed review of [FO incentive programs
e “Sustainable funding” changes that make visible fees very hard to
implement
Two “interesting to watch” new initiatives
e MHSW 2 - managed by RCO; operates outside the Waste
Diversion Act and WDO targets/reporting framework

e Sharps & Pharma- call for Individual Producer Responsibility (IPR)
with direct report to MOE under the Environmental Protection Act
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Three key EPR issues and challenges
(in Ontario and elsewhere)...

Understanding and moving towards “full EPR”

e i.e. moving from stewardship to EPR

Balancing Targets and Costs

e From a consumers perspective, how can exceeding
targets be a “bad thing”?

Transparency and Delivering Results

e How to do we ensure environmental performance when
governments no longer have their “hands on the tiller”



- Conceptual model of the

Continuum

Multi-stakeholders,

PR

Multi-stakeholders, including producers, design
including producers, design and operate diversion Governments design
Producers design, and operate diversion program and consumers and operate program
operate and finance program and producers finance program through and producers pay
diversion program finance program point-of-sale fees partial cost of program
Q Q o Q
AV A4 v v
| Full EPR Partial EPR Stewardship
A A A
o _ ©
Producers design and Multi-stakeholders, Governments.desg;n Governments design,
operate diversion program including producers, design and operate.diversian operate and finance
and consumers finance and operate diversion program ‘and diversion program
through point-of-sale fees program and producers pay producers finance

partial cost of program

program
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Targets and Costs — Getting the
balance right

Some say, governments should set the targets, ensure
that performance against targets is monitored and
other wise “Get out of the way’!

Under EPR, producers are responsible for designing,
operating and paying for programs to manage the
products and packaging they supply into the market
place at the end of life

As a consumer, when is it EVER a bad idea to divert
more hazardous waste - for example - from landfill
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Transparency and Delivering Results

Lack of transparency is a common challenge among
many of the programs across the country

“Governments face the challenge of establishing an
effective policy and regulatory framework that both
transitions responsibility to producers to design,
operate and finance diversion programs while
ensuring that producer-operated programs continue
to deliver the desired environmental outcomes”

These are the two most significant observations (for
me) from the first year of our report card process
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Thank you & stay tuned to next years Report Card!!

For further information on EPR Canada (our Year One report and results and
Year Two-Five plans) please contact:

Geoff Love
Jo-Anne St. Godard

* joanne@rco.on.ca
Barbara McConnell

Christina Seidel
e cseidel@telusplanet.net

EPR Canada - EPRcanada.ca



