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Municipal Extended Producer Responsibility Workshop 

September 12, 2017 
East Calgary Landfill Training Room  

(3801 68 St SE, Calgary, AB) 
 

NOTES 
 
1:00 pm – Welcome and introductions 

• Goal for today is to help municipalities understand the implications of EPR. Some 
implications are good and some are challenging.  

• Christina Seidel – Gave an introductory PowerPoint presentation on what EPR is. 
Key message was that BC and ON are leading EPR in Canada. Representatives 
from these provinces are here today to help learn.  

 
1:15 pm – Usman Valiante (Corporate Policy Group) – Ontario EPR Developments 

• Ontario currently in a state of transition from a quasi EPR system started in 2002, 
to a new system (under a new Act) passed in 2016.  

• The old system:  
1. In 2002, Waste Diversion Act was passed. In that Act producers were 

responsible to cover ½ the reasonable costs of operating the Blue Box 
program (their term for a residential PPP program). Producers were also 
required by regulation to belong to a Producer Responsibility Organization 
(PRO) called Stewardship Ontario (SO). SO collected money from 
producers and redistributed this money to municipalities.  

2. At the same time, under a separate Act (Environmental Protection Act) and 
regulations, municipalities were made responsible for operating a Blue Box 
program for their communities.  

3. The result of these two Acts was that Blue Box was treated as a utility with 
municipalities required to operate it and producers required to fund ½ the 
costs. There was little agreement on what ‘reasonable costs’ were or 
whether cost containment had been implemented by municipalities in their 
operations, resulting in 15 years of conflict including litigation between 
municipalities and SO.  

4. Waste Diversion Ontario (a non-crown, arm’s length government body) 
oversaw an annual negotiation between SO and the municipalities to 
determine what the actual cost of the Blue Box was, taking into 
consideration what should be deemed reasonable costs, and whether the 
municipalities had effectively implemented cost containment. As a result, of 
this negotiation, municipalities were paid less than 50% of the reported 
costs of running the Blue Box program. This left millions of dollars on the 
table and was the main source of conflict and litigation.  
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• The new system,  
1. In 2016, Ontario passed the Waste-Free Ontario Act, which (when fully 

implemented) will require producers to pay 100% of the costs of EPR for 
PPP, and for any other designated material (e.g., tires, e-waste, HHW).  
The Waste-Free Ontario Act is an omnibus Act that is comprised of two 
sub-Acts.  

2. Part 1 (The Resource Recovery and Circular Economy Act) is focused on 
the future and the implementation of 100% EPR.  

3. Part II is the Waste Diversion Transition Act and enables the transition of 
the existing old product stewardship programs to a full 100% EPR system.  

4. In Part I, the circular economy piece, the key point is that the future state 
will require producers to be 100% responsible for meeting recycling 
outcomes set in regulation, including all the costs to collect, process, and 
ensure materials are recycled. This will provide them with needed 
economies of scale to maximize efficiency and reduce costs. 

5. There will be a regulatory body (called the Resource Productivity and 
Recovery Authority) to oversee the implementation of the new system to 
make sure that producers meet regulated targets.  
 

• To get from the current state to the future state for EPR for Blue Box in Ontario 
will take years of transition. Currently, there are hundreds of municipalities 
operating Blue Box programs across Ontario, all of which have sub-contracts with 
service providers. 
 

1. As contracts expire or are terminated early, Stewardship Ontario will 
assume responsibility for collection tendering. Municipalities would be 
required to respond to the tender based on criteria set by Stewardship 
Ontario. 

2. Post-collection system -As contracts with MRFs come up, Stewardship 
Ontario will assume responsibility for managing tenders for processing and 
marketing of that material. 
 

• Questions  
1. Q: In EU, EPR has caused the transportation of waste around the EU to 

ensure the MRFs have capacity. Isn’t that a risk?  
A: Not with how it’s being implemented in Ontario. Waste sheds/waste 
catchments can be planned, because it’s a step-wise transition as 
municipal contracts expire. The private sector can work with groups of 
municipalities long before expiry of their contracts to plan waste shed 
management.   
 

2. Q: Pretend I’m a municipality today and my contract is ending. I own or 
partly own a MRF (asset, carts, equipment, delivers service of collection 
today). What would I be doing as a municipality? What are the steps?  
A: In the short term, SO would say: Do you want to continue collecting 
materials? If the answer is yes then SO would determine the average 
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collection cost per household based on the region and pay the municipality 
that cost. Down the road, under 100% EPR, there will be a fixed fee paid to 
municipalities based on the actual tender bids. If the costs are higher than 
SO will pay based on the bid, and municipalities want to continue 
collection, then municipalities would have to cover the additional cost. If the 
municipalities don’t want to continue collection services, then SO would 
handle the tendering process for collection as well. At present, there are 
too many MRFS in Ontario, and some existing MRFs may become transfer 
stations in the future.  

 
1:30 pm – Bob McDonald (BC Ministry of Environment and Climate Change Strategy) – 

Evolution of EPR in BC 

• There are 28 regional districts in BC.  

• BC EPR for PPP requires producers to accept 100% responsibility for the costs of 
managing the system. The regulations supporting the system are results-based 
and flexible. 

• Benchmarks/outcomes defined in regulation include: recovery targets and free 
access to a collection system. 

• But, a key difference between BC and ON is that in BC the program operator for 
PPP (a PRO called RecycleBC) is responsible for achieving outcomes (i.e., 
producers can discharge their responsibility to a PRO), whereas in Ontario the 
producers will be individually responsible for outcomes (remain liable for outcome 
even if they join a PRO). This provides extra incentive for PROs to achieve 
regulated outcomes. BC is monitoring what is happening in ON.  

• In BC, their version of 100% EPR is causing changes in the generation of 
packaging. i.e., what they’ve seen is that because producers are picking up the 
price tag, instead of doing 50,000 household mail drops, they’ve seen some 
switching to radio.   

• As a result of EPR for all materials in BC, significant $$ in costs going back to 
municipalities.  

• In Alberta, municipalities are leaving money on the table because we don’t have 
these programs. It’s important to understand that for PPP, costs of running these 
programs are small on a per unit basis and as a result visible eco-fees can’t be 
charged at point of sale. Further, producers set prices nationally and pay for these 
programs. This means that as EPR has been implemented in BC, SK, MB, ON, 
and QC, the cost has been added into the price of their products nationally. 
Bottom line, AB consumers are funding PPP recycling in other provinces.  
 

• Q: Are we seeing a benefit for the consumer in not creating the waste they have 
to recycle?  
A: Step one is putting a cost on the waste. Producers need to see that if they do 
‘X’, then they pay ‘Y’. Without a doubt, this conversation is engaging producers. 
Before EPR in BC and ON they had no idea what they were putting on the market 
for packaging, and now they do, because the first thing they had to do was create 
a database to track their packaging.  
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1:45 pm – Allen Langdon (RecycleBC) – Design and Implementation of EPR for PPP in 
BC  

• RecycleBC is not-for-profit, and is funded by over 1200 businesses. The number 
and range of businesses impacted by PPP EPR is much larger compared to other 
waste streams like e-waste.   

• In BC, municipalities weren’t engaged in the EPR PPP conversation until the very 
end. Many chose not to be involved in the conversations before the regulation and 
program plan were approved by the provincial government, and were caught off-
guard. 

• In BC, the toughest part of implementing EPR for PPP was the short turnaround 
time for municipalities between program being approved by the province and 
municipalities needing to make a decision on whether they would accept Recycle 
BC’s  (formerly MMBC) contract (i.e., whether a municipality would act as a local 
collection agent).  

• Now, two years later:  
o Municipalities in BC are no longer in the business of processing materials, 

and are no longer concerned with worrying about price fluctuations in 
commodity markets.  

o If they are engaged in the PPP program, then it’s only as a local collection 
agent. But, if they don’t want to collect, then RecycleBC takes this over too.  

o BC now has a standardized provincial list of what can be recycled in 
municipal curbside recycling programs. As a result, as they move forward 
they can target problem materials provincially (e.g., plant pods, coffee 
pods, coffee cups).  

o Across BC, glass is collected, but separate from other recyclables (source 
separated at the curb, or at depots). As a result, BC now has the lowest 
contamination in the country for PPP programs, and this helps greatly with 
marketing commodities.  

• Curbside recycling is offered for single family households; for this, municipalities 
are offered an average rate per household annually to collect the material and 
drop it off at the nearest transfer station (up to a 30 minute drive).  

• Municipalities have a choice: They can opt in and act as a collection agent for the 
rate offered by Recycle BC, opt out as a collection agent and RecycleBC will 
operate as the collection agent, or decline to allow RecycleBC to operate in their 
community.  

• Depots - collect all that is collected curbside plus glass, Styrofoam and film.  

• Post-collection is 100% RecycleBC responsibility. At the start of the program, 
RecycleBC put out a tender that was won by Green By Nature (a group consisting 
of Cascades, Merlin and Emterra). They operate consolidation and transfer 
facilities. Fiber goes straight to market oversees. Containers go to Merlin CRF 
(container recycling facility).  
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• Q: Is there a preferred relationship with municipalities?  
A: There is a contract that offers a framework. But, the best option is not to have 
to rely on the contract to work out issues, but to work with municipalities as 
partners. The contract has allowed conversations as a framework, but RecycleBC 
has rarely had to rely on the contract to solve problems.  

• Q: Who educates?  
A: RecycleBC does some province-wide communications, and is responsible for 
all local communications where they operate as a service provider. Where 
municipalities are the local collector, they educate.  

• Q: Heard that Canada has a backlog of fibre on the wharf in China. Recently, had 
a shipment cancelled from broker because of the backlog.  
A: It’s not a backlog. China has banned the import of this material. However, 
RecycleBC has built relationships with markets. But, no one is sure how things will 
land.  

• Q: Explain the 75% target. Is that all PPP in BC? 
A: No. Its RecycleBC’s target based on their producer complement and the 
number of municipalities where they operate (e.g., if a municipality opts out that 
amount of PPP is discounted off the target.)  

• Q: The household rate (e.g., $40) isn’t enough to cover my municipal costs. Can 
you explain how this is fair?  
A: The costs only cover the costs of collection to the closest facility up to a 30-
minute drive (e.g., existing transfer system).  

• Q: Could you explain the difference between what happened in BC and ON?  
A: The ON transition will be more phased. In BC, municipalities were given a 4-
month window to figure out if they wanted in or out. In ON, at present, 
Stewardship Ontario should be thought of as the interim program operator (i.e., 
managing a parking lot of municipal obligations) until the provincial obligation can 
be transferred to producers. Then SO can be wound up.  
 

2:00 pm – Presentations from BC Municipalities 
Alan Stanley – Regional District of Kootenay Boundary (RDKB) 

• This is a small region with 12,500 homes, 4 mountain passes, and it takes 4 hours 
to drive across the region. The offer of $40 per household doesn’t come close to 
covering their collection costs.  

• When the program began, the short turnaround time required a response over the 
summer, and council shut down over the summer. It felt, at the time, like a 
conspiracy. But, it wasn’t.  

• The RDKB region is run as two regions (Kootenay (A&B) and the Boundary side 
(C&D).  

• Their old contracts for each area expired at different times, and so it took time to 
transition fully to Recycle BC taking over as collection agent in both areas. In the 
beginning, RDKB decided to stay on as collection agent, but was having 
challenges meeting RecycleBC’s low contamination requirements required by 
contract.  

• As a result, RDKB decided to give the contract to RecycleBC once they were 
able. As of July 1, 2017 Recycle BC is providing service across the Board.  
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• RDKB has still retained 5 of 9 staffed depots and will receive incentives from 
RecycleBC for their operation.  

• Savings for RDKB from EPR for PPP is $1 million / year. This is almost the entire 
cost of waste management for entire region -this is huge. They have now taken 
the money saved and redeployed this to green bins and other recycling programs.  

• RDKB was the first to let RecycleBC do everything, and there was a great deal of 
anxiety around this -what if the mayor called? But, it was absolutely the right 
decision.     

• There are some weird anomalies, i.e., 3 ski resorts that are not serviced, e.g., Big 
White. The entire Big White community was deemed as IC&I. It’s the biggest 
community in the district on a good ski winter. But, even most owned condos are 
rented, and they consider it a big hotel and IC&I. So, this is un-serviced.  
 

• Q: You had an anomaly of area of geography. Your frustration is that they didn’t 
appreciate the difference in costs. Are there any learnings there to inform a 
crafting of the model?  
A: The reason is that a reimbursement model was used. In the absence of going 
to tender, all that could really be done was to benchmark what a similar 
community would expend. The result was that some municipalities would get 
more or less than what their actual costs were. It will work differently in ON, 
because there are existing contracts and as they expire SO will pay the bid price 
for delivery that comes in.  
 

Tera Grady – Cariboo Regional District (CRD) 

• District has 14 landfills and transfer stations (32 refuse sites in total), that all 
service small populations. Most sites were uncontrolled, 24-7 all-you-could-dump. 

• Geography – CRD is a flat region but long distances and small volumes of 
recycling is produced. It’s 6-8 hours to get to the lower mainland.  

• CRD contracts out landfill and recycling operations. Have few staff.  

• Regional Districts in BC have solid waste management plans that must be 
approved by the province. Only the City of Williams Lake (a community of 10,000) 
had access to recycling, and it was expensive (markets were unpredictable, cost 
to transport was expensive).  

• As a result, they jumped at the opportunity to be part of the program because it 
meant most of their population could recycle for the first time.  

• Recycling opportunities in CRD have expanded significantly since RecycleBC 
established its provincial program. Now CRD is operating 10 recycling depots 
located at staffed transfer stations. (RecycleBC requires stations to be supervised 
to be eligible for funding). CRD also has 3 remote community recycling depots 
and 1 curbside collection program (Williams Lake) under its purview. In addition to 
those opportunities now managed by CRD, two of the CRD’s member muni’s 
decided to partner directly with RecycleBC to establish curbside collection.  

• The tonnage diverted has more than doubled.  
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Q: EPR incentives cover all the costs? A: No. It costs them about $100/tonne to 
operate. But, the incentive has allowed them to expand programs. The depot 
incentives are $/tonne.  

• In CRD, they are not using a user pay system because in their area it would be 
easy for the public to go to the unmanned sites to avoid tipping fees. Therefore, 
EPR isn’t providing a financial incentive to recycle, but again, PPP tonnes diverted 
have doubled.  

• Challenges faced by the CRD: 
1. Contamination was 20%, but they were only allowed 3% by RecycleBC. 

As result, CRD has done a lot of education and communication in the last 
year, and after the first campaign, 45% of totes were within contamination 
limits, and 75% of totes were compliant after the second round.  

2. Another challenge is the IC&I in a small community. If retailers go to 
Costco to get the same products with the same packaging as consumers, 
it makes no sense that the retailers can’t recycle that same material.  

3. Depots -the biggest challenge is that the depots have to be supervised 
(i.e., do regular checks and be available to answer public questions).  

 
Monica Kosmak (City of Vancouver) 

• A big take-away from today is that transition to PPP EPR is wholly dependent on 
the local context.  

• Talking about the City of Vancouver, not Metro Vancouver. Metro Van is the 
Regional District.  

• Population of City of Vancouver is 650,000 (6th largest in Canada).  

• When the program began it had a 20-year old existing, mature program, and in-
house unionized collection. 

• When the program began they had the three choices: become a service provider 
to RecycleBC, divest and let RecycleBC take over, or decline RecycleBC’s offer. 
At the time, it was a tough decision to divest. So, at first, they did become a 
collection contractor to RecycleBC.  

o There were a lot of risks. I.e., The RecycleBC 3% contamination limit and 
penalties were a concern. There was no precedent and the potential for 
large penalties was real.  

o Also, they had to get glass out of their collection bins; despite the fact that 
glass had been part of their collection system prior to the RecycleBC 
program.   

o The City of Vancouver (CoV) multi-family contract was expiring 2 years 
after the program began. They also knew that RecycleBC was putting 
multi-family out to the open market.  

• After two years, CoV decided to divest (i.e., stop being a contractor to RecycleBC) 
and let RecycleBC take over responsibility for all collection. Rationale: CoV 
contract renewals were due, fleets were at end -of-life ($14 million needed to 
replace the fleet), funding short fall ($12 million costs, $8 million in incentives from 
RecycleBC). To make up the shortfall, they would have had to raise fees to 
ratepayers. This didn’t make sense when RecycleBC would cover these costs for 
free.  
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o Also by then CoV had 2 years of experience and trust with RecycleBC 
being a good partner. They also saw Coquitlam and RDKB who divested 
immediately, and they could see how the transition had worked for those 
communities. This also helped build trust.  

• Council’s three main concerns:  
1. All materials would be collected. RecycleBC agreed to collect the same 

materials they did.  
2. Schedule with other waste stream collection. RecycleBC committed to 

continue alignment with waste collection schedule.  
3. That multi-family recycling participation be maintained. RecycleBC agreed 

to contract out residential and multi-family to ensure no patchwork quilt of 
pickup for multi-family buildings. CoV decided to pass a sister bylaw 
requiring multi-family to provide recycling services to their residents, and 
worked with multi-family buildings to transfer the building keys to the new 
service provider. Only a few buildings opted out of the key transfer.  
 

• Q: When you decided to divest was it because recycling costs were going up? 
A: That was a big part of the decision.  

• Q: Why not remove glass from the program? A: The CoV has a commitment to 
zero waste. It’s a very political discussion.   

 
3:00 pm – Feedback and discussion 
Moderator:  

• In 2013, there was a consultation in Alberta for PPP EPR. How do we get this 
back on the radar? AEP says this is not on the radar because it’s not on the radar 
for municipalities. So we need to hear from you, is this something you are 
interested in? Is it worth pursuing? 

Responses:  

• The funding shortfall for the City of Calgary is real, and needs to be addressed. 
The urgency really comes with the impact of the processing requirements, 
i.e., how much will China changes affect sale of recycling commodities?  

• Alberta doesn’t have a waste management strategy overall. It’s disjointed. Alberta 
needs to create a framework to move forward.  

• Two potential avenues for advocacy:  
1. Join forces at the regional level, i.e., Municipal Government Act draft is out 

and waste management is included.  
2. Waste management was brought up at the city charter tables. City of 

Calgary and the City of Edmonton are advocates. The door on this might 
still be open. The collaboration tables are starting to kick off, and waste 
management hasn’t been on the table, so it would have to be put on the 
table. Energy, renewable energy, social issues, are on the table. Could 
potentially attach to the energy table. 
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• The question is: How do we get this on the radar? How did BC? The AUMA 
equivalent (Union of British Columbia Municipalities) passed 14 resolutions. 
Some advice:  

1. Environmental and economic drivers need to be discussed.  
2. City of Vancouver got it on the radar screen using the CCME EPR 

prioritization tool. They ran this tool, took results to their Board, and they 
sent their priority list to the Ministry. Also started the BC Product 
Stewardship Council to drive the issue. Made sure the staff and political 
levels were aligned.  

3. Councils listen to economic drivers. We could draft a letter detailing 
economic drivers for municipalities.  

4. The MGA will increase the district size through growth management boards 
and will allow more cooperation between adjacent municipalities. There is 
opportunity to piggyback on this.  

5. Understand that most producers set national prices. There is no added 
eco-fee. AB consumers are already paying costs for programs to operate in 
other provinces. Does the government know this?  

 
Additional ideas presented: 

• NEED provincial leadership 

• Connect to provincial GHG reduction mandate 

• Need to work with AUMA and AAMDC to lobby government specifically through 
resolutions. 

• Municipal recycling programs are bleeding money. Processing conditions and 
market availability can magnify these losses. 

• Need to address both residential and ICI waste. 


