
 
8.5 “Transition to EPR” update (attachment #9) (Laurie Gallant) 
8.6 BCPSC Terms of Reference Review (attachment #10) (Nicole Kohnert) 
8.7 Election of BCPSC Co�rChair (attachment #11) (Brock Macdonald) 
 
 

9. Stewardship Issues to Resolve 
9.1 Stewardship Outreach Materials (complimentary to EPR Handbook) (Laurie Gallant) 
9.2 Advance notice of upcoming stewardship program depot locations (Laurie Gallant) 
 

10. Next Meeting 
11. Adjournment 
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BCPSC Meeting Agenda 
Date:  Thursday, April 8, 2010 
Time:  9:30am 
Venue: Conference Call, hosted by RCBC  
 

1. Meeting called to order  
2. Adoption of agenda 
3. Adoption of minutes from January 11th, 2010 meeting  (attachment #1) 
4. Task List Review (attachment #2) 

 
5. Correspondence  

 
6. Information Items 

6.1 Ministry of Environment Update 
6.2 Product Policy Institute Update 

 
7. Old Business 

7.1 EPR Toolkit update (Laurie Gallant) 
7.2 Working Group on EPR service level definitions and related regulatory frameworks  
7.3 Waste Characterization Studies working group ‐ update 

 
8. New Business 

8.1 Resignation of BCPSC Co‐Chair 
8.2 BC Stewards Contact Information (see two Excel files sent separately) 
 

9. Stewardship Issues to Resolve 
 

10. Next Meeting 
11. Adjournment 
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_____________________________________________________________________________ 
 
Present: 
Anke Bergner (Capital)     Ben Van Nostrand (Columbia Shuswap) 
Peter Rotheisler (Central Okanagan)   Sabina Kasprzak (Fraser Valley) 
Rob Williams (Cowichan Valley)     Don Hamilton (Okanagan‐Similkameen) 
Jim Penson (East Kootenay)    Patrick Donaghy (Mount Waddington) 
Andrew Doi (Metro Vancouver)    Loree Duczek (East Kootenay) 
Laurie Gallant (Kitimat Stikine)    Sharon Horsburgh (Nanaimo) 
Tim Des Champ (Skeena Queen Charlotte)  Tim Dueck (Kootenay‐Boundary) 
Nicole Kohnert (North Okanagan)   Alan Stanley (Kootenay‐Boundary) 
Martin Dickson (Thompson‐Nicola)   Brock Macdonald (RCBC) 
Petra Wildauer (Fraser‐Fort George)   Jordan Best (RCBC) 
Jennifer Ellis (RCBC)      
 
Regrets: 
Joy Mackay (Central Coast)    Janine Dougall (Bulkley‐Nechako) 
Tera Grady (Cariboo)     Nicole Ward (Central Kootenay) 
Kathleen Milward (Cowichan Valley)   Harmony Huffman (Cowichan Valley) 
Mike Hofer (Fraser Valley)    Carmen Fennell (Columbia Shuswap)   
Frances Ladret (Powell River)    Jarred Wright (UBCM) 
Cathy Kenny (Sunshine Coast)    Jesse Lee (Squamish‐Lillooet) 
Scott Barry (Northern Rockies)    Jeff Rahn (Peace River) 
Greg Tyson (Ministry of Environment)    
 
 

1.0 Meeting called to order  
‐ The meeting was called to order at 9:32am. 

 
2.0 Adoption of agenda 

100408–1PSC Moved/Seconded to adopt the agenda for the April 8, 2010 BC Product Stewardship Council 
meeting. 

Carried. 
 

3.0 Adoption of minutes from January 11th, 2010 meeting  (attachment #1) 
100408–2PSC Moved/Seconded to approve the minutes from the January 11, 2010 BC Product Stewardship 

Council meeting. 
Carried. 

 
4.0 Task List Review (attachment #2) 

‐ Received as information. 
 

5.0 Correspondence  
‐  No correspondence. 

 



B.C. Product Stewardship Council                           Attachment #1 
Conference Call Minutes ‐ DRAFT 

Thursday, April 08, 2010 
Start Time: 9:30 am 

_____________________________________________________________________________ 
 

 
6.0 Information Items 

6.1 Ministry of Environment Update 
‐ There was no ministry representative on the call, however the following update was 

submitted by Greg Tyson via email during the meeting: 
 
 

Ministry of Environment Service Plan – 2010/11‐ 2012/13 

http://www.bcbudget.gov.bc.ca/2010/sp/pdf/ministry/env.pdf (page 27) 

In October 2009, the Canadian Council of Ministers of Environment endorsed the Canada‐wide Action 
Plan for Extended Producer Responsibility, which aims to have industry‐led product stewardship 
programs in place for all forms of packaging and printed materials by 2015. Industry‐led product 
stewardship requires producers (manufacturers, distributors and retailers) to be responsible for the life 
cycle management of their products, including collection and recycling. This places the responsibility for 
end‐of‐life product management on the producer and consumers of a product and not the general 
taxpayer or local government.  
 
For this measure, the Ministry is counting the number of product categories with industry‐led product 
stewardship programs. British Columbia is the North American leader in developing producer 
responsibility programs and already has programs for some of the products within the broad categories 
identified in the Canada‐wide Action Plan. For a link to the complete list of products go to: 
www.recycling.gov.bc.ca. Product categories are broad and can include a large number of varied 
products. The electronic and electrical product category, for example, includes such diverse items as 
computers, small appliances, power tools, and cell phones. The target for this measure is two new 
product categories every three years. The Canada‐wide Action Plan for Extended Producer Responsibility 
is divided into Phase one and Phase two. Phase one includes recommended programs in place by 2015: 
packaging and printed materials; electronics and electrical products; mercury‐containing products 
(including lamps); household hazardous and special wastes; and automotive products. Phase two 
includes recommended programs in place for 2017: construction and demolition materials; furniture, 
textiles and carpet; and appliances, including ozone‐depleting substances. Of the products in the Action 
Plan, British Columbia currently has programs for electronic and electrical products (including appliances 
and mercury‐containing products), some household hazardous and special wastes and some automotive 
products. In 2010/11, British Columbia will consider developing new programs for the remaining 
products from the Action Plan, such as adding packaging or expanding the programs for household 
hazardous waste and automotive products 
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6.2 Product Policy Institute Update 
‐ Jordan Best attended a Product Policy Institute call on April 8th on behalf of RCBC and BCPSC 
‐ The main topic discussed was the recent legislative EPR frameworks passed by three US 

States ‐ California, Maine and Vermont. 
‐ They have attributed some of the framework to BC’s model.  
‐ Maine is considering adding packaging. The new legislation sets up the framework for 

adding new products in the future. 
‐ Vermont repealed their beverage container legislation, but added new framework for 

packaging. 
‐ If anyone is interested in learning more about these frameworks please contact Jordan Best 

at RCBC (Jordan@rcbc.bc.ca)  
 
 
A new item was added to the agenda:  

6.3 RCBC Conference update 
‐ The RCBC Conference is scheduled for May 25th‐27th 2010 
‐ The BCPSC AGM will take place on Tuesday May 25th from 4 to 6pm and will be followed by 

the opening reception.  
‐ The Stewards roundtable will be held earlier on Tuesday May 25th  

‐ The joint Stewards, Ministry and BCPSC Lunch & Roundtable will be held Thursday May 27th 

from 12:30pm‐2:00pm 
‐ Wednesday afternoon the SCRD is presenting a special session on SWM planning. 
‐ Emily Carr University Industrial Design Program – “Re‐producing: A Look at Product Design 

from Both Ends of the Pipe.” will look at secondary industries for EPR materials. 
 

7.0 Old Business 
7.1 EPR Toolkit update (Laurie Gallant) 
‐ Laurie Gallant discussed the development of a Zero‐Waste Marketing Toolkit and an EPR 

event planning toolkit 
‐ The Marketing Toolkit includes: 

o A menu of marketing strategies and opportunities for promoting Zero Waste events 
and programs with appendices detailing specific information by community i.e. 
media, community events 

‐ The EPR event planning toolkit/template lays out how to plan an event for areas underserviced 
by permanent EPR collection programs and includes a summary of planning steps used to plan 
an event 

‐ Both will be available by RCBC conference and it will be distributed to the Council 
‐ Both tie into the EPR working group for establishing service level standards 
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7.2 Working Group on EPR service level definitions and related regulatory frameworks  
‐ Jordan Best is acting as chair. 
‐ Nicole Kohnert has drafted text that could be used in Solid Waste Management Plans. It is 

currently under review by the working group.  
‐ It was clarified that this text has not been discussed with Stewardship organizations. 
‐ There was a discussion that having a contract for compensation with stewardship 

organizations could be beneficial for Regional Districts that currently operate depots for EPR 
materials.  Concerns were raised that stewards would not be willing to offer compensation 
at an adequate level to cover actual costs for depots.  
 

Action Item:   Nicole Kohnert’s draft text will be circulated to the BCPSC. Members should 
review the document and submit comments and ideas by Tuesday, May 4th. 

 
‐ The next working group meeting was scheduled for Tuesday May 11th at 9:30am. 

  
Second part of group mandate – service level definitions: 

‐ Looking at developing standards for EPR access for rural communities and developing long 
and short term strategies.  

‐ It was noted that programs may meet their return targets and still not provide adequate 
service in rural areas. This should be addressed during program reviews.  
 

Action Item:  RCBC will send a reminder to the Ministry to provide requested feedback for the 
EPR working group.  

 
Action Item:   RCBC will circulate the notes from the initial meeting to the working group. 

 
 

7.3 Waste Characterization Studies working group – update 
‐ Laurie Gallant discussed her Regional District’s current study.  
‐ A draft letter to stewards regarding the outcome of the study will be brought to next 

working group meeting for review. 
 

Action Item:   RCBC will follow up with the Ministry on the possibility of an update to the 
province’s waste composition study guidelines. 

 
8.0 New Business 

8.1 Resignation of BCPSC Co‐Chair 
‐ Sharon Horsburgh will be stepping down as co‐chair after serving a two‐year term. 
‐ It was requested that members consider taking the co‐chair position, which will be filled at 

AGM in May. 
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Action Item:  RCBC will send out a formal request for nominations and will compile a list of 

possible names to be presented at AGM in May. 
 
 

8.2 BC Stewards Contact Information (see two Excel files sent separately) 
 
Action Item:   BCPSC members are requested to fill out the contact information template in as 

much detail as possible and return it to RCBC by Friday, May 7th 2010. 
 

9.0 Stewardship Issues to Resolve 
‐ There was a request to add notes regarding upcoming stewardship programs to the RCBC 

Recyclepedia so residents will know they can hold on to those materials until programs 
become available in July. 

 
10.0 Next Meeting 

‐ The next meeting is the BCPSC Annual General Meeting which is scheduled for Tuesday, May 
25th, 2010 at the RCBC Conference in Whistler, BC.  

 
11.0 Adjournment 

 
100408–3PSC Moved/Seconded to adjourn the April 8, 2010 BCPSC meeting. 

Carried. 
 
The meeting was adjourned at 10:19am. 
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Task Responsibility Reference Document Reference motion Status/Notes

Official Motions

Moved/seconded/approved that a 
qualified consultant be retained to update the 
existing "official" waste characterization 
methodology and that this procedure be 
considered by the Ministry of Environment and 
Stewards as an essential part of performance 
evaluation.

Waste 
Characterization 
Study Working 
Group (Laurie 
Gallant)

BCPSC meeting (May 26, 2009) 090526‐5PSC On‐going in working group

Moved/seconded/approved that the BC Product 
Stewardship Council consider an acceptable 
funding formula for waste characterization studies 
after the waste characterization methodology has 
been updated.

Waste 
Characterization 
Study Working 
Group (Laurie 
Gallant)

BCPSC meeting (May 26, 2009) 090526‐6PSC On‐going in working group

Action Items

It was requested that the three current Waste 
Composition Studies’ results be circulated to the 
BCPSC when complete.

Metro Vancouver, 
Capital RD, and 
KSRD

BCPSC Meeting Minutes 
(November 3, 2009)

Item 6.2

Completed Items

RCBC will post the Product Policy Institute call 
schedule and information on the website for 
BCPSC members

Jenny/Jordan BCPSC Meeting Minutes (January 
12, 2010)

Item 6.6 PPI does not wish to publish the schedule 
or contact information online. If you wish 
to participate please email: Bill Sheehan at 
PS_Coordination@yahoogroups.com

Nicole Kohnert’s draft text will be circulated to the 
BCPSC. Members should review the document and 

submit comments and ideas by Tuesday, May 6th.

Jennifer Ellis BCPSC Meeting Minutes (April 8, 
2010)

Item 7.2 Complete

RCBC will send a reminder to the Ministry to 
provide requested feedback for the EPR working 
group. 

Jordan Best BCPSC Meeting Minutes (April 8, 
2010)

Item 7.2 Complete

1
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RCBC will follow up with the Ministry on the 
possibility of an update to the province’s waste 
composition study guidelines.

Jordan Best BCPSC Meeting Minutes (April 8, 
2010)

Item 7.3 Complete

BCPSC members are requested to fill out the 
contact information template in as much detail as 

possible and return it to RCBC by Friday, May 7th 

2010.

Jennifer Ellis BCPSC Meeting Minutes (April 8, 
2010)

Item 8.2 Complete

RCBC will circulate the notes from the initial 
meeting to the working group.

Jordan Best BCPSC Meeting Minutes (April 8, 
2010)

Item 7.2 Complete

RCBC will send out a formal request for 
nominations and will compile a list of possible 
names to be presented at AGM in May.

Jennifer Ellis BCPSC Meeting Minutes (April 8, 
2010)

Item 8.1 Complete

2
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MOE response to the BCPSC funding request: 
 
Laurie Gallant and Kris Ord discussed the funding request by phone on April 28, 2010. 
Regretfully the Ministry is not able to provide cash support but will continue to provide in-kind 
contributions through Greg Tyson's participation on Working Groups and meetings of the BC 
PSC. Kris was particularly interested in how our workplan is coming along and in receiving 
information on agenda items and Working Group recommendations in advance of our meetings 
in Whistler. Laurie related the value of having Greg's participation in formulating 
recommendations and advancing initiatives that support the work of the Council through 
government channels. Note was made of potential opportunities to seek funding from other 
sources for our work and that perhaps RCBC staff can investigate what other sources would be 
appropriate to pursue. 
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Dear Colleagues (BCPSC cc’d): 
 
I have reviewed the Flow report with high interest and although I know it was very difficult to 
prepare due to the extremely poor quality of data to work with, and the MOE staff did the best 
they could, I just have to rant a little (I hope I don’t offend anyone). I’ve been at this for too 
long not to rant a little. There are so many data gaps, there has been so little direction from the 
Province in the past years regarding data gathering, and there is so much overlap of data 
gathering that I am surprised all this effort is made and time spent on a report. I say this 
especially since the foundation or framework just does not exist upon which all levels of 
government could begin to make some progress in this area (data gathering/reporting), and 
gain some semblance of confidence in reporting this information. I am very curious who is 
benefiting from such a report and who will be using it and for what purpose. 
 
I suggest MOE, with help from other levels of government, go back to basics, consult those 
working in the field and on the ground, set standards, derive good definitions and finally 
develop a comprehensive framework (policy, procedures, definitions, etc.) that is useful and 
straightforward. With this we can plan, develop strategies and monitor progress properly. I 
would also suggest that Stats Canada be involved in consultation as well (or whomever asks 
them to do their reporting). It would be nice to hear from the authors of the report, but it is not 
essential. I would especially like a response regarding changing definitions of material types 
included in the municipal solid waste sector. 
 
My comments/questions regarding the BC Solid Waste Flow 2006 report 
 

1. Data is already 4 years old 

2. Intro states RDs are responsible for managing waste residuals – in my books this means 
only the disposed portion of solid waste – unclear [requires established definitions] 

3. It looks like MOE has now changed waste sector names/descriptions, e.g. DLC to CR&D 
(no more landclearing waste included??). This is problematic given RDNO has been 
collecting data in the old categories for many years. Although many developers burn 
their landclearing waste (unfortunately) some does arrive at our RDFs – stumps and 
large limbs primarily. Most of this waste arrives at RDFs in roll off containers or by self 
haul from specific generators that are easily tracked as residential or commercial. 
[requires established definitions] 

4. I thought the Stats Canada survey is a legal requirement – why is Metro and CRD 
exempt?? 

5. To date we in the solid waste management sector have used the term ‘process waste’ as 
a reference to the industrial sector that the RDs are NOT responsible for (e.g. waste 
from sawmills, mining, etc.) – unclear [requires established definitions] 

6. The rural vs. urban definition is flawed – CORD has one major urban centre and is 
considered rural (not ideal) with a population over 100,000. 
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7. Using the term ‘non‐hazardous’ is not correct when referring to the municipal solid 
waste stream because it does contain hazardous components ‐ including products sold 
for household use that contain toxic and flammable materials: glues and other 
adhesives, cleaners (Draino), hair sprays, etc. – you might be better off to define what 
you consider hazardous – not an easy task! [requires established definitions] 

8. Your definition for ‘industrial’ is very problematic: how can you consider waste from a 
‘primary and secondary’ industry to be municipal??? If the MOE wants local government 
to manage industrial waste they need to change the act, regulations and guidance 
documents!! Do you consider waste generated by agricultural industries to be municipal 
as well??  Do you want all of our Waste Management Plans changed to incorporate new 
waste sectors???[requires established definitions] 

9. With the definitions you should refer to established guidance documents RDs have been 
using since Bill 29 and the Environmental Management Act was amended giving RDs 
responsibility for municipal solid waste . The Province absolutely must come to terms 
with this data management issue to avoid confusion and frustration for local 
government, and for that matter, for the Province when attempting to compile 
information. We have requested so many times in the past that the Province set up a 
reporting process/protocol for all RDs, but this has yet to be done! This is not fair for 
the professionals working in the solid waste management field at all levels of 
government, trying to do a good job and present information they can be proud of and 
that agencies can rely on. 

10. MOE needs to let RDs know if they want data from private facilities in RDs that do not 
have a licensing program yet. RDNO has two private facilities that sort DLC waste but we 
only see the residuals for disposal and track this amount – not the recycled amounts. If 
these facilities were licensed then all the waste categories/types would be recorded, if 
specified as a license requirement. If not licensed then the RDs have no authority to 
require data reporting. Maybe unlicensed private facilities could be listed in a Waste 
Management Plan and could through this be regulated and have to report. 

11. For the DLC sector, how did you account for RDs that already divert huge amounts of 
materials from disposal: drywall, wood, asphalt roofing, cardboard, scrap metal, 
concrete, etc.?? How do you account for Renovation waste compared to Construction 
waste? Can they be distinguished?? 

12. Waste generation data: if RDs were asked to collect waste generation data, had good 
definitions to clarify what the data refers to, had authority to survey private businesses 
and had some conversion factors to use for sites without scales, then maybe we could 
assist with this category. Every community has waste reuse and recycling businesses 
such as second hand and thrift stores and private recyclable material processors. How 
much data does the MOE want/need and why is it needed. The ability to collect data 
from the myriad of generators in any given RD should be clearly outlined. We do surveys 
to the known generators, but some years the responses are poor and this data can not 
be relied on. I really believe we can’t win with this method and should rely on public 
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facilities that track disposed tonnes only in specific and well defined categories 
everyone must use. 

13. The RDs have hazardous waste roundups where household waste is diverted to out of 
region facilities by hazardous waste disposal companies (e.g. Hazco). Some of this waste 
was going to landfills and much still is. This should be a separate residential category 
since residents produce it and some RDs divert it but most don’t. 

14. Although the report attempts to exclude Household Hazardous Waste from the data, 
this material is still part of the Municipal Solid Waste Stream in many RDs as indicated. 
Now bits of this stream are being calved off through Stewardship Programs in RDs that 
actually have collection opportunities, but this by no means eliminates all of the 
material from RD landfills in the Province. Also, many of the products not included in 
Stewardship Programs have not been mentioned: e.g. adhesives, cleaning chemicals, 
etc. [We still need clear definitions of this material and who is responsible] 

15. Similar waste characterization results were seen in our RDNO 2005 audit including 
statistically correct sampling.  

16. I recall when working at GVRD that concrete was left out of quantity estimates due to 
it’s extremely dense nature and that it was primarily handled by the private sector. In 
the RDNO concrete quantities are recorded but not included in the overall diversion 
numbers – this is likely flawed given many communities landfill their concrete, masonry 
etc. 

17. Does MOE want RDs to track diversion through Stewardship Programs in our RDs? This 
is not clear. 

 
 
Respectfully, 
 
Nicole Kohnert, P.Eng., FEC 
Environmental and Engineering Services Manager 
Regional District of North Okanagan 
9848 Aberdeen Road 
Coldstream, BC   V1B 2K9 
office:  250-550-3741 
mobile:  250-558-8660 
nicole.kohnert@rdno.ca 
www.rdno.ca 
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 Regional District of Kitimat-Stikine 
300 - 4545 Lazelle Avenue 
Terrace, BC  V8G 4E1 
 
Tel (250) 615-6100 
Fax (250) 635-9222 

MEMORANDUM 
 
To:  BCPSC 
From:  Laurie Gallant, RDKS Zero Waste Planner  
Date:  May 21, 2010 
Subject: Waste Composition Study Working Group Update 
 
 
 
1. Introduction 
 
This document complements the Working Group memos re: Solid Waste Management Plan – EPR Text 
Clarification and re: Rural Service Level Standards. Due to other priorities, this Working Group has not 
had a chance to meet or review this document and as a result the contents are a reflection of 
conversations between Greg Tyson and Laurie Gallant, with strong influence by the Rural Standards 
Working Group. As noted in previous reports and discussions, waste composition studies are 
considered to be a reliable method of evaluation the performance of Product Stewardship programs by 
the Product Stewards and an agreement was reached at last year's BC PSC/Industry Product Stewards 
luncheon to report back at the 2010 meeting with recommendations. 
 
 
2. Recommended approach to solving problem 
 
This is a fairly complicated problem involving the development of several templates, formulas, and “if, 
then” proposals but once completed with result in significantly lower costs for completing studies and a 
level of accountability for audit results currently lacking for performance evaluation. The major steps 
involved are:  
 

1. Develop a standardized methodology for conducting waste composition studies including:  
a) standardized sorting categories to determine presence of EPR materials in landfills (i.e. 

data collection forms) 
b) minimum number and size of samples 

 
2. Establish standardized analysis method by developing a spreadsheet template with built-in 

formulas for entering field data (using data collection forms) and include conversions of weight 
to volume where possible and useful. 

 
3. Establish standardized reporting of audit results for comparative analysis over time and between 

regional districts (i.e. weight and volume units, need to provide sample charts) 
 

4. Establish actions triggered based on audit results (i.e. if more than x% then action X to be 
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completed within X period of time).  
 

5. Establish standardized extrapolation method for seasonal variations, variations between landfills 
based on available alternatives and level of consumer outreach programs  and supporting 
incentives offered by landfill owner/operator for diversion)  

 
6. Determine the number of landfills and characteristics of waste streams entering these landfills 

so that a reasonable number of studies will be conducted (i.e. indicator landfills) at reasonable 
intervals. 

 
7. Establish cost contributions by stewards to undertake studies. 

 
8. Issue new MOE Guidelines for Waste Composition Studies to support BC Recycling Regulation 

and form part of the evaluation process for Product Stewardship Plans and the performance of 
the programs contained therein. 

 
9. Coordinate with FCM and CCME to assure funding eligibility and knowledge-building. 

 
10. Gather up all waste comp studies conducted within last 3 years and extract results for 

comparison purposes. 
 
 
 
 
2. Task Status and Next Steps 
 
 
 
Task  Results/Status Next Steps 
1 # of samples = 30 as determined in MOE 1991 

Guidelines. 
Rough draft of data collection template completed 
based on Product Stewardship categories and 
subcategories listed in MOE  guidelines. 

Look up recommended # of samples in 
CCME guidelines. 
Give draft data collection template to 
Stewards to verify/complete. 

2 Standardized Volume Conversion chart not currently 
in use. A chart has been selected for use (attached). 

Gain consensus on use of Volume 
Conversion Chart by PSC and Stewards. 
MOE will coordinate standardizing 
analysis with BC Stats to consider varying 
confidence levels by product type and 
time of year. 

3 BC Stats compiled report based on studies submitted 
by PSC members to date. 

Working Group and Stewards to agree on 
how data is to be presented using BC Stats 
report and other reports. 

4 No specific recommendations yet. See memos by 
Rural Standards Working Group for initial ideas. 

Working Group and Stewards to agree on 
triggers and actions. 

5 MOE has agreed to work with BC Stats to 
recommend approach to extrapolation method. 

Working Group and Stewards to review 
BC Stats recommendations. 
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6 Initial suggestion of eight landfills and five year 
intervals put on table but no consensus reached.  

Need to confirm total number of landfills 
in province, how many will be operating 
for the next 10 years, what an appropriate 
number of landfills and time interval 
would be for reasonable confidence level 
etc. Need a lead group to take on this task 
- MOE and Stewards with input from 
PSC? 

7 No recommendation yet - initial thought was to share 
cost of study if RD needs one done and that stewards 
contribute to fixed cost of study plus contribution 
based on number of sorting categories/questions they 
want answered.  

Needs further development - a budget for 
a typical study with planning and data 
collection templates in place can be 
developed to assist with cost sharing 
formula. 

8 MOE is exploring updating these Guidelines. Confirm commitment to this task and how 
the new guidelines will be distributed and 
used. 

9 No progress made other than confirming waste comp 
studies are not eligible for FCM funding but are a 
prerequisite option for other eligible projects. 

Working Group to follow up with both 
tasks and report back. 

10 Completed with three more studies forthcoming. 
Submitted studies compiled in report by BC Stats - 
Nicole Kohnert submitted review of this report. 

Feedback needed on BC Stats report and 
Nicole's comments. Need a summary chart 
showing how much EPR materials are 
present in landfills now for baseline 
purposes i.e. RDKS study showed 4.1%. 

 
 
3. How to reduce cost of conducting studies 
 
The largest concern with using this performance measure is the cost of conducting studies, let alone 
who should pay for them. The cost of studies are generally affected by the following variables: 
 
1. Amount of planning work to be done. 
2. Number of samples. 
3. Number of landfills. 
4. Number of sort categories. 
5. Amount of analysis to be done. 
6. Equipment and staffing during data collection. 
7. Travel and accommodation for out-of-town consultants. 
 
We are proposing solutions to reduce the cost of studies that include: 
a) a standardized planning tool including a data collection from with approved material sort categories. 
b) a standardized data analysis tool i.e. a spreadsheet with built-in formulas and look up tables. 
c) the lowest possible number of samples to achieve acceptable confidence levels. 
d) partnering with local post-secondary institutions to complete analysis and present findings. 
 

All comments can be directed to Laurie Gallant @ lgallant@rdks.bc.ca 



Washington Department of Ecology         Page 1 of 4 
Updated, 01/2009 

Coordinated Prevention Grant Conversion Sheet 
 

(The original document was created by Ecology and is the standard conversions used by the Annual 
Recycling and Moderate Risk Waste Survey.  The Coordinated Prevention Grant (CPG) program has 

adapted the following table to include other conversions to help local governments when reporting their 
outcomes. This is a working document and if you have any questions or comments, contact Shelly 

McMurry, CPG Coordinator at smcc461@ecy.wa.gov) 
 

Material Volume/Count Weight in Pounds Source 
Books one cubic yard 500 EPA NRMRL1

Corrugated cardboard 
 

one cubic yard 400 EPA NRMRL 
Corrugated cardboard, baled one cubic yard 1,000-1,200 NRC2

Magazines 
 

one cubic yard 500 EPA NRMRL 
Mixed Paper one cubic yard 500 EPA NRMRL 
Newsprint, loose one cubic yard 500 EPA NRMRL 
Newsprint, compacted one cubic yard 720-1,000 NRC 
Newsprint 12” stack 35 NRC 
Office Paper one cubic yard 500 EPA NRMRL 
Phone Books one cubic yard 500 EPA NRMRL 
    
Aluminum cans, whole one cubic yard 75 EPA NRMRL 
Aluminum cans, flattened one cubic yard 250 NRC 
Aluminum cans one full grocery bag 1.5 NRC 
Catalytic converter one 14 NRC 
Ferrous cans, whole one cubic yard 150 NRC 
Ferrous cans, flattened one cubic yard 850 NRC 
    
Refillable beer bottles case 11.4 NRC 
Glass, whole bottles one cubic yard 600-1,000 NRC 
Glass, semi crushed one cubic yard 1,000-1,800 NRC 
Glass, crushed (mechanically) one cubic yard 800-2,700 NRC 
Glass, whole bottles one full grocery bag 16 NRC 
Glass, uncrushed to manually broken 55 gallon drum 125-500 NRC 
    
PET, soda bottles, whole, loose one cubic yard 40 EPA NRMRL 
PET, soda bottles, whole, loose gaylord3 40-53  NRC 
PET, soda bottles, baled 30” x 62” 500 NRC 
PET, soda bottles, granulated gaylord 700-750 NRC 
PET, soda bottles, granulated semi-load 30,000 NRC 
Film, baled 30” x 42” x 48” 1,100 NRC 
Film, baled semi-load 44,000 NRC 
HDPE (dairy only), whole, loose one cubic yard 24 NRC 
HDPE (dairy only), baled 32” X 60” 400-500 NRC 
HDPE (mixed), baled 32” x 60” 900 NRC 

                                                                 
1 Environmental Protection Agency National Risk Management Research Laboratory (EPA NRMRL). 
2 National Recycling Coalition (NRC). 
3 Gaylord size most commonly used, 40” X 48” X 36.” 
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Material Volume/Count Weight in Pounds Source 
HDPE (mixed), granulated gaylord 800-1,000 NRC 
HDPE (mixed), granulated semi-load 42,000 NRC 
Mixed Plastic one cubic foot 50 EPA NRMRL 
Mixed PET & dairy, whole, loose one cubic yard average 32 NRC 
Mixed PET, dairy & other rigid, whole, 
loose 

 
one cubic yard 

 
average 38 

NRC 

Mixed rigid plastic, no film or dairy, 
whole, loose 

 
one cubic yard 

 
average 49 

NRC 

Mixed rigid plastic, no film, granulated gaylord 500-1,000 NRC 
Mixed rigid plastic & film, densified by 
mixed plastic mold technology 

 
one cubic foot 

 
average 60 

NRC 

    
Food waste one cubic yard 800 EPA NRMRL 
Food waste, solid and liquid fats 55 gallon drum 412 NRC 
Yard trimmings, branches one cubic yard 350 EPA NRMRL 
Yard trimmings, grass one cubic yard 350 EPA NRMRL 
Yard trimmings, leaves one cubic yard 350 EPA NRMRL 
Wood chips one cubic yard 500 NRC 
Sawdust one cubic yard 375 Tellus Institute 
Stumps & Logs one cubic yard 1080 CCG4

Grass clippings 
 

one cubic yard 400-1,500 NRC 
Manure one cubic yard 1628 FEECO5

Pallets 
 

one cubic yard 185 EPA NRMRL 
    

Concrete one cubic yard 2850 Ecology6

Asphalt 
 

one cubic yard 2850 Ecology 
Composition Shingles one cubic yard 419 CIWMB7

Gypsum (dry) 
 

one cubic yard 500-670 NRC 
    

Battery (auto) one 40 NRC 
Tire – passenger car one 20 NRC 
Tire - truck, light one 35 NRC 

                                                                 
4 Developed by Cascadia Consulting Group (CCG) for a waste composition study in San Diego, California in 2000. 
5 “FEECO International Complete Systems and Equipment Handbook,” 9th printing. 
6 Washington Department of Ecology (Ecology), industry surveys. 
7 “Conducting a Diversion Study – A Guide for California Jurisdictions,” March 2001, California Integrated Solid Waste 
Management Board. 
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Material Volume/Count Weight in Pounds Source 
Tire – semi one 105 NRC 
Used motor oil one gallon 7.4 NRC 

Oil filter drum (non crushed) One 
 

400 Ecology 

Oil filter drum (crushed) 
 
Used oil filter 
 
Antifreeze 

one 
 

one 
 

gallon 

600 
 

2.8 
 

8.4 

Ecology 
 
Ecology 
 
NRC 

    
Computer (CPU) one 30 Ecology 
Computer (15” monitor) one 30 Ecology 
Computer (17” monitor) one 45 Ecology 
Computer (21” monitor) one 60 Ecology 
Cell Phone one .33 Ecology 
Printers one 18 Ecology 
White goods/appliances one 150 Ecology 
TV one 55 Ecology 
Printer one 18 Ecology 
cellphone one .33 Ecology 
Propane tanks  one 30 Ecology 
Sinks one 20 Ecology 

 

Mercury containing items 
Material Volume/Count Mercury Source 

Fluorescents (tubes and cfls) 54,000 pounds 1 pound Ecology 
Auto Switch 100 pounds 1 pound Ecology 
Thermostats 50 pounds 1 pound Ecology 
Fluorescent (cfls-tubes) One .016 -.04 grams  
Thermostat One 2.2-3 grams IMERC 
Auto Switch (approx .5 switches in 
each car) 

One  .8-1 grams   

Thermometer One .61 grams IMERC 
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Other helpful Assumptions/Conversions 
  
 
ClearStream Recycling Bags: 

• On average, a full bag of aluminum will weigh 62 pounds 
• On average, a full bag of plastic bottles will weigh 34 pounds 
• On average, a full bag of mixed aluminum cans and plastic bottles will weigh 

48 pounds 
 
The average class size is 20 students 

 

 
The average compost bin diverts 416 pounds/year of organics 

 

 
The average Christmas tree (6-7 foot noble fir) weighs 44 pounds 

 

 
The typical family (4) produces 10.8 pounds/week of food waste 

 

 
Mulching mowers: The average household generates 1,000 pounds of grass annually 

 

 
Hog fuel is currently going for about $30 /BDT (bone dry ton).  A ton of chipped green 
waste equals about 1/2 BDT hog fuel (1/2 ton moisture).  A ton of chipped waste urban 
wood equals about 3/4 BDT hog fuel.  Another common unit of measure is BDU or 
bone dry unit.  There are 1.2 tons per unit. 

 

 

Conversions 
Pounds to Tons: # of pounds multiplied by .0005=tons (2,000 pounds in a ton) 
Cubic Yards to tons: # of cubic yards multiplied by .125= tons 
Grams to Pounds: # of grams multiplied by .002205=pounds 
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Sample Inbound Hauler Mass
Location Outbound Hauler Mass
Date Load Mass  
Time  
Weather Large Bin Mass  
Load source Small Bin Mass
Municipality  
Truck ID  
Hauling Company  

Mass with Bins
Mass without Bins

Primary Secondary Small Bins Large Bins Mass

Paper
1 Fine, computer, office
2 Newsprint
3 OCC (cardboard)
4 Boxboard
5 Telephone books
6 Magazines
7 Books
8 Tissue Paper/towelling
9 Other Paper

Plastic
10 Film
11 Textiles
12
13 Rigid (non beverage)
14 Other
15

Compostable Organics
16 Yard and Garden

17 Food Waste

18a Wood – clean/construction
18b Wood – landclearing over 6” diam.

Non Compostable Organics
19 Wood – treated, painted etc
20 Textiles
21 Leather
22 Rubber

23
Multiple / Composite organic materials 
(footwear, etc.)

Primary Secondary Small Bins Large Bins Mass
Metals

24 Ferrous
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25 Bimetallic
26 Non-ferrous (copper, aluminum, brass)

Glass
27
28 Food containers
29 Other glass containers

31 Other glass

Building Material
32 Gypsum/drywall,plaster

33
Masonry (bricks, blocks, concrete, etc.)

34 Rock,sand,dirt,ceramic
35 Rigid Asphalt Products
36 Carpet Waste (and underlay)
37 Other Inorganics (linoleum, etc.)

Household Hygiene
38 Biological
39 Cosmetics

Bulky Objects
40 White goods
41 Upholstered furniture
42 Other furniture

Fines
43 Fines

44 Solvents
45 Flammable Liquids
46 Gasoline
47 Pesticides
48
49

50 Dairy and non-dairy cartons
51 Alcoholic glass
52 Alcoholic plastic
53 Alcoholic tetrapak
54 Alcoholic metal
55 Non -Alcoholic glass
56 Non-Alcoholic plastic NOT WATER
57 Non-Alcoholic metal
58 Non -Alcoholic tetrapak

Solvents & Flammable Liquids, Gasoline & 
Pesticides

Beverage Containers
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59 Tree marking paint
60 1 litre
61 smaller than 1 litre
62 bigger than 1 litre
63 spray paint

64 Oil container 1 litre
65 Oil container bigger than 1 litre
66 Oil Filters

67
68
69

70 Computers
71 Peripherals
72 TV & Computer monitors 
73 Computer printers & scanners
74 Consumer Electronics, A/V Equipment

75
Telephones & telecommunications 
Equipment

76 Small appliances
77 Electronic Toys 
78 Other

79
80
81

82 Lamps
83 Tubes

Pharmaceuticals

CFC Lamps and Tubes

Other?

Other?

Paint

Oil, Oil filters, Empty containers

Tires

Electronics
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REGIONAL DISTRICT 

of 
NORTH OKANAGAN 

 

 
 

MEMORANDUM
File: 5369.10

 
 
To:  BCPSC 

From:  Nicole Kohnert, P.Eng., FEC, Manager Environmental and Engineering Services 

Date:  May 17, 2010 

Subject: Solid Waste Management Plan – EPR Text Clarification 

 
 
1. Introduction 
 
As part of a BC Product Stewardship Council task force, I have been tasked with developing 
text that may be useful to insert into Solid Waste Management Plans to clarify Regional District 
roles and responsibilities with respect to Extended Producer Responsibility (EPR) or 
Stewardship Program products. Because it has been, and in some locations currently is, 
handled or managed through Local Government recycling and disposal systems, the majority of 
waste generated and then managed through BC Stewardship Programs is considered Municipal 
Solid Waste. There is no text either in legislation nor regulatory guidelines nor codes of practice 
that specify otherwise. The sections included in this report are Recommendations, Definitions, 
and Background. This clarification is intended to assist with lessening confusion and 
transitioning to 100 percent industry responsibility in the Province. 
 
 
2. Recommendation 
 
Given the information below and the discussions to date, the following text is suggested for Solid 
Waste Management Plans. There are two fairly definitive opinions with respect to the level of 
cooperation local government should have with the product stewards. This text is therefore 
provided in two parts. 
 
A. Non-Cooperation Approach 

 
Although the RDXX considers the management of Municipal Solid Waste, including but not 
limited to, Residential (single and multi- family), ICI and DLC Waste to be the responsibility 
of Local Government, the RDXX supports the concept of Extended Producer Responsibility 
whereby industry is responsible for the collection, processing, marketing and/or disposal of 
all products listed in the BC Recycling Regulation. As such, the RDXX will NOT accept any 
waste products listed in the BC Recycling Regulation from any users of a RDXX waste 
management facility after a product is controlled under a BC Stewardship Program, without a 
pre-approved written agreement for acceptance of such. Agreements must be in place between 
the RDXX and the Stewards that indicate how products that end up in a RDXX waste 
management facility (including landfills) will be managed and the level of compensation for 
such management. This applies to both existing and new programs. 
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The RDXX considers that stewardship organizations are relying on RDXX facilities for 
managing their products given that products can be brought to RDXX facilities without the 
regional district’s knowledge (in black garbage bags, etc). Therefore, the RDXX requires a 
long term written agreement, including but not limited to compensation for managing the 
products. Given that some Stewardship Plans include approved capture rates substantially 
less than 100%, compensation shall be based on the difference between the amount sold in 
the RDXX and the amount collected by the steward. Confirmation of the amount disposed in 
the RDXX shall be verified through a waste characterization study performed at least every 
five years at the RDXX facilities by a solid waste management professional using a BC 
Government approved protocol that includes cost sharing by the stewards, or performed 
regularly at waste management facilities in an RD of similar geography and population. The 
amount of compensation shall relate to the costs to have the disposal facilities available to 
stewards for disposal of their products, The costs to be considered include but are not limited 
to operating, capital and closure costs. 
 

B. Cooperation Approach 
 
Although the RDXX considers the management of Municipal Solid Waste, including but not 
limited to, Residential (single and multi- family), ICI and DLC Waste to be the responsibility 
of Local Government, the RDXX supports the concept of Extended Producer Responsibility 
whereby industry is responsible for the collection, processing, marketing and/or disposal of 
all products listed in the BC Recycling Regulation. As such, the RDXX will accept waste 
products listed in the BC Recycling Regulation from users of a RDXX waste management 
facility for the first 18 months after a product is controlled under a BC Stewardship Program, 
without a pre-approved written agreement for acceptance of such. After the initial transition 
period, agreements must be in place between the RDXX and the Stewards that indicate how 
products that end up in a RDXX waste management facility (including landfills) will be 
managed and the level of compensation for such management. This applies to both existing 
and new programs. 
 
The RDXX considers that stewardship organizations are relying on RDXX facilities for 
managing their products given that products can be brought to RDXX facilities without the 
RD’s knowledge (in black garbage bags, etc). Therefore, the RDXX requires a long term 
written agreement, including but not limited to compensation for managing the products. 
Given that some Stewardship Plans include approved capture rates substantially less than 
100%, compensation shall be based on the difference between the amount sold in the RDXX 
and the amount collected by the steward. Confirmation of the amount disposed in the RDXX 
shall be verified through a waste characterization study performed at least every five years at 
the RDXX facilities by a solid waste management professional using a BC Government 
approved protocol that includes cost sharing by the stewards, or performed  regularly at waste 
management facilities in an RD of similar geography and population. The amount of 
compensation shall relate to the costs to have the disposal facilities available to stewards for 
disposal of their products. The costs to be considered include but are not limited to operating, 
capital and closure costs. 
 
In the spirit of a shared zero waste vision, and acknowledging the special expertise and 
authority of both stewards and local government, partnerships will be formed during the 
transition period for each product (i.e. first five years and longer if proper compensation is 
in place) to develop and deliver effective public education programs and collection 
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services. The steward’s involvement in ‘one stop drops’ or ‘eco-depots’ is preferred over 
several different depots spread throughout the RD. Resources such as Collection Event 
Planning Tool Kits should be shared. 

 
All the terms in the paragraph above should be defined in the Plan and these definitions should 
be derived by the Province of British Columbia or Environment Canada in cooperation with the 
Local Government to avoid confusion. This document also takes into consideration BCPSC’s 
“Rural Service Level Standards” (May 2010) that describe an interim and long term transition 
strategy for rural areas in BC. 
 
 
3. Definitions 
 
Environmental Management Act: 
 
"municipality", except in Part 4 [Contaminated Site Remediation], includes, 

(a) a regional district, 
(b) an improvement district that has as an object 
(i)  the disposal of sewage or refuse, or 
(ii)  the provision of a system for the disposal of sewage or refuse or both, and 
(c) the Greater Vancouver Sewerage and Drainage District; 

 
"recyclable material" means a product or substance that has been diverted from disposal, and 
satisfies at least one of the following criteria: 

(a) is organic material from residential, commercial or institutional sources and is capable of 
being composted, or is being composted, at a site; 

(b) is managed as a marketable commodity with an established market by the owner or 
operator of a site; 

(c) is being used in the manufacture of a new product that has an established market or is 
being processed as an intermediate stage of an existing manufacturing process; 

(d) has been identified as a recyclable material in a waste management plan; 
(e) is any other material prescribed by the Lieutenant Governor in Council, or the minister 

under section 22 [minister's regulations — codes of practice]; 
 
"refuse" means discarded or abandoned materials, substances or objects; 
 
"waste" includes 

(a) air contaminants, 
(b) litter, 
(c) effluent, 
(d) refuse, 
(e) biomedical waste, 
(f) hazardous waste, and 
(g) any other substance prescribed by the Lieutenant Governor in Council, or the minister 
under section 22 [minister's regulations — codes of practice], or, if either of them prescribes 
circumstances in which a substance is a waste, a substance that is present in those 
circumstances, 

whether or not the type of waste referred to in paragraphs (a) to (f) or prescribed under 
paragraph (g) has any commercial value or is capable of being used for a useful purpose; 
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"waste management plan" means a plan that contains provisions or requirements for the 
management of recyclable material or other waste or a class of waste within all or a part of one 
or more municipalities; 
 
 
Recycling Regulation  
 
"approved plan" means a product stewardship plan approved under section 5 [approval of 
product stewardship plan]; 
 
 
RDNO Solid Waste Management Bylaw (possible definitions to use) 
 
Municipal Solid Waste 
Means 

(a) Solid Waste that originates from residential (single and multi-family), commercial, 
institutional, demolition, land clearing or construction sources, or 

(b) Solid Waste specified by the British Columbia Government to be included in a waste 
management plan. 

 
Solid Waste 
Means the entire Municipal Solid Waste stream, and with respect to this bylaw also includes 
Refuse, Controlled Waste, Recyclable Material and Regulated Material. 
 
Refuse 
Means discarded Municipal Solid Waste with less than 30% moisture. 
 
Controlled Waste 
Means waste that is approved by the Manager for Disposal at a RDF but which, because 
of its inherent nature and quantity, may require special handling and/or disposal 
techniques to avoid creating health hazards, nuisances, or environmental pollution, 
including, but not limited to:  

 
(a) sludge and screenings from municipal sewage treatment plants, pump stations 

and domestic septic systems; 
(b) condemned foods; 
(c) animal feces; 
(d) bloody furniture, bedding and rugs/carpet; 
(e) sawdust; 
(f) Bulky Waste; 
(g) Clinical/Laboratory Waste; 
(h) Carcasses;  
(i) Contaminated Soil;  
(j) Waste Asbestos;   
(k) foundry dust;   
(l) Food Processing Waste; 
(m) Septage Waste; 
(n) Noxious Weeds; 
(o) Logs and Stumps – large, dirty and ungrindable; 
(p) Infested Vegetation; 
(q) Tire - Oversize; and 
(r) Preserved Wood. 
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Regulated Material 
Means that portion of the Municipal Solid Waste stream listed as regulated at a Regional District 
RDF in Schedule “B” of this Bylaw. 
 
Schedule “B” 
 
Asphalt Roofing – Clean and Minor and Major Contamination 
Batteries – Household and Automotive 
Yard and Garden Waste 
Crushable Material for Aggregate   
Drywall  - Recyclable 
Glass  
Fluorescent Tubes and Bulbs 
Logs and Stumps – Clean and Grindable  
Mattresses  
Box Springs 
Propane Tanks  
Recyclable Material – as defined in Schedule “C” 
Refrigeration Appliances   
Scrap Metal  
Soil or Other Fill Material (for landfill cover ) 
Tires – Passenger and Light Truck and Medium Truck 
Wood Waste – Clean and Dirty 
All products under a BC Government approved Stewardship Plan 

 
 
Recyclable Material 
Means that portion of the Municipal Solid Waste stream listed in Schedule “C” of this Bylaw. 
 
Schedule “C” 

1. Aluminum - includes aluminum cans, trays, and foil. 

2. Cardboard - includes corrugated cardboard, brown craft bags, and other similar 
materials, except waxed or plasticized cardboard. 

3. Mixed Paper - includes all grades of white and coloured ledger paper, computer 
paper, magazines, books, telephone directories, junk mail, fax paper boxboard, file 
folders, book covers, and other commonly used paper, but does not include waxed 
or plasticized paper or carbon paper. 

4. Newspaper - includes all flyers and paper inserts distributed with newspapers. 

5. Plastics - includes #1, #2, #3, #4, #5, #6 and #7 labeled plastic containers and plastic 
film, excluding oil and hazardous materials containers and polystyrene. 

6. Tin Cans - includes food and beverage containers made from ferrous and non-
ferrous metals. 

 
 
4. Background 
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The following excerpts are provided as background indicating Regional District authority and 
providing excerpts from guidelines. 
 
 
Federal Government (Environment Canada) 
 
Extended Producer Responsibility and Stewardship 
 
"EPR programs can be best understood as changing the traditional balance of 
responsibilities among the manufacturers and distributors of consumer goods, consumers 
and governments with regard to waste management. Although they take many forms, these 
programs are all characterized by the continued involvement of producers and/or 
distributors with commercial goods at the post-consumer stage. EPR extends the traditional 
environmental responsibilities that producers and distributors have previously been 
assigned (i.e. worker safety, prevention and treatment of environmental releases from 
production, financial and legal responsibility for the sound management of production 
wastes) to include management at the post-consumer stage."1 

The Organization for Economic Co-operation and Development (OECD) defines EPR as an 
environmental policy approach in which a producer’s responsibility, physical and/or 
financial, for a product is extended to the post-consumer stage of a product’s life cycle. 
There are two key features of EPR policy: (1) the shifting of responsibility (physically and/or 
economically, fully or partially) upstream to the producer and away from municipalities, and 
(2) to provide incentives to producers to take environmental considerations into the design 
of the product. The OECD identifies a number of guiding principles for EPR. 

"EPR was identified as a principle and strategy for waste minimization at the 1995 Waste 
Minimization Workshop held in Washington D.C. In this context, the principle of Extended 
Producer Responsibility would be stated as: Producers of products should bear a 
significant degree of responsibility (physical and/or financial) not only for the environmental 
impacts of their products downstream from the treatment and/or disposal of the product, but 
also for their upstream activities inherent in the selection of materials and in the design of 
products. 

A primary function of EPR is the transfer of the costs and/or physical responsibility of waste 
management from local government authorities and the general taxpayer to the producer. 
Environmental costs of treatment and disposal could then be incorporated into the cost of 
the product. This creates the setting for a market to emerge that truly reflects the 
environmental impacts of the product, and in which consumers could make their selection 
accordingly."1 
 
 
Environment Canada Guiding Principles For EPR (only related items listed) 

The OECD indicates that the "following guiding principles underlie an effective EPR program: 

1. impacts are not increased or transferred somewhere else in the product chain.  

2. Responsibilities should be well defined and not be diluted by the existence of multiple 
actors across in the product chain.  
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3. The policy instrument(s) selected should be flexible and chosen on a case-by-case 
basis, rather than setting one policy for all products and waste streams.  

4. Extension of producer responsibilities for the product’s life cycle should be done in a way 
to increase communication among the actors in the entire product chain.  

5. A communication strategy should be devised to inform all the actors in the product chain, 
including consumers, about the program and to enlist their support and co-operation.  

6. To enhance a program’s acceptability and effectiveness, a consultation of stakeholders 
should be conducted to discuss goals, objectives, costs and benefits.  

7. Local governments should be consulted in order to clarify their role and obtain 
their advice concerning the program’s operation.  

8. EPR programs should undergo periodic evaluations to ensure that they are functioning 
appropriately and are flexible enough to respond to these evaluations.  

9. The process of developing and implementing EPR policy and programs should be based 
on transparency." 

 
 
Provincial Government (Ministry of Environment) 
 
Environmental Management Act 
 
6  (1) For the purposes of this section, "the conduct of a prescribed industry, trade or 

business" includes the operation by any person of facilities or vehicles for the collection, 
storage, treatment, handling, transportation, discharge, destruction or other disposal of 
waste in relation to the prescribed industry, trade or business. 

(2) Subject to subsection (5), a person must not introduce or cause or allow waste to be 
introduced into the environment in the course of conducting a prescribed industry, trade or 
business. 

(3) Subject to subsection (5), a person must not introduce or cause or allow to be introduced 
into the environment, waste produced by a prescribed activity or operation. 

(4) Subject to subsection (5), a person must not introduce waste into the environment in such a 
manner or quantity as to cause pollution. 

(5) Nothing in this section or in a regulation made under subsection (2) or (3) prohibits any of 
the following: 
(a) the disposition of waste in compliance with this Act and with all of the following that are 

required or apply in respect of the disposition: 
(i)  a valid and subsisting permit; 
(ii)  a valid and subsisting approval; 
(iii)  a valid and subsisting order; 
(iv)  a regulation; 
(v)  a waste management plan approved by the minister; 

 
"manage" or "management" includes the collection, transportation, handling, processing, 
storage, treatment, utilization and disposal of any substance; 
 
"municipal solid waste" means 
(a) refuse that originates from residential, commercial, institutional, demolition, land clearing or 

construction sources, or 
(b) refuse specified by a director to be included in a waste management plan; 
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Part 3 – Municipal Waste Management 
 
24  (1) A municipality, alone or with one or more other municipalities, may submit for approval 
by the minister a waste management plan, that complies with the regulations respecting the 
management of municipal liquid (??) waste. 
(2) On the written request of the minister, a regional district must submit for approval by the 
minister a waste management plan that 

(a) is for the benefit of the whole area of the regional district, 
(b) complies with the regulations, and 
(c) is in respect of biomedical waste. 

 
(7) Despite anything in the Community Charter or the Local Government Act, if a waste 
management plan 

(a) is required under subsection (2) or (3) (a), or  
(b) has been approved by the minister under subsection (5), 

 a bylaw adopted by a municipality for the purpose of preparing the waste management plan 
referred to in paragraph (a), or implementing the waste management plan referred to in 
paragraph (b), does not require a petition, the assent of the electors or the approval of the 
electors. 
 
25  (3) For the purpose of implementing an approved waste management plan, a regional 
district may make bylaws to regulate the management of municipal solid waste or recyclable 
material including, without limitation, bylaws regulating, prohibiting or respecting one or more of 
the following: 

(a) the types, quality or quantities of municipal solid waste or recyclable material that may be 
brought onto or removed from a site; 

(b) the discarding or abandonment of municipal solid waste or recyclable material; 
(c) the burning of any class or quantity of municipal solid waste or recyclable material; 
(d) the delivery, deposit, storage or abandonment of municipal solid waste or recyclable 

material at authorized or unauthorized sites; 
(e) the transport of municipal solid waste or recyclable material within or through the area 

covered by the waste management plan; 
(f) the operation, closure or post-closure of sites, including requirements for 
(i)  the recording and submission of information, 
(ii)  audited statements respecting the municipal solid waste or recyclable material received at 

and shipped from a site, and 
(iii)  the installation and maintenance of works; 
(g) respecting fees, including 
(i)  setting fees and charges that may vary according to 
(A)  the quantity, volume, composition or type of municipal solid waste or recyclable material, 

or 
(B)  the class of persons, sites, operations, activities, municipal solid wastes or recyclable 

materials, and 
(ii)  specifying the manner and timing of the payment of those fees and charges; 
(h) requiring the owner or operator of a site or a hauler to 
(i)  hold a recycler licence, a waste stream management licence or a hauler licence, or 
(ii)  comply with a code of practice; 
(i) setting the terms and conditions for issuing, suspending, amending or cancelling a licence 

referred to in paragraph (h); 
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(j) requiring an owner or operator of a site or a licence holder to obtain insurance or provide 
security satisfactory to the regional district to ensure 

(i)  compliance with the bylaws, and 
(ii)  that sufficient funding is available for site operations, remediation, closure and post-

closure monitoring; 
(k) requiring the owner or operator of a site to contain municipal solid waste or recyclable 

material within specified height and area limits, and specify requirements and terms for 
confirming compliance with those limits; 

(l) prohibiting unauthorized persons from handling or removing municipal solid waste or 
recyclable material that is deposited at a site or set out for collection; 

(m) establishing different prohibitions, conditions, requirements and exemptions for different 
classes of persons, sites, operations, activities, municipal solid wastes or recyclable 
materials; 

(n) requiring an owner of municipal solid waste or recyclable material, the deposit of which has 
been prohibited by bylaw, to pay the cost of its disposal in a manner specified in the bylaw; 

(o) authorizing designated persons to enter a site or inspect the contents of a vehicle for the 
purpose of enforcing a bylaw made under this subsection and, for this purpose, sections 
109 [entry on property] and 111 (2) [inspection of vehicles] apply to a designated 
person as if the designated person is an officer referred to in those sections, but only in 
respect of municipal solid waste and recyclable material; 

(p) providing that 
(i)  a contravention of a provision of the bylaws is an offence punishable by a fine not 
exceeding $200 000, and 
(ii)  if a corporation commits an offence under the bylaws, an employee, officer, director 
or agent of the corporation who authorized, permitted or acquiesced in the offence 
commits the offence even though the corporation is convicted. 

 
(4) Before exercising the authority under this section, a regional district must 

(a) indicate in its waste management plan its intention to undertake consultations with 
affected stakeholders in accordance with section 27 (1) [public consultation process], 
and 
(b) undertake the consultations. 

 
Public consultation process 
27  (1) A municipality must provide for a process for comprehensive review and consultation 

with the public respecting all aspects of the development, amendment and final content of 
a waste management plan that applies to that municipality. 
(2) The minister may not approve a waste management plan unless the minister is 
satisfied that there has been adequate public review and consultation with respect to the 
development, amendment and final content of the waste management plan. 

 
 
Guide to Preparation of Solid Waste Management Plans 

The Waste Management Act (now Environmental Management Act) was amended in 1989 to 
require that all regional districts submit a solid waste management plan on or before December 
31, 1995. On September 13, 1989, Cabinet endorsed a municipal solid waste (MSW) 
management strategy which called for reducing the amount of municipal solid waste requiring 
disposal by 50 percent by the year 2000. The essential part of the strategy is the sequential 
hierarchy of the 3 R's — reduce, reuse, recycle, plus recovery and residual management. 
Implementation of this strategy is the mandate of the Municipal Waste Reduction Branch, 
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Environmental Protection Department, Ministry of Environment, Lands and Parks (now called 
Ministry of Environment) and Ministry Responsible for Human Rights and Multiculturalism. 

The 1992 amendments to the Waste Management Act (now Environmental Management Act) 
reconfirmed that regional districts must submit solid waste management plans by 1995; clarified 
the roles of local governments in MSW management planning; expanded the definition of MSW 
to include demolition, land clearing and construction (DLC) waste; expanded the scope of msw 
management planning to include recyclable materials as well as MSW, and provided new 
enabling authority for regional districts to implement msw management plans approved by the 
Minister. 

The MSW Task Force was established in August 1992 to explore the implications of the 
amendments for all stakeholders and to determine any further action required by the ministry or 
others to facilitate the development and implementation of regional MSW management plans. 
One of the main topics of discussion at the Task Force meetings was whether or not regional 
districts had sufficient plan implementation authority, particularly in terms of controlling the flow 
of recyclable material and municipal solid waste, under either the Waste Management Act or the 
Municipal Act. As a result of the discussions, and despite recent amendments to the Municipal 
Act, the ministry realized that regional districts require additional authority to implement 
approved plans. This authority will be achieved through legislation as soon as the ministry is 
authorized to proceed. Regional districts that wish to exercise full authority in the meantime 
should contact staff at the Ministry of Municipal Affairs. 
 
"solid waste stream" means the aggregate of all municipal solid waste components and 
recyclable materials, and the process through which they move from generation to utilization or 
disposal; 
 
 
Recycling Regulation 
 
Approval of product stewardship plan  
5 (1)  On receipt of a product stewardship plan submitted under section 4 [submission of 
product stewardship plan], the director may approve the plan if the director is satisfied that  

(a) the plan will achieve, or is capable of achieving within a reasonable time, 
(i)  a 75% recovery rate or another recovery rate established by the director,  

(A)  for each subcategory listed in section 4 of Schedule 1 for the 
beverage container product category, and  
(B)  for each product category covered by the plan, other than the 
beverage container product category, if required by the director,  

(ii)  any performance requirements or targets established by the director, and  
(iii)  any performance requirements or targets in the plan, 

Management of collected products  
13  A producer must manage all products collected at a collection facility provided by that 
producer in adherence to the following descending order of preference, such that pollution 
prevention is not undertaken at one level unless or until all feasible opportunities for pollution 
prevention at a higher level have been taken:  

(a) reuse the product; 
(b) recycle the product; 
(c) recover material or energy from the product; 
(d) otherwise dispose of the waste from the product in compliance with the Act. 
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Recycling Regulation Guide 
 
“stakeholder” means a person or organization whose interests will be or are affected by the 
provisions of a proposed plan or the operation of an existing plan, and includes a consumer, 
retailer, service provider, brand-owner, producer, local government, public interest group, First 
Nations, or any other person or class of persons whose interests, in the opinion of the director, 
are or will be affected. 
 
• The minimum requirements for the content of a stewardship plan are outlined in section 5 of 

the Regulation. The MOE’s intention is that stewardship programs will be results-based. A 
list of Environmental Management Tools that could be used to assist a producer in meeting 
the requirements of section 5 of the Regulation is provided in Appendix B.  

 
• Suggested topic headings for a stewardship plan include:  
 

 Product Recovery Target(s)  
 Stakeholder Consultation  
 Collection System  
 Consumer Awareness  
 Program Performance Measurement  
 Dispute Resolution  
 Product Life Cycle Management  
 Pollution Prevention Hierarchy  

 
• It is recommended that producers consider multi-stakeholder representation on the Board of 

Directors of the agency, such as consumer groups, environmental non-government 
organizations (ENGOS), local governments, etc. 

 
• The 75% recovery rate specified in section 5(1)(a)(i) of the Regulation was chosen as a 

common, minimum performance target for all product schedules in an effort to be consistent 
for all products. The expectation is that all producers will commit to continuous improvement 
in performance. Accordingly, if the annual reported recovery rate is higher than 75%, that 
higher rate provides the baseline for subsequent years. For products with annual 
fluctuations between sales and returns (for example one year the recovery rates may 
decrease but increase the next), the general trend over a 3 to 5 year period should 
demonstrate improvement in the rate.  

 
• The director may establish other performance requirements that may include targets and 

baselines (see section 5(1)(a)(ii) of the Regulation). 
 
• The Regulation requires that the stewardship plan adequately provides for the producer to 

collect and pay the costs of collecting and managing products within the product category 
covered by the plan. The Regulation also requires the plan to adequately provide for 
reasonable and free consumer access to collection facilities. 

 
• Producers could consult with local governments to determine the most effective collection 

system for that community. 
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• Stewardship program funding is the responsibility of the producer. The MOE’s principle is 
that product management costs are borne by producers and consumers, not local 
governments or the general taxpayer. 

 
• Local governments may choose to participate in or assist a product stewardship 

program by:  
 providing facilities or operational services as a service provider at a landfill 

or other local site for product collection or processing,  
 helping to inform the public that the stewardship program is available,  
 assisting the producer or agency with local land use and business licence 

issues relating to collection and processing facilities, and  
 imposing bans on the landfilling of the relevant products when appropriate.  

 
• Producers could partner with existing collection systems established by producers or 

stewardship agencies for other products. Service providers may be interested in 
developing new, or expanding existing, multi-material eco-centres for the collection 
and handling of post-consumer products. Producers could consult with local 
governments to determine the most effective collection system for that community. 

 
 
Local Government   
 
Local Government Act 
 
General authority for services 
796  (1) Subject to the specific limitations and conditions established under this or another Act, 
a regional district may operate any service that the board considers necessary or desirable for 
all or part of the regional district. 
(2) The authority under subsection (1) includes the authority to operate a service in an area 
outside the regional district as well as in the regional district itself. 
(3) A regional district service may be operated directly by the regional district or through another 
public authority, person or organization. 
 
 
Regional District of North Okanagan  
 
Solid Waste Management Plan (2005 Review) 
 
Objective: 
The RDNO will co-operate with the Province and/or industry in the implementation and 
operation of programs such as the paint stewardship program that target the safe handling and 
disposal of household hazardous products (HHP) as long as the funding and liability 
responsibilities remain with the sponsoring industry. 
 
Strategy: 
The RDNO will support the concept of true industry stewardship with respect to the handling and 
recycling of household hazardous products, computers and electronic goods, and difficult-to-
dispose wastes.  The Regional District will cooperate with the Province and industry groups in 
developing drop-off facilities for problem wastes, but only to the point that the drop-off system is 
fully funded by the industry, and the Regional District is absolved of any liability with respect to 
handling, storage, transportation and disposal of the material.  Industry associations would be 
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responsible for the ultimate marketing or disposal of any materials collected.  Although it is 
recognized that regional facilities for multiple materials provide advantages over return-to-retail of 
individual materials, the ultimate responsibility for handling and disposal should rest with the 
producers and manufacturers of those materials. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
F:\5200-5799 ENGINEERING and PUBLIC WORKS\5360 SOLID WASTE GENERAL\5369.10 BC 
Product Stewardship Council\100413 nck mem EPR SWMP text clarification(2).docx 
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Regional District of Kitimat-Stikine 
300 - 4545 Lazelle Avenue 
Terrace, BC  V8G 4E1 
 
Tel (250) 615-6100 
Fax (250) 635-9222 

MEMORANDUM 
 
To:  BCPSC, BC MOE and BC Industry Product Stewardship representatives 
From:  Laurie Gallant, RDKS Zero Waste Planner  
Date:  May 17, 2010 
Subject: Rural Service Level Standards Proposal for Product Stewards and MOE 
 
 
1. Introduction 
 
In 2009, the BC PSC formed a working group to examine service level definitions and 
standards and the regulatory framework for stewardship materials for the purpose of 
developing recommendations to bring to the Ministry of Environment. Industry stewards 
were invited to participate by declined noting that having one representative for all 
stewardship groups was not feasible and preferred to review and respond to 
recommendations on an individual basis. 
As a member of this working group I agreed to draft a proposal that: 

· sets standards for rural collection events/round-ups to help rural areas as an 
interim measure while working towards long-term improvements in EPR service 
levels 

· addresses long-term standards for EPR service levels 
· suggests measurable standards 
· adds clarification to the “reasonable access” definition in the Recycling 

Regulation 
· includes definite timelines so that interim measures aren’t prolonged 
· acknowledges that the recommendations would be applied to the approval of 

new stewardship plans and those under review, which is less complicated then 
changing the BC Recycling Regulation 

 
The following recommendations have been vetted through the Rural Service Levels 
Working Group and were distributed to the entire Council membership for comment with 
the understanding that opportunity for further refinement would be available based on 
discussions at the upcoming meetings of the BC PSC and Product Stewards in Whistler 
BC May 25 and May 27 respectively. This document complements the Working Group 
memo re: Solid Waste Management Plan – EPR Text Clarification and both documents 
are meant to be considered as a package proposal. Comments received by Council 
members are highlighted in the appropriate sections. It should be noted that the 
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recommendations in both memos build on the Cooperative Transition Strategy to 100% 
EPR document circulated and reviewed by many stewards and BC PSC members in 
2007. 
 
2. Draft Recommendation 
 
The BC PSC proposes that the BC Ministry of Environment adopt the following 
guidelines when approving new and pending Product Stewardship Plans effective July 
1, 2010.  
 
Definitions: 
 
Interim standard - the minimum level of service for the 6 month lead up period to an 
approved product stewardship plan rollout and the 18 months following the roll-out 
launch date. 
 
Long term standard - the minimum level of service during the Interim stage and/or the 
period following the interim stage (i.e. 18 months following roll-out launch date of a new 
or revised Stewardship Plan).* attach a schedule showing frequency/trends of end of life 
by product category and “risk” level for each category showing up in landfill. 
 
Reasonable access - to meet or exceed access standards for existing and new regional 
disposal and resource recovery facilities, acknowledging that rural residents often travel 
further for retail services than they do for disposal and resource recovery services. 
 
NB: currently reasonable access is tied to community populations i.e. 85% of population 
for centres of 5000 plus. 
 
Special collection event - a minimum 5 hour event on a single day on a date and 
location to be decided in consultation with the RD with at least 12 weeks advance 
notice. 
 
Interim standard proposal 

· there will be at least two special collection events (spring and fall cleanup)  
· stewards are responsible for 100% of collection and transportation costs from 

location to end market 
· stewards and RDs will identify capital costs needed for infrastructure if RD 

facilities are to be used and an agreement reached i.e. 90% of costs to be borne 
by stewards in lieu of higher contract costs with a private operator. 
 

· stewards are responsible for 90% of operating costs of event i.e. marketing, 
staffing, equipment with RDs to contribute no more than 10% of event costs with 
in-kind  contributions. If an RD is piggy-backing then the incremental costs of 
adding a value-added component is 100% at the RD cost. 

· a communications plan to promote the event will be developed in consultation 
with the RD with at least 12 weeks notice and as a minimum will include: press 
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release, event flyer that can be sent home with school children and distributed 
via direct mail to households or handed out at existing recycling and disposal 
facilities, posters, notice to retailers in the area about event with request to inform 
customers at time of purchase (this could mean having a poster at the till or a 
shelf sign or display where product is set out), PSA for local radio, newspaper 
advertising, Newsletter blurb for local government and First Nation Band 
newsletters, website announcement for RCBC and governments with jurisdiction 
in the target population area.  

· communications plan to be implemented eight weeks minimum in advance of 
event  

· local government will work towards a standard to offer industry stewards to 
expand on 10% contribution and participation in communications plan 

Comments received by PSC membership 
· This might be easier to accomplish by just including stewardship hosting fees in a 

fees and charges bylaw 
· Why would an RD give money (in-kind) or otherwise for the steward’s work? How 

would this be budgeted? 
· More specifically, identifying 18 months is pointless as it will only apply to certain 

products and areas.  The timeline could be much shorter for some things and 
some regions (eg. fluorescent bulbs in the Central Okanagan) and should be 
much longer for other items and other regions.  The timelines need to be specific 
for each program and region (or type of region; rural vs. urban).  

 
Long-term standard proposal 

· stewards are responsible for 100% of collection and transportation costs from 
location to end market 

· stewards are responsible for 100% of operating costs of permanent solution 
· stewards and RDs will identify capital costs needed for infrastructure if RD 

facilities are to be used and an agreement reached i.e. 100% of costs to be 
borne by stewards in lieu of higher contract costs with a private operator. 

· permanent solution can be one or more of the following infrastructure options as 
deemed appropriate by the RD based on local population behaviours, land uses, 
and transportation logistics and based on the general principle that incentives to 
consumers for returning a product for recovery must be more attractive than 
those for disposing of it.  

· two events per year for products that do not get replaced more than once 
per year 

· a regular monthly drop-off day at regional disposal facility (i.e. last 
Saturday of every month) 

· a one-stop recycling depot with location that matches that of major 
services (i.e. medical, schools) 

· other? 
· a communications plan to promote the solution will be developed in consultation 

with the RD and as a minimum will include: press release, event flyer that can be 
sent home with school children and distributed via direct mail to households or 
handed out at existing recycling and disposal facilities, posters, notice to retailers 
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in the area about event with request to inform customers at time of purchase (this 
could mean having a poster at the till or a shelf sign or display where product is 
set out), PSA for local radio, newspaper advertising, Newsletter blurb for local 
government and First Nation Band newsletters, website announcement for RCBC 
and governments with jurisdiction in the target population area.  

· local government will work towards a standard to offer industry stewards to assist 
with implementation of communications plan and establishment of permanent 
solution (i.e. zoning, use of government owned facilities or land) 

 
Evaluation of standard effectiveness 
 

· A report after the first year of implementing new standards that examines 
successes and suggests improvements for both the collection solution and 
communications strategy that includes polling of staff implementing the solution, 
RD managers, and users of the solution. 

 
· An annual report summarizing all EPR materials collected and processed within 

an RD boundaries (i.e. landfill service areas) with comparisons to known or 
estimated volumes going to landfill. 

 
· A three year review of the solution as part of the RCBC conference or a 

dedicated event with options for long distance participation by a task force with 
membership from all major stakeholders.  

 
 

All comments can be directed to Laurie Gallant @ lgallant@rdks.bc.ca 
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Membership Survey of Cost Recovery methods for Waste Management/Resource Recovery function 
 
RDKS is developing a survey to record how RDs in BC recover costs in 2010. This is a follow 
up to our 2006 survey and will complement our discussions with product stewards on potential 
agreements for use of our facilities. 
 
Topics to be covered will include pros and cons of parcel taxes, mill rates, user fees, and user 
agreements based on specific services and user groups (First Nations, Member Municipalities, 
ICI, Residential, Product Stewards). 
 
If you have a specific question you would like included, please send it to me directly. If you are 
opposed to sharing this information, or know of a document that provides this information and is 
current within the last 5 years, please let me know about that too. 
 
Our goal is to have the results compiled in time for the 2011 budget process i.e. all answers 
needed by June 30, results to be distributed by September 30. 
 
Many thanks. 
 
Laurie Gallant BES 
Zero Waste Planner 
Regional District of Kitimat-Stikine 
Suite 300-4545 Lazelle Avenue 
Terrace BC Canada V8G 4E1 
250-615-6100 
250-847-1670 smithers home office 
lgallant@rdks.bc.ca 
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EPR Principles for Local Government during the Transition to EPR 
 
 
BACKGROUND 

• Local governments are responsible for providing services for the management of 
“municipal solid waste” (MSW) 

 
• Accordingly, local governments have established departments, budgets and 

infrastructure for MSW collection, disposal and recycling 
 

• Most MSW (estimated 75 – 90%) consists of manufactured products and packaging1 
 

• The Ministry is pursuing a policy of Extended Producer Responsibility (EPR) under 
which responsibility for waste management of products and packaging is shifted from 
general taxpayers to producers and users and end-of-life products are managed under 
environmentally sound and effective waste management systems that are financed and 
operated by producers and users, rather than by general taxpayers (emphasis added) 2 

 
• EPR programs currently exist for beverage containers (except milk) and a variety of 

household hazardous products 
 

• The ministry is evaluating the effectiveness of existing EPR programs, incorporating 
additional product categories to the Recycling Regulation, and developing a prioritized 
list of product to be included in future EPR programs 

 
• The Ministry’s goal is to encompass all products and packaging under EPR, leaving local 

governments with the responsibility to manage only materials such as garden or food 
waste for composting, organic based waste, and demolition, land clearing and 
construction refuse3 

 
• During the transition to full EPR, local governments have encountered problems due to 

the failure of existing EPR programs to cover full costs and / or to provide an adequate 
level of service in local communities to protect the environment.  

 

DURING THE TRANSITION 

Local governments, through the LGSC, hereby adopt the following principles to guide our 
interactions with EPR programs and set out our expectations of producers and the provincial 
government: 

                                                 
1 reflected in GVRD Solid Waste Composition Study, January 14, 2005, as well as annual reports by the 
United States Environmental Protection Agency. 
2 British Columbia Industry Product Stewardship Business Plan 2002/2003 - 2004/2005. September 30, 
2002 
3 Letter from Minister Penner to RDKB Chair Hardie, Reference, received 15 December, 2005 
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1. Any current involvement by local government in an existing or possible EPR program is 
viewed as transitional, with the expectation that it will be phased out as producer-managed 
services are introduced in the local community. 

2. To that end, all Stewardship Plans must include mechanisms and a timeline for reaching the 
goal of managing 100% of the designated product and/or packaging discards, with no 
portion managed through municipal infrastructure. 

3. Stewardship plans will include a section detailing educational efforts to inform the public 
about the transition from taxpayer funded waste management to full EPR. 

4. Stewardship plans will include mechanisms whereby the Provincial government will recover 
the full cost of developing, reviewing and consulting on every existing and future schedule in 
the Recycling Regulation. 

5. During the transitional period, local governments will receive full compensation for any 
involvement in providing, promoting or in any other way supporting any EPR program in 
their communities. 

6. EPR programs must provide all contractors in local communities, whether public or private 
sector, with all the necessary financial compensation, support and infrastructure to operate 
economically and to meet program objectives. 

7. As soon as possible after a product category is covered by an EPR program, local 
governments will ban those products from municipally funded disposal facilities, garbage 
collection and/or recycling programs. 

8. EPR programs must provide collection points for the return of products that are equivalent to 
the distribution system in scope and accessibility (it must be as easy to return an old product 
as to purchase a new one). 

9. Local governments will exercise zoning and business licensing authorities to encourage the 
development of private-sector, producer-managed infrastructure for end-of-life products 
rather than developing new public infrastructure to manage those products. 

10. Local governments will report through the LGSC any problems arising in their communities 
because of the failure of an EPR Program to meet expectations and/or performance 
requirements set out in a Stewardship Plan. 

11. Local governments expect the Provincial government to enforce the provisions of 
Stewardship Plans in a timely fashion, so that public costs and environmental impacts will 
be eliminated. 
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BC Product Stewardship Council Terms of Reference 
 

(Updated - May 26, 2009) 
 
The British Columbia Product Stewardship Council (BCPSC) is a coalition of 28 regional 
districts and provincial agencies and associations associated with solid waste management and 
waste reduction.  
 
PURPOSE 
 
a) To shift BC’s product waste management system from one focused on government funded 

and ratepayer financed waste diversion to one that relies on producer responsibility in order 
to reduce public costs and drive improvements in product design that promote 
environmental sustainability 

b) To provide a forum for the exchange of information regarding existing and proposed 
Extended Producer Responsibility (EPR) Programs in British Columbia 

c) To provide information to the Ministry of Environment regarding the effectiveness of 
operations of existing EPR programs within Regional Districts  

d) To assist with developing a time line for the implementation of EPR programs for all 
product waste 

e) To liaise with product stewardship councils within British Columbia and in other 
jurisdictions 

 

OBJECTIVES 

a) To be granted formal consultative status by the Province of British Columbia in the review 
and approval of stewardship plans 

b) To ensure all British Columbia Local Governments are represented and have a voice on the 
Council. 

c) To liaise with other waste reduction and recycling agencies and societies to present a 
cooperative voice to regulators. 

d) To develop practical local and educational tools such as template by-laws, newsletters, 
articles, policy briefings, PowerPoint presentations, etc. 

 
LEVEL OF AUTHORITY 
 
All correspondence and media releases containing opinions, statements, and decisions 
concerning the business of individual member’s jurisdictions sent from the Council, require 
endorsement in writing from the entire supporting member’s Board of Directors or a 
Committee delegated by a Board of Directors before it is sent or released to the public or an 
agency. 
 

STRUCTURE OF THE COUNCIL 

1. Membership: 
 

a) One representative from each Regional District (or alternate) 
b) UBCM 
c) Ministry of Environment 
d) Recycling Council of British Columbia 
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2. Election of Co-Chairs: 

One co-chair will be elected by the members annually for a two year term to ensure overlap of 
experience. If a member has been chair for two years and wishes to stay on for more years, 
they can be nominated as many times as they wish. At the ‘face-to-face’ spring meeting 
preferably, but at least once per year, the following procedure should be followed: 
 

a) Ensure a Co-Chair Election item is on the meeting agenda. 
b) Turn meeting over to a member that definitely will not be nominated for the 

position of Co-Chair to chair the election process. 
c) Call for nominations three times. 
d) If more than one person is nominated distribute ballots (blank slips of paper) and 

have each member write the name of their preferred Co-Chair on the ballot. 
e) The Chair should count the ballots and announce the winner. 
f) The new Co-Chair, if not experienced with the BCPSC, should be given some time 

before being asked to undertake leadership roles. 
 
Co-Chair roles include but are not limited to: chairing meetings, approving agendas, assisting 
with the preparation of correspondence, signing correspondence, managing the Administration 
contract, attending other product stewardship meetings via teleconference or if there is budget, 
in person, liaising with the Ministry of Environment, being spokesperson for the BCPSC when 
needed by the media, agencies, or other organizations and generally inspiring the membership 
to accomplish the Council’s goals. 
 

The membership as of May 26, 2009 is attached as Appendix A. All Council members will be 
asked to sign a Pledge of Support (Appendix B). 
 
MEETINGS OF THE COUNCIL  
 
1. Regular Meetings 
 

a. Regular meetings of the BCPSC will be once every four months via conference call or 
as required. 

b. Special meetings may be convened as issues emerge at the discretion of the co-chairs. 
c. Meetings and regular Council business will be administered by co-chairs on a rotational 

basis (participant from a different Regional District each year). 
d. Roberts Rules of order will be followed as close as practical and possible. 

 
2. Minutes 
 
Records of meetings (e.g. minutes) will be kept on a volunteer basis. The volunteer will be 
chosen at each meeting. Standard minute formats will be maintained as much as possible. 
 
COUNCIL DECISION MAKING 
 
Ideally, decisions of the Council will be made by consensus. If necessary, a vote will be taken 
with 2/3 majority to pass. A quorum will be defined as 50% membership in attendance. 
Minority reports or information reflecting a different perspective may also be submitted if any 
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member wishes to do so. Voting will be conducted by one representative from each Regional 
District that has pledged. 
 
COUNCIL PROTOCOL 
 
a) All Council members are equal and have equal opportunity to contribute at meetings and 

responsibility to respect the opinions of others. Council members are encouraged to 
actively participate in the discussions and use their experience, education, and insight to 
speak freely about any issues or opportunities to be considered. 

 
b) Members are encouraged to work collaboratively and be committed to reaching consensus 

where possible, by using an interest based approach rather than a position based approach. 
Consensus will be formally recorded in the Minutes of Record of the meeting. In certain 
circumstances, issues raised during the course of a meeting may require a formal motion 
and vote. Any members unable to agree with the consensus decision may have their 
objections noted in the Minutes of Record. 

 
c) Council members may choose to express their personal views about the process to others 

outside the Council but may not speak on behalf of or in any way create the impression that 
they are speaking for the Council as a whole. In order to ensure open and honest dialogue, 
Council members should not discuss comments or opinions expressed by other Council 
members without their knowledge and consent. 

 
 
RESOURSES 
 
Council should seek out methods to relieve members of the financial and time burden of 
administering the work of the BCPSC if and when possible. 
 

1.  Web Site 

A web site will be administered by Bill Sheehan of the Product Policy Institute (US) for an 
indefinite period of time [contact: bill@productpolicy.org or by phone at 706.613.0710]. This 
service will be at no charge. The current link is:  http://www.bcproductstewardship.org. 
 
2.  Staff Support 
  
If needed, the BCPSC will seek administrative support either from another non-profit 
organization that has capacity or from a contractor/consultant that is hired by the BCPSC. The 
administrator would provide: 
 

a) facilitation of conference calls 
b) facilitation of face to face meetings at conferences or at the contractors’ offices 
c) preparation of meeting minutes and agendas 
d) preparation of policy papers, policies, letters, advocacy and lobbying literature, etc., all 

in consultation with the Council. 
 
The administrative position would be funded through a funding scheme pre-approved by each 
Council member’s Board of Directors or other specified authority. For example, each member 
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would pay the administrator $1,000 annually by a specified date. The Council should also seek 
grant money for administrative work. 
 
3. Budget 
 
An account should be established and funded through a formula that is fair to all members to 
cover the expenses of the Council, including but not limited to conference attendance where 
members are asked to speak about the Council, conference calls, and other administrative 
expenses approved by the Council from time to time. The account should be administered by 
one of the co-chairs, or the administrative support person/organization when applicable. 
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APPENDIX A 
 

MEMBERSHIP 
May 2010 

 
Regional District/Agency PRIMARY CONTACT TITLE 
      

Alberni Clayoquot Brenda Fortais Manager,                             
Environmental Services 

Bulkley-Nechako Janine Dougall Director,                              
Environmental Services 

Capital Anke Bergner Solid Waste Planner 

Cariboo Tera Grady Supervisor,                          
Solid Waste Management 

Central Coast  Joy Mackay Administrator 

Central Kootenay Nicole Ward 
Supervisor,                          
Services & Waste 
Management  

Central Okanagan Peter Rotheisler  Coordinator,                        
Waste Reduction 

Columbia Shuswap Ben Van Nostrand Coordinator,                        
Waste Management  

Comox Valley Jon Isfeld Solid Waste Manager 

Cowichan Valley Bob McDonald 
Manager,                             
Solid Waste Reduction 
Program 

East Kootenay Kevin Paterson Manager,  Engineering &    
Environmental Services 

Fraser Valley Mike Hofer 
Manager,                             
Environmental Services & 
Operations 

Fraser-Fort George Rachael Ryder Waste Diversion Program 
Leader 

Kitimat Stikine Laurie Gallant Zero Waste Program 
Coordinator 

Kootenay-Boundary Alan Stanley Director,                              
Environmental Services 

Metro Vancouver Andrew Doi Environmental Planner 

Ministry of Environment David Lawes Envtl Management 
Analyst 
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Mount Waddington Patrick Donaghy Administrator 

Nanaimo Sharon Horsburgh Sr. Zero Waste 
Coordinator 

North Okanagan Nicole Kohnert Manager,                             
Environmental Services 

Northern Rockies Scott Barry Director,                              
Public Works 

Okanagan-Similkameen Don Hamilton Superintendent,                  
Solid Waste Management 

Peace River Jeff Rahn Director,                              
Field Services 

Powell River Frances Ladret Administrator 

RCBC Brock McDonald Executive Director 

Skeena Queen Charlotte Tim Des Champ Supervisor,                          
Waste Management  

Squamish-Lillooet Jesse Lee 
Manager,                             
Utilities & Community 
Services 

Strathcona Jennifer Brunn Acting General Manager 
Operation Services 

Sunshine Coast Cathy Kenny Coordinator,                        
Solid Waste Management 

Thompson-Nicola Peter Hughes Director Environmental 
Services 

UBCM Jarred Wright Senior Policy Analyst 
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APPENDIX B   
PLEDGE FORM 

 
The British Columbia Product Stewardship Council (BCPSC) is a coalition of 28 regional 
districts and provincial agencies and associations associated with solid waste management 
and waste reduction.  
 
PURPOSE 
 
f) To shift BC’s product waste management system from one focused on government funded 

and ratepayer financed waste diversion to one that relies on producer responsibility in 
order to reduce public costs and drive improvements in product design that promote 
environmental sustainability 

g) To provide a forum for the exchange of information regarding existing and proposed 
Extended Producer Responsibility (EPR) Programs in British Columbia 

h) To provide information to the Ministry of Environment regarding the effectiveness of 
operations of existing EPR programs within Regional Districts  

i) To assist with developing a time line for the implementation of EPR programs for all 
product waste 

j) To liaise with Product Stewardship Councils within British Columbia and in other 
jurisdictions. 

 
 
We the undersigned support the Terms of Reference, including the Purpose and Objectives of 
the British Columbia Product Stewardship Council. 
 
Signed: 
 
     
 Signature   Date 
 
     
 Name   Title  
  
 
_________________________________________________________________________________                          
 Organization / Department   Jurisdiction 
 
 
     
 Mailing Address 
 
     
 Telephone  Email 
 
 
 
 



Attachment #11 

The nominated members for co‐chair of the BC Product Stewardship Council for 2010‐2011: 
 
Don Hamilton 
Solid Waste Management Superintendent, Regional District of Okanagan‐Similkameen  
 
Nicole Kohnert 
Solid Waste Manager, Regional District of North Okanagan 
 
Darcy Mooney 
Deputy Manager Environment & Engineering Services, Columbia Shuswap Regional District 


	Weight_to_Volume_Conversions_2009.pdf
	Mixed rigid plastic, no film or dairy, whole, loose
	Mixed rigid plastic & film, densified by mixed plastic mold technology

	je_100520_BCPSC Meeting Package - May 25, 2010



