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Executive Summary 
The Alberta Recycling Management Authority (ARMA) conducted its inaugural fee-setting 
consultation for Alberta’s Extended Producer Responsibility (EPR) framework. This 
consultation focused on establishing the oversight fee structure for Producers, covering 
both the 2024 and 2025 oversight years. The process was a foundational step in 
demonstrating ARMA’s commitment to ensuring a fair, transparent, and equitable approach 
to managing the oversight of Alberta’s EPR framework as it launches. 

Participation Statistics 

The consultation included broad engagement with Producers, facilitated through multiple 
channels, including an online survey, webinars, and targeted outreach. Key participation 
metrics include: 

• Producers Engaged: All registered Producers (797 for PPP and 140 for HSP) were 
notified of the consultation. Participation included 175 representatives attending 
live webinars, with an additional 238 on-demand webinar viewings recorded. 

• Survey Responses: 26 from PPP Producers and 7 from HSP Producers. 

These efforts ensured meaningful input was gathered from a wide range of impacted 
stakeholders. 

Sentiment Analysis Results 

Overall, the sentiment analysis highlighted positive feedback from Producers regarding the 
fee-setting process. Producers expressed satisfaction with the general approach to fee-
setting, particularly in the methodology used to determine oversight fees, which were seen 
as reasonable and predictable. The primary concern voiced was the broader financial 
challenges associated with standing up the EPR system in Alberta, rather than the specific 
fee-setting methodology. 

ARMA’s Commitment Moving Forward 

ARMA is committed to ongoing collaboration with Producers to refine and improve the fee-
setting process. As Alberta’s EPR framework evolves, ARMA will ensure that oversight fees 
remain fair, transparent, and reflective of stakeholder input. This consultation sets the 
foundation for an equitable and effective EPR oversight framework, demonstrating ARMA’s 
dedication to supporting Producers while meeting Alberta’s regulatory and environmental 
goals. 
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Fee Consultation Overview 
The Alberta Recycling Management Authority (ARMA) oversees Alberta's Extended 
Producer Responsibility (EPR) system for Single-Use Products, Packaging and Paper 
Products (PPP), and Hazardous and Special Products (HSP). ARMA's responsibilities 
include ensuring compliance with regulatory requirements and maintaining the operational 
integrity of the EPR system. A critical part of this role is establishing oversight fees to 
recover costs associated with the administration and oversight of the system. 

Oversight fees are determined in alignment with the Fee Setting Policy (the Policy) and the 
requirements outlined in the EPR Agreement on Administration and Oversight (the 
Oversight Agreement) between the Ministry of Environment and Protected Areas and 
ARMA. These fees are designed to be reasonable, predictable, and to ensure the long-term 
financial sustainability of the EPR system. 

As part of the fee-setting process, ARMA consults annually with stakeholders, focusing on 
Producers and producer representatives, to gather feedback on all aspects of fee setting. 
This includes the cost recovery objectives and the methodologies used for allocating fees. 
Input received during this consultation informs the final fees established by ARMA each 
year, ensuring transparency, fairness, and alignment with stakeholder expectations. 

Fee Consultation Approach 

Consultation Requirements 
Specific requirements regarding the oversight fee consultation process prior to establishing 
fees are set out in the Fee Setting Policy as well as the Oversight Agreement. 

Summary of Requirements 

 Requirement Action 
1.  Impacted Stakeholder Consultation 

Engage in consultation with impacted 
stakeholders 

• Sep 5, 2024 – Presented proposed 
oversight fees, methodology and 
consultation approach to the EPR 
Producer Advisory Council. 
Consultation process was facilitated 
by a third-party facilitator. 

• Council consists of 6 members each 
representing organizations/ 
associations of impacted producers. 
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• Members feedback was incorporated 
into updated proposed oversight fee 
materials. 

2.  Notice of Proposed Fees on Website 
Following such consultation, provide 
notice of the proposed regulatory fee on 
the ARMA’s website 

• Sep 30, 2024 – Oversight fee 
materials including proposed fees 
posted to dedicated EPR fee 
consultation page on ARMA website. 

3.  45-day Comment Period 
Receive comments on the proposed 
regulatory fee during a comment period 
of at least 45 days after the proposed 
regulatory fee is posted on the website 

• Oct 1, 2024 to Nov 14, 2024 – 45-day 
comment period during which the 
oversight fee survey was open to 
receive comments and feedback. 

4.  Notice to Minister 
Provide the Minister with written notice 
of the fee and a summary of the results 
of stakeholder consultations, not less 
than 14 days prior to approval by ARMA’s 
Board 

• Nov 20, 2024 – Notice of fees and 
consultation summary report 
submitted to the Minister 14 days 
prior to ARMA Board meeting to 
approve final fees (Dec 4, 2024). 

5.  Notice of Final Fees on Website 
Following the conclusion of the 
comment period, publish a final version 
of the regulatory fee on ARMA’s website, 
along with a description of how 
comments received during the comment 
period were considered in determining 
the final version of the regulatory fee 

[Upcoming] 
• Dec 5, 2024 – Target date to post the 

Final 2024 Oversight Fee notice. 
• Mar 1, 2025 – Target date to post the 

Final 2025 Oversight Fee notice. 

6.  Fees in Effect 
Put the regulatory fee into effect on a 
date specified by ARMA, which shall be 
not less than 30 days after the final 
version of the regulatory fee is published 
on the Authority’s website 

[Upcoming] 
• Jan 6, 2025 – Target date to invoice 

2024 Oversight Fees. 
• Apr 1, 2025 – Target date to invoice 

the 2024 Oversight Fees. 
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Consultation Audiences 
EPR Producer Advisory Council (EPAC) 

To ensure meaningful engagement with stakeholders during EPR implementation, ARMA 
established the EPR Producer Advisory Council (EPAC). This council comprises 
representatives from major trade associations whose members operate in Alberta and are 
directly impacted by the EPR Regulation. 

Registered Producers 

Consultation requests were distributed to all registered and active producers listed in the 
EPR Registry. The focus was intentionally limited to this stakeholder group to prioritize 
feedback from producers who are actively maintaining their regulatory obligations and are 
directly responsible for covering the costs of the EPR system under the EPR Regulation. 
This targeted approach ensured that input was both relevant and aligned with the interests 
of those financially contributing to the system. 

Consultation Activities 
Online Information & Tools 

A dedicated EPR Oversight Fee Consultation webpage conveniently centralized all 
supporting oversight fee materials (e,g, presentation slides, webinar recording link, fee 
calculator, FAQs) to simplify information access. 

Digital Outreach 

Proactive messaging in the form of informational bulletins was sent to producers to keep 
them informed of the consultation process, access to information, survey reminders. 

Coordinated efforts were also made to promote awareness of the consultation and 
oversight fee obligations through various channels such as external presentation 
opportunities, conference and event networking, social media posts, and leveraging 
communications through the reach of partnered organizations. 

Webinars 

Two 1-hour webinars to present oversight fee information and answer questions live. 

Survey 

Survey was sent to all registered Producers requesting feedback with their preferred 
oversight fee option along with optional opportunity to provide written comments. 
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Participation Rate Highlights 
Activity Timing Participation 

Digital Outreach – 
Email Bulletins  

September 23 – 
November 14 

• 1,000+ recipients 
• Average 60% open rate 
• Highest open rate of 75% (survey release) 

Live Webinars October 1 & 
October 29 

• 172 total attendees 
• 238 recording viewings 

Surveys September 30 – 
November 14 

• 26 PPP responses 
• 7 HSP responses 

 

Consultation Results 

What We Asked and Heard 

Impacted Stakeholders Consultation (EPAC) 

Ahead of broad consultation with all stakeholders, ARMA first presented the proposed 
oversight fee framework and consultation process to EPAC. Comments from EPAC and 
ARMA’s subsequent incorporation of the group’s feedback are summarized below. 

Proposed Fee Framework 

• Amortization of Start-Up Costs 
o Timeframe: 3 years 
o Cost Recovery Allocation: Year 1 – 66% ($7.8M), Year 2 – 17% ($2M), Year 3 – 

17% ($2M) 
• EPR Total Recovery Objective (Amount) 

o 2024: $10,000,000 
o 2025: $10,500,000 

• Oversight Fee Allocation 
o By Material: 85% (PPP), 15% (HSP) 
o PPP Producers: Flat Fee: $175, Variable Fee Threshold: 60,000 kg 
o HSP Producers: Flat Fee: $175, Variable Fee Threshold: 2,000 kg 

EPAC Feedback Highlights 

o EPAC appreciated ARMA’s response to prior industry feedback and deferred 
2024 oversight fees to 2025 to avoid unbudgeted costs to producers in the 
current year. However, the council raised concerns about the high cost as a 
result of recovering two years of fees in 2025. 
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o There was strong consensus from EPAC to amortize startup costs equally 
over at least a 5-year timeframe.  

o In response to EPAC’s feedback, ARMA aligned startup cost amortization to a 
5-year equal recovery approach and further refined operating budgets. 

Revised Fee Framework 

• Amortization of Start-Up Costs 
o Timeframe: 5 years 
o Cost Recovery Allocation: 20% ($2.25M) per year for 5 years 

• EPR Total Recovery Objective (Amount) 
o 2024: $4,600,000 
o 2025: $9,080,000 

• Oversight Fee Allocation 
o By Material: 85% (PPP), 15% (HSP) 
o PPP Producers: Flat Fee: $175, Variable Fee Threshold: 50,000 kg 
o HSP Producers: Flat Fee: $175, Variable Fee Threshold: 2,000 kg 

This revised fee framework was used for broad consultation with registered producers. See 
Appendix A for a detailed outline of the oversight fee framework. 

Registered Producers Consultation 

A survey was distributed to all registered Producers to gather input on two key aspects of 
fee-setting methodology. The consultation aimed to ensure that the fee structure reflects 
stakeholder perspectives and supports effective program implementation. 

The table below summarizes the number of relevant responses received. Section 1, being a 
mandatory input, reflects the number of Producers who completed the survey in full. 
Section 2, which allowed optional comments, had a lower response rate due to its 
voluntary nature. This distinction highlights the comprehensive engagement in Section 1, 
while also capturing qualitative insights from those who participated in Section 2. 

 PPP Survey 
Response 

HSP Survey 
Response 

Section 1 (Mandatory Question) 26 7 
Section 2 (Optional)   

Start-Up Costs 5 2 
Allocation to Programs 3 1 
Individual Producer Fee Methodology 4 1 
General Comments 2 1 
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Section 1: Individual Producer Fee Methodology: 
Producers were asked to share their preferences on: 

• The appropriate flat fee amount to be applied to all Producers. 

• The designated materials threshold above which the variable fee should apply. 

This feedback is critical to ensuring fairness in the fee structure while balancing 
administrative simplicity and the financial sustainability of the program. 

 

Section 1 Feedback Results 

PPP Results: Option 1B had the most votes 
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HSP Results: Option 3A had the most votes 

 

 

Section 2: Written Comments on Fee-Setting Categories 

In addition to quantitative feedback, Producers were invited to provide written comments 
on four categories of fee-setting: 

1. Startup Costs: Perspectives on how initial program costs should be allocated and 
recovered. 

2. Fee Allocation Between PPP and HSP Programs: Opinions on the proportional 
distribution of costs between the Packaging and Paper Products (PPP) and 
Household Hazardous and Special Products (HSP) streams. 

3. Individual Producer Fee Methodology: Insights into the flat fee and variable fee 
approach, including any concerns or suggestions for improvement. 

4. General Comments: Open feedback on other considerations or factors that should 
influence fee-setting decisions. 

The input collected through this survey and written comments will guide the refinement of 
the fee-setting methodology, ensuring it aligns with the needs of Producers while 
supporting the program’s regulatory and operational goals. 
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Section 2 Feedback Results 

PPP Written Feedback Sentiment Analysis 

Written Feedback Category Positive Neutral Negative 
Start-Up Costs 1 2 2 
Allocation of Costs Between PPP & HSP 2 1 0 
Individual Producer Cost Methodology 3 1 0 
General Feedback 0 1 1 

 

HSP Written Feedback Sentiment Analysis 

The sentiment analysis for the HSP program is based on very limited number of written 
responses. As such, the sample size is too small to be considered statistically significant 
and is included here for reference only. 

Written Feedback Category Positive Neutral Negative 
Start-Up Costs 1 0 1 
Allocation of Costs Between PPP & HSP 1 0 0 
Individual Producer Cost Methodology 1 0 0 
General Feedback 1 0 0 
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Combined Written Feedback Sentiment Analysis 

The sentiment analysis graph below highlights the positive and negative feedback received 
from Producers regarding the fee-setting process, with neutral sentiments excluded for 
clarity. This approach ensures a clear focus on areas of agreement and concern. 

Overall, Producers in the PPP program expressed satisfaction with the general approach to 
fee-setting, as evidenced by the predominance of positive sentiments across key 
categories. The methodology used to determine oversight fees was well-received, 
reflecting confidence in the process and fairness of the structure. 

However, the primary concern among Producers relates to the costs associated with 
establishing and implementing EPR in Alberta. These concerns are tied to the broader 
financial challenges of standing up the program, rather than the specific process used to 
determine oversight fees. 
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What Happens Next? 
With the conclusion of this consultation process, ARMA will finalize the oversight fees and 
prepare for its implementation. 

Date Activity 
December 4, 2024 Final oversight fee recommendation for 2024 presented 

to ARMA’s Board of Directors for review and approval. 
December 5, 2024 Target date to post the Final 2024 Oversight Fee notice. 
January 6, 2025 Target date to invoice 2024 Oversight Fees. 
February 20, 2025 ARMA’s Board of Directors approve the 2025 Operating & 

Capital Budget for EPR. 
March 1, 2025 Target date to post the Final 2025 Oversight Fee notice. 
April 1, 2025 Target date to invoice the 2025 Oversight Fees. 

 

 

Addition Details 

• Appendix A: Oversight Fee Setting Methodology  
• Appendix B: Consultation Engagement Activities  
• Appendix C: Anonymized Individual Survey Responses 
• Appendix D: List of Survey Participants 
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Appendix A: Oversight Fee Setting Methodology 
The oversight fee setting framework presented in the consultation consists of three key 
parts as set out below. 

EPR Total Recovery Objective 
A Total Recovery Objective is established for each calendar year, representing the total 
oversight fee target to be recovered from producers that year.  

• ARMA develops a budget based on costs associated with carrying out oversight 
activities. 

• The total includes both start-up costs and ongoing annual operating costs required 
to maintain and administer the system.  

Year 2024 2025 
Total Recovery Objective $4,600,000 $9,080,000 

 
Rationale:  
The Total Recovery Objective reflects operating costs incurred by ARMA related to the EPR 
oversight function. Recoverable oversight fee cost components are outlined in the Policy. 
 

Cost Allocation by Material (PPP and HSP Cost Recovery Targets) 
Total shared oversight costs are first allocated proportionally between PPP and HSP by an 
established method. Where a cost can be directly attributed to one system only, it will be 
allocated to either PPP or HSP accordingly. 

• Shared cost allocation between PPP and HSP is based on the proportion of 
producers in each system.  

• This approach translates to a cost allocation of 85% to PPP and 15% to HSP.  
Year 2024 2025 
PPP Cost Recovery Target $3,910,000 $7,718,000 
HSP Cost Recovery Target $690,000 $1,362,000 

 

Rationale: 
The scale of the PPP system is significantly larger than HSP in terms of the number of 
obligated producers and the volume of designated materials in the system. PPP also has a 
more complex common collection system to implement relative to HSP. These factors 
increase oversight efforts necessary to perform monitoring and compliance activities. 
However, oversight activities such as developing bylaws and policies would require equal 
effort for PPP and HSP regardless of the number of producers. Therefore, the allocation of 
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the Total Recovery Objective between PPP and HSP by the proportion of producers 
represents a reasonable approach to account for these factors. 

 

Cost Allocation by Producer (Individual Producer Fees) 
For each material’s recovery target, a methodology is used to determine the share of the 
oversight cost allocated to each individual obligated producer subject to oversight fees.  

• Individual producer oversight fees are determined through a combination of a flat 
fee paid by all producers and a variable fee paid by producers supplying total 
materials exceeding a set weight threshold. 

• The fixed flat fee amount and variable fee rate are calculated based on the number 
of producers and the system’s total supply volume.  

 
Paid By Fee Amount 

% of Cost 
Recovery 

Target Revenue 
Flat Fee All producers subject to 

oversight fees 
Set Flat Fee 2% 

Variable 
Fee 

Top 60% of producers 
• PPP Producers supplying 

>50,000 kg 
• HSP producers supplying 

> 2,000 kg 

Producer’s total 
supply volume 

x  
Variable Fee Rate 

98% 

 

Rationale:  
The approach of a small flat fee payable by all producers with a variable fee payable by the 
majority of the largest producers scaled to their materials supplied, highlights equity 
considerations amongst obligated producers. 
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Appendix B: Consultation Engagement Activities 
 

Date Engagement 
Type Activity 

Sep 5 Consultation 
with impacted 
stakeholders 

Facilitated fees consultation with the EPR Producer Advisory 
Council. 

Sep 23 Email bulletin Email to producers about the upcoming consultation and 
opportunity to register for webinars. 

• # of recipients: 531 (40.8% open) 
Sep 23 Publish 

website 
Consultation webinar page goes live with info about upcoming 
consultation opportunity and webinar registration links.  

• # of page views: 189 
Sep 26 Social media Social media post promoting consultation webinars 
Sep 30 Publish 

website 
Dedicated consultation page goes live with fee info, including 
proposed fee methodology and draft fee rates. EPR Producer page 
top banner and timeline updated to link to fee consultation. 

• # of page views: 1,954 
Sep 30 Email bulletin Email to producers about the consultation page and reminder to 

register for webinars. 
• # of recipients: 1,044 (46.5% open) 

Oct 1 Live webinar Hosted live webinar to present fees to producers and answer 
questions. Recording was then posted on consultation page. 

• # of registrations for webinar: 95 
• # of attendees for webinar: 72 
• # of views for webinar recording: 148 

Oct 1 Survey release 
Email bulletin 

Email to producers providing link to feedback survey as well as links 
to the webinar recording and a fee calculator tool. Email sent to PPP 
and HSP producers separately. 

• HSP # of recipients: 242 (73.2% open) 
• PPP # of recipients: 983 (75.2% open) 

Oct 1 Social media Social media post promoting consultation survey 
Oct 23 Email bulletin Email to producers as a reminder to register for webinar #2. 

• HSP # of recipients: 227 (68.5% open) 
• PPP # of recipients: 1,010 (65.1% open) 

Oct 29 Live webinar Hosted live webinar to present fees to producers and answer 
questions. Recording was then posted on consultation page. 

• # of registrations for webinar: 139 
• # of attendees for webinar: 103 
• # of views for webinar recording: 90 

Oct 29 Social media Social media post promoting consultation survey 
Nov 7 Email bulletin Email to producers as a reminder of survey closing in one week. 

• HSP # of recipients: 239 (69.4% open) 
• PPP # of recipients: 1,015 (45.2% open) 
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Appendix C: Anonymized Individual Survey Responses 

PPP Written Feedback (Full) 
Start-up Cost Recovery 
1. What does start-up operation cost entail ($ 1.5 M each year from 2024 to 2028). 

What does Start-up Capital cost entail ($750K each year from 2024 to 2028). 
2. I believe your start up cost is very high. Using the already available and working 

platform would help to reduce the cost. 
3. The Reserve fund has been fully funded within the first year. Why it hasn't been 

funded over at least a 5 year period in order to smooth the surcharge and allocate a 
portion of these system related implementation cost to the additional stewards that 
will come on board in the following years? 

4. Fair. 
 

Cost Allocations to HSP and PPP 
1. Seems fair to me. 
2. Fair. 

 

Individual Producer Fee Methodology 
1. I appreciate this survey and your effort to get producers' input. 
2. Looks ok to me. 
3. OK. 

 

Additional Comments 
1. What is the total number of obligated producers in AB? Number of registered 

producers and non-registered producers? Efforts to have non-registered producers 
to register with ARMA? 

2. The Verification Policy and Procedures are onerous and unreasonable. 
3. I wish one day we will have one system for the entire country. One country one 

system. This will eventually reduce the cost of doing business and be competitive. 
4. A municipality should not be subject to these fees as it is our job to inform and 

educate residents. Nor should they be called producers. It has been the 
municipalities task in the past to promote ARMAs programs and recycling efforts at 
our facilities and to our residents. I don't believe there was discussion about flat fees 
applicable to all when this first kicked off, just if you exceeded the threshold. 

5. The fees, especially for the second year, appear to be quite high compared to other 
jurisdictions where in some cases there are no such oversight fees. 

6. That is the cost of doing business. 
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HSP Written Feedback (Full) 
Start-up Cost Recovery 
1. Producers who join late or are freeriders need to contribute equally to the start-up 

costs so as to not disadvantage those producers who do contribute initially. 
2. Fair. 

 

Cost Allocations to HSP and PPP 
1. Fair. 

 

Individual Producer Fee Methodology 
1. Instead of setting the flat fee amount based on a percentage of the total cost of 

oversight, it should be based on the cost to ARMA to oversee a producer below the 
threshold. This is supposed to be a cost recovery mechanism, so the cost for the 
oversight needs to be determined and then set so as to recover it. The variable 
amount should cover the additional costs incurred by ARMA to oversee larger 
producers over and above the costs incurred to oversee the smaller producers. 

2. Harmonization of HSP and other programs to match other provinces with EPR/IPR 
would be ideal for large producers that operate in all provinces. 

3. OK. 
 

Additional Comments 
1. Looks like there has been a lot of work done. 
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Appendix D: List of Survey Participants 
 

 
PPP Participants 

1 Arctic Glacier 
2 Barilla Canada Inc 
3 Bath & Body Works (Canada) Corp 
4 Bose Limited 
5 Canadian Consumer Specialty Products Association (CCSPA) 
6 CBL Bakeries ltd 
7 City of Calgary 
8 County of Grande Prairie #1 
9 DECIEM 
10 Dynabook Canada Inc. 
11 Evnia 
12 FCA Canada Inc. 
13 Indigo Books And Music 
14 Jamieson Wellness Inc. 
15 Lactalis Canada 
16 MAV Beauty Canada, Inc. 
17 Pampered Chef 
18 PPG Architectural Coatings Canada inc 
19 Procter & Gamble Inc. 
20 Restaurants Canada 
21 S.H. Krikorian & Co Ltd 
22 Sony Electronics Inc. 
23 Vetoquinol N.-A. Inc. 
24 Wakefield Canada Inc 
25 Winix Holdings Canada 
26 xxxx (Anonymous) 

 
 

HSP Participants 
1 Canadian Consumer Specialty Products Association (CCSPA) 
2 Dynabook Canada Inc. 
3 FCA Canada Inc. 
4 First Edition First Aid Training Inc 
5 Ford Motor Company of Canada, Limited 
6 John Deere Canada ULC 
7 PPG Architectural Coatings Canada inc 

 


