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1. Key messages

« Bio-waste management offers great opportuniiteshe EU's regions and cities to become a
resource-efficient recycling society and to conttédbtowards combating climate change. The
European Commission should deliver a proposal fbioavaste directive that provides with
legal certainty in the field, whilst taking intoamunt the local and regional specificities.

» The Green Paper misses a stronger referermi@{waste prevention including composting of
food and green waste at source. Member Statesnahtivaste prevention programmssuld
determine, with the maximum involvement of regioaadl local authorities, specific targets. An
EU bio-waste directive could set bio-waste prevamtargets and standardise benchmarking.

* In order to create a level playing field and toestbio-waste towards sustainable treatment
options, a future bio-waste directive should esshbhinimum requirements for bio-waste
treatment. The waste hierarchy, giving priority to recyclinghould remain the structuring
principle. However, in order to adapt this prineigo local conditions, local and regional
authorities should be enabled to derogate fromhkgsarchy by providing life cycle analyses
(LCA) or similar assessments.

» The establishment of a bindimgcycling targets for bio-wasteat national levelinstead at EU
level, as well as the setting of a bindlBg minimum target for separate collectioninstead of
a separate collection obligatiomay better reflect the differences in the statplay in Member
States and regions; both would however ensuredl@tative biological treatments of bio-
waste diverted from landfills are actively encowd@s viable treatment options.

» Common quality standards for compostand digestatérom bio-wastecould ensure that the
increases in the amounts that are biologicallytéeg@rovide sound environmental benefits as
well as assist to build up consumers' confidencktanevelop a wider market for compost.

2. Relevance for the Committee of the Regions

In most Member States, it is local and regionaharities that are responsible for implementing EU
waste management policy. They count amongst thdupess of bio-waste, implement national
waste management plans and waste prevention proggarand can set up their own ones, plan the
localisation, grant permits or manage bio-wastatinent facilities and waste collection systems,
carry out control and inspection and can raise emess of their citizens by information and
education campaigris.
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Consequently, local and regional authorities areragst the main recipients of the Green Paper on
bio-waste and should play a key role in the procdsgeveloping new approaches and proposals
within this waste area.

3. Suggestions to the rapporteur

The secretariat recommends a number of points that the rapporteur might want to consider when
drafting the opinion. Their structure follows the structure of the Green Paper.

3.1 General remarks
Towards a directive on bio-waste

The CoR could welcome that the European Commisatathe first stage has launched a Green
Paper in order to invite stakeholders to contribtdeards the discussion on shaping future
directions on management of bio-waste.

The CoR could argue that, in order to build a detrgal framework and to bring legal certainty to
the subject matter, it would be desirable to haveirmle legal instrument covering the
management of bio-waste in the Elsetting common standards and procedures. ThedoaR
welcome the recent improvements for managing bistevintroduced by the European Parliament
and Council into Art. 22 on bio-waste of the redid&aste Framework Directive (WFD), however
they only provide with a very loose framework.

The CoR could deplore that already in 2003, theopean Commission announced that it would
present a such propogalVith increasing amounts of bio-waste diverted frtandfills, waste
managers have to choose between different treatopdinins. Once facilities and strategies are in
place, it will be very hard for local and regiomaithorities to implement new practices.

The CoR could call othe European Commission iticlude the regional and local dimensionn

the formulationof a future bio-waste directive. The rapporteukjrtg into account previous CoR

opinions and in particular the experience gainethkyCoR with the implementation of the Landfill

Directive’, could urge the followinggeneral elementsto be considered in a future bio-waste

directive:

— pinpointing the administrative and financial resms neededb implement the legislation and
ensuring financial and technical feasibility for local and regional authorities and businesses
engaged in implementation of the directive;

— encouraging the use etonomic instrumentsin bio-waste policy, whilst avoiding distortion of
competition and smooth functioning of the intenmalrket;

- reference to theolluter pays-principle as strengthened by Art. 14 WFD; with the costbiof
waste management to be borne by the original vpmstiucer or by the current or previous waste
holders and not by the public in general;

— harmonising methodologies for quantifying organic waste generation, landfill bio-waste
diversion rates, prevention potentials and oth&vest indicators, in order to close gaps in
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coverage and comparability of Member States’ pregyr@end to compare the results at local,
regional, national and EU level,

— limiting information and reports required by the European Commission from MembeeSta
just a few essential facts, in order to limit tliergnistrative costs.

Further to the adoption of a directive on bio-wastene years after its entry into force, the Euaope

Commission could ask theoR to come forward with animpact report on the local and regional

implications of this directive, similar to the sessful work carried out by the CoR on the Landfill
Directive.

3.2 Better prevention of bio-waste

The rapporteur could regret the lackemfiphasisgiven in the Green Paper to bio-waste prevention,
as practical steps taken in most Member Stateattwate still by far not enough.

The rapporteur could underline the need for aligydevels in the EU to take differentiated actions
on both a)primary prevention of bio-waste, includingninimising food waste at production and
consumption level as well as minimising green wdste‘smart gardening”, and Becondary
prevention, but to avoid the organic waste collection anatireent, by promoting composting of
food and green waste at source (“home, communiiyoarsite composting™.

The EU, Member States and local/regional authsrisbould promoteodes of conduct and
voluntary agreements by retailers and food brandso work towards reducing food waste at
production level (conception of products, the piithn itself, their distribution and storage).

Member Stateswithin their national waste prevention programmesaccording to Art. 29 WFD,
should set, with the close involvement of regional andaloauthorities, specific targets on bio-
waste prevention, including benchmarks to monitmgpess. The CoR has called for at least the
stabilisation of overall waste generation by 204@vell as further significant reductions by 2620.

The rapporteur, in line with the CoR’s opinion dwe tWFD, could call for the Eltb setwithin a
future EU bio-waste directive bio-waste prevention target@and — this would be also possible
under Art. 29 WFD - to standardise indicators bycWiprogress can be assessed.

The CoR could call upon tHeuropean Commissionto continue to finance innovative projects of
local and regional authorities that set up integftafualitative and quantitative bio-waste preveamtio
systems, e.g. through its LIFE+ Programme and ppat platforms for facilitating the exchange of
best practices.

Whilst taking note of many innovative actions athgaarried out at local and regional level, the

CoR could call for support to dtdical and regional authoritiesto:

— carry out their owrbio-waste prevention strategies and action plangmploying a systematic
consultative decision making process, focusingxpeemented successful activities and using
a mix of instruments;

— promote supportiveconomic instruments and incentivessuch as PAYT (pay-as-you-throw)
schemes/ variable charging;
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- carry outfood waste prevention campaignshat address the consumption of their citizens, of
private and public canteens and schools, aimingpiging awareness of food-waste issues,
enabling “smart consumption” action through easy small changes;

— promote Smart gardening’ of their own public property and related awarenasd education
actions for their citizens and local businessexdter to minimise green waste, involving clever
planning and appropriate management of green areas;

- promotehome/collective composting or on-site treatment félidies on company grounds
results of recently conducted studies demonstratehome & collective composting programs
are successful and cost effective in communitieteuwarious conditions. Related costs, such
as distribution of free/ discounted home compostatgipment, can be compensated by
avoided collection, transport and disposal/ treatroests.

3.3 Further limiting of landfilling of bio-waste

The CoR could be strongly concerned about the EBaogCommission’s findings that landfilling ,
despite of the diversion obligation of Art. 5 obtBU Landfill Directive, isstill the most common
method for disposing of municipal bio-wastén the enlarged EU, with continuing greenhouse gas
emissions and negative impacts on land use anthhissalies.

The rapporteur could call upon the European Comiaris$o consider changing the current
obligations of Landfill Directive into &an of landfilling biodegradable waste by 2020There are
already now Member States which have introducedllatess for a landfill ban on municipal bio-
waste or foresee stricter and timelier reductidvas tthe Landfill Directivé.On the other hand, the
CoR has observed that some Member States stilldatert tradition of tackling waste problems.

The CoR could further reiterdethat the Landfill Directive’s obligation on biogiadable waste,
which is limited to municipal waste, should é@g¢ended to encompass all waste sources

The CoR has stressed that, in order to divert td@ste/from going to landfills, bio-waste specific
landfill tax or otheffinancial incentiveshave to be stimulated.
3.4 Treatment options for bio-waste diverted from andfill
Create aleve playing field for bio-waste management at EU level

The rapporteur, in line with the CoR’s opinion dre tWFD, could call for a future bio-waste
directive to establisminimum requirements for bio-waste treatmentin accordance with Art. 22
WFD, aimed at steering towards sustainable tredtmgtions as well as setting common facility
standards. However, flexibility should be builtarthe proposal to allow Member States to take
national and regional conditions into account.

Treatment options which need to be strengthened

The CoR could maintain its position that, in linghathe waste hierarchyriority should be given
to the recycling of bio-wasteas opposed to other forms of bio-waste treatmenst mointedly
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incineration, which though useful is in danger e€bming an easy way out especially for countries
with only a limited commitment to selective colliect and recycling’®

Assessments strongly pointdoaerobic digestion with biogas production and thdollowing use

of the rest material for compost in the majority of cases, being a more attracéimd sustainable
alternative treatment method than incineration wilirerting away from landfilld* The CoR has
urged to increase the cost of waste treatment rmdsthther than recycling, in order to prevent the
indiscriminate use of incineratidf.

The CoR could however qualify its position, poigtiout that the environmental benefits of
different treatment methods depend on the locatlitmms such as population density, climate and
infrastructure. In this regard, the CoR could tala@e of findings in the Green Paper, which
stipulate thain special cases, recycling can be not superior iacineration.

Life-cycle assessment as an option to derogate from the waste hierarchy

The CoR could reiterate that the waste hierarchyames the structuring principle. However, in
order to adapt this principle to local conditionsthe EU, in line with Art. 4 (2) WFD, local and
regional authorities should be enabled to justifsal derogations from this hierarchy by providing
life cycle analyses (LCA)on the overall impacts of the generation and mamage of bio-waste?

The CoR could stress that, however, presebfBA do not represent a real operational
alternative for local and regional authorities. The CoR cowdret that the WFD did not introduce
a provision for &sommon methodologyfor the use of LCA to be adopted at Community leasl
recommended by the CoR. Local authorities and wasteagers ought to have clear guidance and
it should be determined who is responsible fordatlng LCAs.

Stimulate alternative waste treatment at local and regional level

The rapporteur could note that moving away frompdémwaste disposal towards sustainable bio-
waste management requires a substantial effofidjocal and regional level. In order to stimulate
alternative waste treatment options than landfiial and regional authorities need

— additional human and financial resourcesto perform this task, in particular in the newer
Member State&’

— to be continuously informed aboirtnovative techniquesand to be supported when taking
innovative actions, e.g. by the LIFE+ or the EUsBarch Framework Programme;

— close cooperation amongst all levels of governmerand between local and regional
authorities to overcome administrative borders of neighbourmmicipalities and regions, e.g.
when establishing common bio-waste treatment feslior collection schemes;

— combined efforts of different sectors(e.g. waste, agriculture, energy, transport) iplypg
clever solutions; as well aavolvement of citizens, businesses and NG{@sthe decisions
regarding bio-waste policy, by using instrumentshsas Local Agenda 21;
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— awareness raisingcampaigns t@uide public behaviour; encouragiagreements with local
companiesto participate in separated collection schemegaimtrease the quality;

— the promotion the exchange of good practice at Eupean levelon advancedio-waste
treatment, encouraging maximum dissemination tMalinber States.

3.5 Improving energy recovery

The CoR could urge the EU and Member States totauitiely increase, within their funding for
renewable energies and biomass action plantheir support for local and regional authorities
setting up facilities for anaerobic digestion addwaste withbiogas production.

Biogas based on food and green wasthieves synergies between recycling and energyeeg
when the rest material is used as compost. Itreptace less sustainable forms of biomass
production that are based on monoculture crops with theiatieg impacts on natural resourc@s.
Local and regional authorities can promote “local-énergy for local useby using the gas or
energy produced e.g. for the heating of their g, their own car fleets or public transport.

The rapporteur could stress thaicineration with energy recovery can make a valuable
contribution,under the condition that this based on high leweélenergy recovery with advanced
technology, that the energy produced is used ftetity and for district heating purposes (CHP)
and replaces fossil fuels, and that waste trangp&ept to a minimurn’

3.6 Increasing bio-waste recycling

The CoR could reiterate that bio-waste recyclingdseto be strongly promoted by all government
levels in the EU! It could recognise the potential of a diversifieid-waste recycling sector in
promotinginnovation and new jobswithin the EU’s regions.

Bio-waste recycling targets

The CoR could believe that the recycling targetl@msdown in Art. 11 (2) WFD are not sufficient
and binding enough to ensure a substantial motteeiiU towards recycling of bio-waste. It could
therefore support thestablishment of binding recycling targets for biowaste preferably at
national level instead of EU level, as this maytdreteflect the differences in the state of play in
Member State¥

Recycling targets could ensure that quality conipgsénd alternative biological treatments are
actively encouraged as viable treatment optionshisrwaste stream. This would also provide with
a level of certaintyfor the investments of businesses engaged in riegy¢l

Separate collection obligation/ targets

The CoR could support the separate collection syster bio-waste as themost effective method
of ensuring that targets for recycling are achievite degree to which bio-waste waste can be
composted or used for biogas production dependdamge extent on its homogeneity and purity.
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The rapporteur could feel that the voluntary intrctibn of a separate collection of bio-waste, as
stipulated in Art 22 WFD is not sufficient. He cdutall for the setting of &inding minimum
target for separate collectionwithin a future bio-waste Directive. This would ars that there are
significant amounts of separately collected wasglable for composting plants.

Compared to thalternative of a mandatory separate collectionthe setting of targets would have
the advantage of maintaining a certain level ofdien for individual Member States and regions in
framing their specific strategy for compliadtdn case that a separate collection obligationld/ou
be introduced by the EU, the CoR could call forog@tions to be allowed for inner cities and for
rural areas with low population density.

3.7 Contributing to soil improvement — standards fo compost

The CoR has identified the lack of references asain difficulty for establishing a market for
composting® The CoR could suppodommon quality standards for compost and digestate
from bio-waste to bet set at EU level, as they wadsist to build up consumers' confidence in the
product and thereby to develop a geographicallyewidarket for compost. They could ensure that
the increases in the amounts that are biologi¢edigted provide sound environmental benefits and
assist in reducing the unsustainable use of peairfolar purposes.

The rapporteur could urge European standards tercanleast the mostommon heavy metals
and a minimum of two standard categoriesserving the different purpose in the use of corhpos
for either at home/growing of vegetables or foreoth such as construction purposes. Some
countries have relatively comprehensive systenssasfdards for compdét

4.  Subsidiarity, proportionality and better regulation®
4.1 Legal basis

The proposed Green Paper aims "to explore optiomthé further development of the management
of bio-waste" and prepare a debate on the poseid®e for future policy action, which will feed
into the forthcoming impact assessment for suciomct

A Green Paper is a non-legislative document and thaes not state any legal basis. However,
taking into account its subject matter, it is f@eable that any further action will be founded on
Article 175 of the EC Treaty, which establishes Bt competence on environmé&ht

4.2 Compliance with the principle of subsidiarity

Environmental policy is deemed to be a policy ambere the exercise of competences is shared
between the Community and the Member States. Térexethe subsidiarity principle applies
insofar as the proposal does not fall under théusike competence of the Community.

D cow AJS, see annex.
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The European Union has made a number of commitn{emtieiding the enactment of legislative
instruments) regarding the protection of the emuinent, e.g. measures related to climate change,
energy efficiency improvement, reduction of CO2 ssitns, or the use of renewable energy among
others. In such cases, either the trans-natiomalcés of the problem or the better placement of the
EU in order to set common targets and commitmeat® lustified Community action in terms of
subsidiarity. In the subject matter, the managenoérhio-waste, the same arguments could be
applied when assessing the respect of the sulisidiainciple.

Notwithstanding the above, it should be pointedtbat if further measures were to be adopted, the
competences of local and regional authorities énnttanagement of bio-waste should be duly taken
into account in order to ensure a level of intetianfully respectful with the subsidiarity prindg

In particular, it is worth saying that for the caffebiodegradable waste diverted from landfills, fo
example, there seems to be no single environmegrielt option, because local factors shall be
taken into consideration. Moreover, regarding thgective of increasing recycling and the
envisaged option of setting either common or nafidmo-waste recycling targets, it must be said
that it could be difficult or inappropriate to s&t“one-size-fits-all” target and that an option of
flexibility should be left open for the Member Stsit(either at national, regional or local level).
Finally, the possibility of setting up EU commoresifor high quality compost and for treated bio-
waste of lower quality could help achieve certainty the internal market, which is highly
recommended. On the other hand, setting rulestetnia&level within a common framework could
allow Member States to adapt detailed rules in Viith regional or local considerations. However,
it should be noticed that this second option camulgly a risk of market fragmentation.

4.3 Compliance with the principle of proportionality

Since this Green Paper only draws up possible mgfior the future, it is not yet possible to make a
full evaluation in order to assess their compliaimcerms of proportionality.

However, regarding possible economic impacts ofetindsaged options, it is worth saying that the
capital and operating costs of municipal solid wasanagement and biological treatment of waste
depend on multiple factors and vary regionally éowhlly. Therefore, local and regional factors,
such as geological considerations and costs ofllyoexailable energy need to be taken into
consideration. The justification of an EU actiomghshould be based on the results of a thorough
impact assessment that can better take into caasiole local and regional specific features.

Moreover, in the case of the possibility of impagiseparate collection obligations in order to

facilitate and increase recycling, the foreseen suea could entail new obligations for waste

managers and authorities, and thus create addittosts and administrative burdens for enterprises
and public administrations. This should be considaén balance with environmental benefits, not

only in terms of proportionality, but also regamglithe respect of the environmental precautionary
principle.

4.4 Better Regulation

Considering the competences local and regionabaitits have in the management of bio-waste in
the European Union, the forthcoming impact assessaaried out by the European Commission
should take account of any possible territorialacts of Community action.



5. Content of the European Commission’s Green Paper

The Green Paper explores options and opporturiigsio-waste management in the European
Union and will contribute to the assessment of leed for legislative action. It addresses in
particular the best level for action — EU, natiopnallocal — and asks stakeholders for evidence
supporting their respective views.

Bio-waste — biodegradable garden, kitchen and faadte — accounts for around one third of
municipal waste and has major potential impactsherenvironment. When disposed of in landfill
sites, it emits methane — a powerful greenhousewdigsh is 23 times more potent than carbon
dioxide and a major contributor to climate charigeergy recovered from bio-waste in the form of
biogas or thermal energy will help in the fight exga climate change, and quality compost can
contribute greatly to healthy soil and biodiversity

While waste management in the EU is governed hybatantial body of regulation, there may be

room for further improvement in the area of bio-teasvhich offers potential advantages as a
source of renewable energy and recycled matefiis. Green Paper includes an overview of the
current bio-waste management practices in the Bt J@oks at the benefits and drawbacks of these
methods, taking into account environmental, econ@and social issues.

In late 2009, the Commission intends to preseraritdysis of the responses received together ifith,
appropriate, its proposals and/or initiatives folEdJ strategy on the management of bio-waste.

The Paper is intended to stimulate a debate anmtakgtwlders and help the Commission assess the
need for additional EU action. The next step wildn impact assessment of a possible legislative
proposal, which will be carried out in 2009. A kgtive proposal, if justified by the impact
assessment, could be adopted in 2010.

The Green Paper puts forward eight questionseetlatthe issues of:

1. Better prevention of bio-wastpossible specific bio-waste prevention actiokdtlevel

2. limiting landfilling: possible further restriction of the amount of de#gradable waste that is
allowed on landfills beyond the targets already isethe EU Landfill Directive, at EU or
national level

3. Treatment options for bio-waste diverted from ldlhdheed for strengthening specific options,
wider and more consistent use of life-cycle assessstudies

4. Improving energy recoveryoptions for a valuable contribution to sustaieabésource and
waste management in the EU and meeting the EUsvadrie energy targets

5. Increasing recyclingneed for promoting bio-waste recycling and syrerdpetween bio-waste
recycling and energy recovery; need for EU or maticbio-waste recycling targets; need for
separate collection obligation

6. Contributing to Soil Improvementn order to strengthen the use of compost/digesteeed for
EU standards for high-quality compost and/or fesated bio-waste of lower quality, need for
rules on use of compost/digestate (e.g. limits ollufant concentration), need to limit use of
compost (digestate) from mixed waste?

7. Operational (treatment) standards for small plamtéch do not fall under the IPPC scope

8. regulatory obstacle preventing further developmeantsthe introduction of the different bio-waste
treatment techniques




6. Procedure
ResponsibleDirectorate-General for Environment ((ENV), Commissioner DIMAS

Contact DG ENV Mr Bartosz ZAMBRZYCKI, Mr Klaus KOEGLER, Head afnit ENV.G.4
“Sustainable production and consumption”

Schedule Exchange of views in the DEVE Commission on 17F&®ruary 2009; first discussion
and adoption in the DEVE Commission on 7 May 2Gafhption in Plenary Session on 17/18 June
20009.

RapporteurMs Mona-Lisa NORRMAN (SE/PES)
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ANNEX

Related CoR Opinions

— Opinion on thePromotion of renewable energy COM(2008) 19 final - 2008/0016 (COD),
rapporteur Ms BAKER (UK/ALDE), CdR 160/2008 fin

— Opinion on the Communicationraking sustainable use of resources forward: a Theatic
Strategy on the prevention and recycling of waste”COM(2005) 666 final, and on the
Proposal for a Directive of the European Parliamentand of the Council on waste,
COM(2005) 667 final - 2005/0281 (COD), rapporteMr. Vejlstrup (DK/EPP), CdR 47/2006
fin

— Outlook report on thelmplementation of the Directive on the Landfill of Waste
(1999/31/EC) at regional and local levetapporteur: Mr van Gelder (NL/EPP), CdR 254/2005
fin

— Opinion on the Communicatiofowards a thematic strategy on the prevention and

recycling of waste, COM(2003) 301 final, rapporteur: Mr Condorelli (BIDR), CdR
239/2003 fin

— Opinion on theProposal for a Directive of the European Parliamentand of the Council on
Waste Electrical and Electronic Equipment and theProposal for a Directive of the
European Parliament and the Council on the restriabn of the use of certain hazardous
substances in electrical and electronic equipmentapporteur Mr McKenna (IRL, AE), CdR
269/2000 fin

— Opinion on theProposal for a Council Directive on the incineratimm of waste, COM(1998)
558 final, rapporteur: Mr Mikkelsen, CdR 447/98 fin

— Opinion on theProposal for a Council Directive on the landfill ofwaste,COM(97) 105 final,
rapporteur: Mr MikkelsenCdR 112/97 fin

Further documents:

Revised Waste Framework Directive 2008/98/EC oNb9ember 200ghttp://eur-
lex.europa.eu/LexUriServ/LexUriServ.do?uri=0J:L:2E12:0003:0030:EN:PDsee mainly
Article 22)

Landfill Directive 1999/31/E(see mainly Article 5)

ACR+ - Association of Cities and Regions for Reaygland sustainable Resource management:
Proceedings of the conference "The organic wastegament in urban environment - New
European challenges”, 20/21 November 2008, Brussels
http://www.acrplus.org/conf_organic_waste procegslin

COMMITTEE OF THE REGIONS, 2006: Study dmet implementation of the directive on the
landfill of waste at regional and local level.
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EUROPEAN COMMISSION: Website on Biodegradable Waste
http://ec.europa.eu/environment/waste/compost/imdex

EUROPEAN COMMISSION, SEC(2008) 2936: Commissiotif stamrking document -
Accompanying the Green Paper on the managemein-efdste in the European Union,
COM(2008) 811 finalhttp://ec.europa.eu/environment/waste/compost/petffy paper _annex.pdf

EUROPEAN COMMISSION, DG ENVIRONMENT, 200@uccess stories on composting and
separate collectiomttp://ec.europa.eu/environment/waste/publicatimifé¢ompost _en.pdf

EUROPEAN COMMISSION, Joint Research Centre, Insifor Environment and Sustainability,
Terms of Reference - Development of “European Cifele Thinking Guidelines for the
Management of Municipal Biodegradable waste”,
http://ec.europa.eu/environment/waste/pdf/tor_b&ieaguidelines.pdind
http://viso.jrc.ec.europa.eu/lca%2Dbiowaste/

EEA - EUROPEAN ENVIRONMENTAL AGENCY, 2007: The rodcbm landfilling to recycling:
common destination, different routdstp://reports.eea.europa.eu/brochure 2007 4/en

COWI A/S, December 2004: Preliminary Impact Assessnfor an Initiative on the Biological
Treatment of Biodegradable Waste. Final Study Repor
http://ec.europa.eu/environment/waste/compostépdiiowaste _directive_report.pdf

COLLADO, G., ACR+, 2008: Managing at source mup@tiorganic waste in Europe — Outputs
from the ACR+Biowaste Clustenitp://www.acrplus.org/conf organic_waste procegslin

EUNOMIA 2002: Economic analysis of options for mgimgy biodegradable municipal waste;
http://ec.europa.eu/environment/waste/compost/pdifanalysis finalreport.pdf

FEDERAL MINISTRY OF AGRICULTURE, FORESTRY, ENVIRONENT AND WATER
MANAGEMENT, AUSTRIA, AND EUROPEAN COMMISSION, 2003Applying Compost -
BENEFITS AND NEEDS, Seminar Proceedings, Brusgs; 23 November 2001;
http://ec.europa.eu/environment/waste/pdf comm@#dd/19 proceedings.pdf

ACR+ - Association of Cities and Regions for Retoygland sustainable Resource management

European Composting Network

Organic Recovery and Biological Treatment - ORBIT

International Solid Waste Association (ISWA)

European Federation of Waste Management and Emeéntal Services (FEAD)
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