
EN 

 Directorate for Consultative Work 
  
 Unit 3 - Networks & Subsidiarity  
 

  

 EUROPEAN UNION  

 
Committee of the Regions 

 

REPORT ON THE CONSULTATION  
OF THE SUBSIDIARITY MONITORING 

NETWORK ON THE GREEN PAPER  
ON THE MANAGEMENT OF BIO-WASTE IN 

THE EUROPEAN UNION  
 

COM (2008) 811 final 
DEVE-IV-041  

Rapporteur: Mona-Lisa Norrman (SE/PSE) 
Member of Jämtland County Council 

 
 
 
 
 

http://subsidiarity.cor.europa.eu 
 

 
Disclaimer: 
This report does not aim to reproduce all the contributions to the Subsidiarity Monitoring Network, 
but rather to synthesise some key elements. The information it contains is purely for illustration 
purposes. The report not binding on the CoR administration and does not prejudice the final content 
of the relevant CoR opinion. 



- 1 - 

 .../... 

 

Analytical overview of the contributions received.............................................................................2 
1. Better prevention of waste............................................................................................................2 
2. Limiting landfill ............................................................................................................................3 
3. Increasing recycling: recycling targets & separate collection of bio-waste.............................3 
4. Contributing to soil improvement, in order to strengthen the use of compost/digestate.......4 

 
APPENDIX OF PARTNERS' CONTRIBUTIONS ...........................................................................5 

Bavarian state chancellery ..................................................................................................................6 
Hellenic Parliament...........................................................................................................................12 
Union of Prefectural Authorities of Greece-ENAE ..........................................................................15 
Basque Government and the Gipuzkoa, Bizkaia and Araba Provincial Councils ............................19 
Parliament of Catalonia.....................................................................................................................24 
Valencia Region - Valencia metropolitan waste treatment body (EMTRE).....................................28 
Legislative Assembly of the Marche Region....................................................................................31 
Austrian State Governors' Conference..............................................................................................34 
The City of Lodz Office....................................................................................................................38 
Regional Directorate for the Environment........................................................................................41 
Local Government Association UK..................................................................................................43 

 



- 2 - 

 .../... 

Analytical overview of the contributions received 
 
Through the Green Paper on the management of bio-waste, the European Commission aims to launch 
a debate on the possible need for future policy action, seeking views on how to improve bio-waste 

management in line with the waste hierarchy1, possible economic, social and environmental gains, as 

well as the most efficient policy instruments to attain this objective. The main objective of the Green 
Paper is to explore options for the further development of the management of bio-waste. The 
consultation of the CoR Subsidiarity Monitoring Network on this Green Paper was carried out 
between 11 February 2009 and 20 March 2009, with the aim of assessing some of the options 
proposed by the European Commission in the light of subsidiarity and proportionality. A total of 11 
Network Partners representing 8 EU Member States participated in the consultation by submitting 
questionnaires electronically2.  
 

1. Better prevention of waste 
 
Network partners were asked to provide their opinions on the improvement of waste prevention 
strategies and to assess what the role the EU should play in this area. Respondents seemed to prefer 
solutions at the source of the problem, which underlines the need to raise awareness among citizens in 
order to change habits and promote in situ waste treatment. A majority of respondents point out that 
the promotion of domestic compost could be a good strategy to address this problem.  
 
A majority of respondents suggest that the EU should have a supporting role in waste prevention, 
leaving national, regional or local authorities enough room to define specific objectives and choose 
implementation measures. In fact, given the solutions preferred by the partners, which in most cases 
consist in addressing the problem at source, local and regional factors should especially be taken into 
account when designing prevention policies. According to most respondents, local and regional 
authorities seem to be best placed to define objectives and to implement policies, while EU action 
should focus on launching information, educational and awareness-raising campaigns, collecting data 
and promoting and exchanging best practices.  
 
 
Some partners also believe that EU action should involve other policies (e.g. agricultural and social 
policies) in addressing waste prevention, by opting for crosscutting measures.  
 
In addition, several partners propose concrete measures aimed at better preventing bio-waste: 
examples include the creation of food banks and "last minute markets" as a means to reduce waste; 
the introduction of tax advantages and benefits to foster collaboration; information campaigns to 
promote sustainable consumption; and support for local authorities to provide services for domestic 
composting in houses and gardens.  
 

                                                      
1  Revised Waste Framework Directive  
 

2
 For a list of the partners and their contributions see the Annex (in English).  
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2. Limiting landfill 
 
Network partners were asked to assess the benefits or disadvantages of possible further restrictions on 
the amount of biodegradable waste allowed on landfills, i.e. beyond the targets already set in the EU 

Landfill Directive3. Furthermore, they were asked to identify the most suitable level of governance to 

decide such future restrictions. 
 
Partners appear to be divided in this regard: one group of respondents does not support the 
strengthening of the Landfill Directive and point out the wide range of disadvantages that this option 
could entail. In their opinion, the possible strengthening of the Directive could lead to increased costs; 
could undermine the long-term approach already in place in several municipalities and regions; or 
could lead to other alternative – but undesirable – options for the treatment of waste being chosen 
(e.g. incineration). Some of these partners also propose other alternatives worthy of consideration to 
further limit landfill, namely: financial disincentives and separate collection obligations.  
 
A second group of respondents appear to support the strengthening of the Landfill Directive, but 
under certain conditions. For most of the partners in this group, any future restrictions on the amount 
of biodegradable waste allowed on landfills should take into account diverse local and regional 
situations. Therefore they believe that the EU's remit should only concern the setting of a general 
framework for such restrictions, while the definition of the specific amounts would continue to be 
decided at national, regional or local levels. In particular, some respondents believe that given the 
potential impact of such restrictive measures, specific research studies are necessary. In fact, two 
partners also refer to the advantages this option could bring, inter alia, the increased use of biogas as a 
fuel and the reduction in the quantity of waste, while it could also contribute to the overall objective 
of fighting climate change. Nevertheless, they also seem to recognise as a disadvantage of this 
solution the structural difficulties certain Member States might face in correctly implementing a 
strengthened directive.  
 
3. Increasing recycling: recycling targets & separate collection of bio-waste 
 
Network partners were asked to assess the need to promote the recycling and separate collection of 
bio-waste and to identify what role the EU should have in these areas.  
 
With respect to the need to promote bio-waste recycling, respondents seem to follow two trends: on 
the one hand there are those who believe that there is no need to engage in specific promotion 
strategies at the EU level. Arguments put forward in support of this position include the potential 
undermining effect on waste prevention and the development of home composting, as well as the 
resulting increase in the costs borne by local and regional authorities. On the other hand, respondents 
in favour of promoting bio-waste recycling (provided that such promotion is accompanied by other 
key measures) stress the need to foster the use of and trade in compost, by stimulating its demand in 
the relevant market.  
 

                                                      
3
  Directive 1999/31/EC, OJ L 182, 16.7.1999 
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Regarding the separate collection of bio-waste, a similar dichotomy in responses can be identified: a 
majority of respondents see a need to promote it, although some think that it should first be assessed 
and proven as the best option, while other partners oppose it directly, especially on the grounds that 
each region has its specificities and that it could have a negative economic impact on present 
investments.  Finally, one partner suggests that any initiative undertaken by the EU should be applied 
first to the most experienced regions in order to test its suitability. 
 
With the principle of subsidiarity in mind, respondents identify a series of tasks that could be 
undertaken at Community level, i.e. launching information campaigns, disseminating information, 
fixing comparable indicators, exchanging best practices and setting common minimum objectives of a 
general nature. The majority of respondents consider that the EU should adopt general minimum 
targets and objectives, while Member States and local and regional authorities are best placed to set 
specific objectives and targets. Given the importance of local and regional factors in this matter, local 
and regional authorities should remain free to decide the most suitable management option for each 
specific case. Hence, an inclusive and regional approach seems to be preferred by most respondents, 
given the specificities of each region. 
 
Lastly, most respondents agree that setting recycling targets could result in increased financial and 
administrative costs for local and regional authorities. Nevertheless, they recognise that costs could be 
potentially outweighed by the long-term benefits that developing a market for recyclables and high 
quality compost might generate. In particular, as regards separate collection, one partner has cited a 
study which claims that such an obligation would have a neutral incidence on costs, or could even 
lead to their reduction.   
 
4. Contributing to soil improvement, in order to strengthen the use of compost/digestate  
 
Network partners were also asked to assess whether the EU should set quality standards for compost 
or whether such standards should be set at national, regional or local level. The majority of the 
respondents consider that there is a need for quality standards for compost as a product to be fixed at 
the EU level. In fact, some partners believe such a product approach is essential. According to some 
of the responses, product standards based on pollutant parameters harmful to human health and the 
environment would be the most appropriate. These partners put forward arguments relating to the 
Internal Market in order to justify the need for EU rules on quality standards for compost.  
 
Whereas there is wide agreement on the need to adopt standards for compost as a product at the EU 
level, partners are divided on the issue of which governance level should adopt standards for the use 
of compost as waste:  some respondents consider that Member States should be responsible for 
regulating the use of compost when it is not considered a product, while other respondents believe that 
an integrated approach on standards and usage rules for output from both mixed and source-separated 
waste could serve to increase consumer confidence.  
 
Finally, some partners stress the need to recognise the potential that compost has for soil improvement 
and underline that high quality compost can only be obtained from the separate collection of bio-
waste.  
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APPENDIX OF PARTNERS' CONTRIBUTIONS 
 
A total of 11 Network Partners representing 8 EU Member States submitted contributions, as follows: 
 
Bavarian State Chancellary (DE) 
Hellenic Parliament (EL) 
Union of Prefectural Authorities of Greece - ENAE (EL) 
Basque Government (ES) 
Parliament of Catalonia (ES) 
Government of the Valencia Region (ES) 
Legislative Assembly of the Marche Region (IT) 
Conference of Governors of the Austrian Federal States (AT) 
City of Lodz (PL) 
Regional Government of the Azores (PT) 
Local Government Association (UK) 
  
The partners' contributions are annexed hereto in English. The contributions can be accessed in the 

original language submitted through the CoR Subsidiarity Monitoring Network Website4. 

.

                                                      
4
  http://subsidiarity.cor.europa.eu/ListDocument/tabid/183/ctl/ViewDocument/mid/417/UserId/262/DocId/4818/Default.aspx  
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QUESTIONNAIRE ON BIO-WASTE MANAGEMENT 

Refers to the Green Paper on the Management of bio-waste in the European Union 
COM(2008) 811 final 

 
Submitted for consultation of the Subsidiarity Monitoring Network  

by Ms Mona-Lisa NORRMAN (SE/PES) 
 

Please complete and submit by Friday 20 March 2009. You can upload the completed questionnaires 
directly on the Subsidiarity Monitoring Network webpage (http://subsidiarity.cor.europa.eu – 
remember to be logged in). Alternatively, you can send them by email to subsidiarity@cor.europa.eu.  

 
Name of the Authority: Bavarian state chancellery  

Contact person:  

Contact details (phone, email)  

 

1. Better prevention of waste: 
Waste prevention is at the top of the EU's waste treatment hierarchy. Taking into account the 
subsidiarity principle, what role do you see for the EU, Member States, regional or local authorities 

in taking action for the prevention of bio-waste? 

The possibilities of preventing bio-waste are limited. It is most likely that some bio-waste could be 
could be prevented in the private domain. One way of achieving this is to make compost using 
household and garden bio-waste/green-waste from the garden. Furthermore, chipping tree cuttings and 
clippings in one's own garden helps to prevent bio-waste. In both cases, the compost or chipped 
material produced should be used on one's own land. Yet the difficult thing to achieve would be 
appear to be changing consumer behaviour to reduce the amount of food thrown away.  
 
Possible measures to support bio-waste prevention could be as follows: 

• Promoting the advantages of making one's own compost; where appropriate promoting the 
use of compost containers. 

• Supporting local and regional authorities to provide a chipping service for wood material 
obtained in the garden.  

Potential problems and disadvantages of making one's own compost will be examined in the answer 
to question 3a. 
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2. Limiting landfilling: 
Do you see benefits or disadvantages in further restricting the amount of biodegradable waste that is 

allowed on landfills beyond the targets already set in the EU Landfill Directive? Should such a 
restriction be established on EU level or left to be decided by Member States? 

Since the waste storage regulation came into force in Germany on 20 February 2001, it has no longer 
been possible to store unprocessed non-industrial waste. During the transition period, it was possible, 
by means of an exemption, to store unprocessed waste until 31 May 2005.  
 
EU rules refer to biodegradable waste. Under German landfill law, the main criteria are the organic 
component in the original substance (loss on ignition and TOC) and the organic component in the 
eluate (DOC). Degradability and gas generation rates are included only as secondary criteria (e.g. in 
connection with waste from mechanical and biological waste treatment plants and exceeding the 
limits of the organic component). 
 
A further reduction in the amount of biodegradable waste in landfills beyond the current targets of the 
EU Landfill Directive would have a positive impact by reducing landfill gases (greenhouse effect), 
foul smells and organic leachate constituents as well by allowing the waste body to build up without 
easily sinking into the ground. Furthermore, it would prevent pests in and around landfills as well as 
fires.  
 
A further reduction in the organic component of landfills can thus only be advantageous. Furthermore, 
landfill space could be saved and some processing residues could be put to use. In addition, the heat 
value of waste could be fully exploited in thermal treatment. Only a partial breakdown of the organic 
component occurs in landfills and landfill gas capture (and use) will always remain incomplete.  
 
Disadvantages to further reducing the organic component in landfills, especially biodegradable waste, 
are not foreseen. 
 
In order to ensure uniform implementation throughout Europe, a further EU regulation would be 
useful. Problems might include insufficient treatment capacity in individual Member States. 

 

3. (a) Increasing recycling – Promotion of bio-waste recycling: 
Do you see a need for the promotion of bio-waste recycling?  

Yes. 
 
The possible options for processing or disposing of bio-waste in principle have the following 
advantages and disadvantages.  
 
Joint incineration of household bio-waste together with residual waste in waste-fuelled power stations 
 

• Advantages: no separate collection containers and no separate collection necessary, effective 
sanitisation through mineralisation, energy generation from bio-waste (renewable energy), 
simplifies/improves recognition and promotion of waste-fuelled power stations as a limited 
source of renewable energy, some positive effects in tackling corrosion. 
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• Disadvantages: limited heat value of waste (high water content of bio-waste), as a rule higher 
processing costs than in bio-waste treatment plants, no recycling of nutrients and the organic 
substance (e.g. humus reproduction and bark humus/peat replacement), in part low energy 
efficiency of waste-fuelled power stations 

 
Making compost from household bio-waste 

• Advantages: low-cost procedure for processing or disposing of bio-waste, waste prevention, 
no transport of bio-waste and compost, as a rule no energy costs, recycling of nutrients and the 
organic substance (e.g. bark humus/peat replacement). 

• Disadvantages: often inadequate sanitisation, underground sealing and ventilation and thus 
emissions of methane, ammonia and odours (problems with neighbours), attracts small 
rodents, appropriate for certain housing structures only (individual buildings with sufficiently 
big gardens), possible surplus nutrients in gardens, not suitable for cooked leftovers and bio-
waste of animal origin. 

 
Making compost from green waste 

• Advantages: comparatively low-polluting compost, also suitable for moist and structurally 
weak green waste, recycling of nutrients and the organic substance (e.g. humus reproduction 
and bark humus/peat replacement). 

• Disadvantages: ammonia and methane emissions, no energy gain (energy supply necessary). 
 

Making compost from household bio-waste (usually together with green waste) 

• Advantages: increase in heat value of residual waste, as a rule more cost-efficient treatment 
than incineration, recycling of nutrients and the organic substance (e.g. humus reproduction 
and bark humus/peat replacement). 

• Disadvantages: separate bio-waste collection necessary, ammonia and methane emissions, no 
energy gain (energy supply required). 

 
Fermenting household and industrial bio-waste 

 

• Advantages: increase in heat value of residual waste, as a rule more cost-efficient treatment 
than incineration, positive energy balance (renewable energy), recycling of nutrients and the 
organic substance (e.g. humus reproduction and bark humus/peat replacement), best 
processing procedure for structurally weak bio-waste or certain animal by-products with high 
water content (e.g. removed fat, industrial kitchens and canteen waste). 

• Disadvantages: separate bio-waste collection necessary, trend towards somewhat higher 
processing costs than for compost-making, methane and ammonia emissions, only partially 
suitable for green waste or not at all  (wet fermentation), in part poor use of waste heat (as 
sites away from the building are necessary). 

 
Incineration of high heat value wood-based green-waste in biomass power stations 

 

• Advantages: production of renewable energy, in part recycling of nutrients (use of ashes), 

• Disadvantages: only useful for the high heat value part of the household green waste or bio-
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waste that has been removed, recycling of nutrients possible only to a limited extent (as only 
limited use of ash), in part poor heat use. 

 
Which procedure is the most beneficial from an environmental and economic point of view depends 
on a number of factors and the specific conditions of the region.  
 

If so, should common recycling targets be set at EU level or should Member States be allowed  to 

set their own recycling targets at national, regional or local level?  

The decision as to which bio-waste management procedure is the most beneficial should be left to 
individual Member States or regional and local authorities.  
However, disposing and open composting of bio-waste on large sites should not continue. 

Would the setting of recycling targets result in increased financial and/ or administrative  costs for 
local and regional authorities? If possible, provide an estimation. Would such an increase be 

proportionate to the perceived long-term benefits? 

 

3. (b) Increasing recycling – Separate collection obligation: 
Do you see a need for the promotion of separate collection of bio-waste?  

Which bio-waste management procedure is the most favourable from an environmental, economic and 
social point of view depends on a number of factors and the specific conditions in the region. In 
principle, procedures with the best possible energy balance should be advantageous. However, from 
an environmental protection point of view further aspects should also be taken into account here, such 
as fertilizer substitution, bark/peat substitution and humus reproduction. 
 
Further insights on this matter will be provided by a project commissioned by the Bavarian state 
ministry for environment and health, on environmentally efficient use of bio-waste and green-waste in 
Bavaria. 
 

Do you believe that a separate collection obligation for bio-waste should be set at EU, national, 

regional or local level?  

The Bavarian state ministry for the environment and health has yet to decide on this matter.  

Should derogations from a separate collection obligation be provided for? 

See above. 

Would the setting of a separate collection obligation result in increased financial and/ or 

administrative costs for local and regional authorities whilst balancing probable short term 
investments with long term benefits? If possible, provide an estimation. Would such an increase be 

proportionate to the perceived long-term benefits? 
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According to studies carried out by GALLENKEMPER (2004: "cost considerations for separate bio-
waste collection and treatment"), organic waste bins should be introduced in many areas on a cost-
neutral basis; as a rule, (should there be sufficient absorption of material capable of being composted), 
the introduction of the organic waste bins should reduce costs (inclusion and treatment). In addition to 
logistical requirements, the degree of cost change depends in particular on the cost difference between 
household/residual waste treatment and bio-waste treatment. However, in the study "costs and charges 
for waste management in Bavaria" (Bavarian state ministry for the environment and health, 2008), it 
is not clear that local and regional authorities with organic waste bins would have lower waste 
charges.  

 

4. Contributing to soil improvement, in order to strengthen the use of compost/digestate:  
(a) Should the EU set quality standards for compost (either only as a product or also for a compost of 

lower quality still covered by the waste regime) or should such standards be set at the national, 

regional or local levels? 

If the compost/fermentation residue is to be used as a fertiliser and means of improving soil quality 
over the long term, there needs to be uniform EU-wide criteria for the distributed substrate. In order to 
limit the ubiquitous distribution of polluting substances and prevent polluting substances from being 
accumulated in the soil, quality standards are needed for compost as a product and for lower-quality 
compost. Quality standards should therefore be introduced for all compost applications along the lines 
of the German bio-waste regulation (BioAbV). Depending on the intended use, graded standards 
would be appropriate. 
 
For higher quality composts, the product status can be worth considering when 

• They have a positive market value 

• They adhere to very strict quality standards 

• They are produced only from certain source materials 

• They are subject to quality assurance 

(b) Should the EU set rules for the use of compost/digestate or should such rules be set at the 

national, regional or local levels? 

For the treatment and use of bio-waste, in principle rules should be applied throughout Europe along 
the lines of the German bio-waste regulation (BioAbV). For example, only biodegradable waste of 
animal or plant origin (see Art. 2 BioAbV) and harmless mineral additives should be used as source 
materials for compost/fermenting. The permissible source materials should be defined in the form of a 
positive list (see Appendix 1 of BioAbV). As sludge-based source materials are more likely to pollute, 
they should only be used with the agreement of the relevant authorities (see Art. 9a in connection with 
Appendix 1, no. 1b of the draft amendment to BioAbV of 19 November 2007). 
 
Furthermore, the research obligations and boundary values for polluting substances (and germs) in 
composts/fermentation residues and in the soil should be established in accordance with the type of 
soil.  
 
Where appropriate, soil studies are not required when using compost made from green-waste (see 
BioAbV) and very high quality composts (products). 
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Furthermore, the provisions of BioAbV for mixtures (see Art. 5) and the restrictions under Art. 6 
BioAbV (including restrictions on the amounts produced) should be applied.  

 
 

_____________ 
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COMMITTEE OF THE REGIONS – DIRECTORATE FOR CONSULTATIVE WORK  

DEVE Commission and "Networks & Subsidiarity" Unit 

 

 

 

 

 
QUESTIONNAIRE ON BIO-WASTE MANAGEMENT 

Refers to the Green Paper on the Management of bio-waste in the European Union 
COM(2008) 811 final 

 
Submitted for consultation of the Subsidiarity Monitoring Network  

by Mona-Lisa Norrman (SE/PES) 
 

Please complete and submit by Friday 20 March 2009. You can upload the completed questionnaires 
directly on the Subsidiarity Monitoring Network webpage (http://subsidiarity.cor.europa.eu – 
remember to be logged in). Alternatively, you can send them by email to subsidiarity@cor.europa.eu.  

 
Name of the Authority: Hellenic Parliament 

Contact person: Panayiotis Pavlopoulos 

Contact details (phone, email) 
+30 210 367 3288 
p.pavlopoulos@parliament.gr 

 

4. Better prevention of waste: 
Waste prevention is at the top of the EU's waste treatment hierarchy. Taking into account the 

subsidiarity principle, what role do you see for the EU, Member States, regional or local authorities 

in taking action for the prevention of bio-waste? 

There is a direct link between preventing the creation of bio-waste and human factors, behavioural 
patterns and habits. Consequently, prevention measures must focus on changing behaviour and 
consumption models, primarily by means of information and education. There is also a link with the 
capacity of governments and local authorities to frame and implement a system of incentives and 
deterrents for the general public and households in order to curb the production of this household 
waste.  
 
It goes without saying that the EU can contribute here by adopting guidelines and through the 
exchange of best practice between Member States. 

 

5. Limiting landfilling: 
Do you see benefits or disadvantages in further restricting the amount of biodegradable waste that is 

allowed on landfills beyond the targets already set in the EU Landfill Directive? Should such a 

restriction be established on EU level or left to be decided by Member States? 

Strict limits on the quantities of biodegradeable waste allowed on landfill sites can provide for a very 
reliable process (including sorting at source, creating incentives for use of household waste, 
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subsidised household composting systems, etc.) and address the problem of solid waste, given that 
landfill remains environmentally problematic, not to mention meeting the requirements of the 
Community landfill directive. This approach is more costly, rigorous and consistent. It should be 
applied at Community level and not by individual Member States, as some of them are clearly behind 
in transposing the relevant Community directives. The Member States decide whether to apply stricter 
limits than those set out in Directive 99/31 on landfill, depending both on the level of organisation and 
the administrative costs that they are prepared to bear. 

 

6. (a) Increasing recycling – Promotion of bio-waste recycling: 
Do you see a need for the promotion of bio-waste recycling?  

Recycling of bio-waste is the most reliable solution from the point of view of public health, as all 
other waste management methods can be harmful to the environment. 

If so, should common recycling targets be set at EU level or should Member States be allowed  to 

set their own recycling targets at national, regional or local level?  

A minimum common target should be set at EU level. From then on, each Member State or region 
may choose to raise the bar, depending on the infrastructure available to them. 

Would the setting of recycling targets result in increased financial and/ or administrative  costs for 

local and regional authorities? If possible, provide an estimation. Would such an increase be 

proportionate to the perceived long-term benefits? 

Local communities could potentially benefit from the availability or exploitation of products from 
recycling, or cover some of the increased costs by means of public-private partnerships. 

 

5. (b) Increasing recycling – Separate collection obligation: 
Do you see a need for the promotion of separate collection of bio-waste?  

As mentioned earlier, separate collection and of course sorting at source are necessary conditions for a 
credible bio-waste recycling process.  

Do you believe that a separate collection obligation for bio-waste should be set at EU, national, 
regional or local level?  

The initiative should be based on national legislation setting out the conditions for and means of 
collection.  

Should derogations from a separate collection obligation be provided for? 

Derogations should possibly be provided for in the case of small provincial municipalities that do not 
have such waste-recycling facilities. 

Would the setting of a separate collection obligation result in increased financial and/ or 

administrative costs for local and regional authorities whilst balancing probable short term 
investments with long term benefits? If possible, provide an estimation. Would such an increase be 

proportionate to the perceived long-term benefits? 

While the relevant investment does not create a recurring cost, it goes without saying that the added 
value produced by a reliable recycling process would have significant, sustainable and positive 
environmental, social and economic effects. 

 

6. Contributing to soil improvement, in order to strengthen the use of compost/digestate:  
(a) Should the EU set quality standards for compost (either only as a product or also for a compost of 
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lower quality still covered by the waste regime) or should such standards be set at the national, 

regional or local levels? 

Community standards should be set for the quality of compost only as a product, provided the 
conditions for product quality and stability in accordance with the prescribed limits are ensured at 
every stage of recycling and processing. Quality standards should be linked to the quality of the input 
waste, and the intended purpose and properties of the soil where the product is to be used.  

(b) Should the EU set rules for the use of compost/digestate or should such rules be set at the 

national, regional or local levels? 

Rules (and consequently checks) should be set in order to guarantee soil quality. Community rules for 
the use of compost/digestate products should be included in quality standards, setting out the soil 
category for which compost produced by the various entities is intended. 

 
 

_____________ 
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COMMITTEE OF THE REGIONS – DIRECTORATE FOR CONSULTATIVE WORK  

DEVE Commission and "Networks & Subsidiarity" Unit 

 

 

 

 

 
QUESTIONNAIRE ON BIO-WASTE MANAGEMENT 

Refers to the Green Paper on the Management of bio-waste in the European Union 
COM (2008) 811 final 

 
Submitted for consultation of the Subsidiarity Monitoring Network  

by Ms Mona-Lisa NORRMAN (SE/PSE) 
 

Please complete and submit by Friday 20 March 2009. You can upload the completed questionnaires 
directly on the Subsidiarity Monitoring Network webpage (http://subsidiarity.cor.europa.eu – 
remember to be logged in). Alternatively, you can send them by email to subsidiarity@cor.europa.eu.  

 
 

Name of the Authority: Union of Prefectural Authorities of Greece-ENAE 

Contact person: 

1. Menelaos HATZIAPOSTOLIDIS, National 
Coordinator of the Greek Delegation in CoR 

2. Ad Hoc : D.P.KOMILIS ,Faculty of 
Environmental Engineering, Democritus 
University of Thrace. 

Contact details (phone, email) 
1. mxapostolidis@nestos.gr, +30 2541350725 
2. dkomilis@env.duth.gr , +30 25410-79391 

 
 

7. Better prevention of waste: 
Waste prevention is at the top of the EU's waste treatment hierarchy. Taking into account the 
subsidiarity principle, what role do you see for the EU, Member States, regional or local authorities 

in taking action for the prevention of bio-waste? 

The reduction of the bio-waste amounts requires – primarily - major changes in the social habits of 
citizens. This is not an easy task. People will still prepare meals in their houses and will still go to 
restaurants. Trees will still grow and falling leaves will require collection by efficiently operating 
municipalities. A potential significant change in the production of (solid) biowaste would be the 
adoption of garbage disposals (food grinders that are installed in the kitchen sinks). For example, the 
USA has a much smaller percentage of food waste in the MSW(Municipal Solid Waste) composition 
compared to South European countries. This is due to social habits (meal preparation in a household is 
not common in the US) as well as to the use of garbage disposals. The use of garbage disposals – 
although would significantly affect the produced amounts of biowaste - would, however, require 
major changes in the design of wastewater treatment plants. 
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LRA are well placed to lead awareness raising campaigns and maximize the results and impact of 
national policies and community initiatives. 

 

8. Limiting landfilling: 
Do you see benefits or disadvantages in further restricting the amount of biodegradable waste that is 

allowed on landfills beyond the targets already set in the EU Landfill Directive? Should such a 
restriction be established on EU level or left to be decided by Member States? 

The current reduction goals are quite optimistic. Landfilling, still remains – a rather cheap waste 
disposal technique. On the other hand, the waste treatment techniques that can normally lead to a 
reduction of the biodegradable amounts of wastes prior to landfilling (namely incineration, 
composting, MBT(Mechanical and Biological Treatment), recycling) are usually more expensive than 
landfilling. A further reduction of biodegradable MSW prior to final disposal can be viewed 
negatively by citizens that are the ones that will be inevitably billed for these alternative waste 
treatment techniques. Therefore, although the reduction of the biodegradable MSW fraction will 
reduce methane emissions, public opposition from the financial burdens of the adoption of the 
alternative waste management strategies will be likely increased. Given that landfilling is site specific, 
restrictions must be set at national level within a broad European framework while we must secure 
that particular regional or local realities are fully taken into account. 

 

9. (a) Increasing recycling – Promotion of bio-waste recycling: 
Do you see a need for the promotion of bio-waste recycling?  

The most common bio-waste recycling technology is biological digestion (aerobic or anaerobic). The 
former can lead to the production of a potential soil amendment, whilst the latter can lead to energy 
recovery. Both can be environmentally desirable and financially beneficial; therefore, as a principle, 
promotion of bio-waste recycling is desirable. On the other hand, we have to note that the benefits of 
energy recovery could have been obtained by maximizing the amounts of biodegradable waste that 
are directed to a landfill. This, naturally, opposes the current EU legislation and goals; however, it is 
noted that the use of a landfill bioreactor had been the goal of various research efforts worldwide 
during the past decades. This is not anymore feasible by the current EU legislation. We propose 
thereby that the operation of bioreactors on a pilot basis is authorized in order to further research in 
this field. 

If so, should common recycling targets be set at EU level or should Member States be allowed  to 

set their own recycling targets at national, regional or local level?  

It is highly believed that due to the significant social and cultural differences among EU Member 
states, each state should set its own goals on a regional level. A generic framework can be, however, 
proposed by the EU, which will impose the setting of targets and promote comparison of the 
performances and exchanges of best practices. 
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Would the setting of recycling targets result in increased financial and/ or administrative  costs for 

local and regional authorities? If possible, provide an estimation. Would such an increase be 

proportionate to the perceived long-term benefits? 

Definitely. Recycling is a promotion to a higher management scheme compared to waste management 
that includes merely sanitary landfilling. Recycling requires separation collection and various 
separation technologies, which are both translated to higher overall costs for the local authorities. For 
example, landfilling is usually at around €50/ton, whilst recycling can reach up to €80-€100/ton of 
recycled material or even more. On the other hand, it appears that virgin materials (such as oil, wood) 
are still financially competitive to recycled materials, which makes recycling, still, financially 
unattractive to local authorities. . Nevertheless, the long-term benefits (saving resources) will reward 
the current recycling efforts. 

 

7. (b) Increasing recycling – Separate collection obligation: 
Do you see a need for the promotion of separate collection of bio-waste?  

The separate collection of bio-waste has been usually included in MSW studies. However, one has to 
account for the fact that such an option is difficult to adopt on a practical level. Bio-waste, particularly 
household kitchen waste, are malodorous, difficult to handle, can attract insects and rodents and 
require frequents collection due to their putrescible nature. Separate bio-waste recycling would, 
however, be required in the case of MSW composting plants. Still, citizen participation is the key 
element in the case of separate bio-waste collection, and it follows that LRA in collaboration with 
NGO and national authorities can play a leading role in mobilizing them. 

Do you believe that a separate collection obligation for bio-waste should be set at EU, national, 
regional or local level?  

Due to the significant social and cultural differences among EU Member states, each state should set 
its own goals on a regional level. A generic framework can be, however, proposed by the EU/ 

Should derogations from a separate collection obligation be provided for? 

Yes, since separate collection is highly costly and requires preparation. 

Would the setting of a separate collection obligation result in increased financial and/ or 

administrative costs for local and regional authorities whilst balancing probable short  term 
investments with long term benefits? If possible, provide an  estimation. Would such an increase be 

proportionate to the perceived long-term benefits? 

Collection has high expenditures. It usually comprises 70% to 80% of the typical MSW management 
systems that include only landfilling. As a result, separation collection schemes are expected to highly 
affect local authorities expenses that are related to waste management. The short or long term benefits 
of separate collection will highly depend on site specific traits, such as closeness to markets of 
recyclables.Obviously, a recycling program will (financially) fail if markets for recyclables are not 
available. 

 

8. Contributing to soil improvement, in order to strengthen the use of compost/digestate:  
(a) Should the EU set quality standards for compost (either only as a product or also for a compost of 

lower quality still covered by the waste regime) or should such standards be set at the national, 

regional or local levels? 

The issue of standards for organic waste derived compost is a major research issue. Still, after several 
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years of compost research, there is no widely accepted stability or maturity indicator for composts. 
This is primarily attributed to the fact that composts can be produced by various sources that have a 
variable initial composition. Initial composition of a waste will highly affect the composition of the 
corresponding waste derived compost. Still, there is a need for a commonly accepted compost quality 
standard. This has to be set by the EU (for example, as already included and described in the CEN/TS 
standard 15590:2007) but the initial composition of the material should be accounted for. There is no 
need to set such a standard at a local level. 

(b) Should the EU set rules for the use of compost/digestate or should such rules be set at the 

national, regional or local levels? 

The use of a product implicates financial, social and environmental issues that are site specific. Rules 
set for a region in Belgium may not be applicable or implementable to a region in Greece, due to 
different social and cultural habits. As a result, it is proposed that rules for the use of compost / 
digestate should be set at a regional level, although a generic framework should be proposed by the 
EU. 
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COMMITTEE OF THE REGIONS – DIRECTORATE FOR CONSULTATIVE WORK   

DEVE Commission and "Networks & Subsidiarity" Unit 

 
 

 

 

 
QUESTIONNAIRE ON BIO-WASTE MANAGEMENT 

Refers to the Green Paper on the Management of bio-waste in the European Union 
COM (2008) 811 final 

 
Submitted for consultation by the Subsidiarity Monitoring Network   

by Ms Mona-Lisa Norrman (SE/PES) 
 

Please complete and submit by Friday 20 March 2009. You can upload the completed questionnaires 
directly onto the Subsidiarity Monitoring Network webpage (http://subsidiarity.cor.europa.eu – 
remember to log in).  Alternatively, you can send them by email to subsidiarity@cor.europa.eu.   

 

Name of the Authority: 
Basque Government and the Gipuzkoa, Bizkaia and Araba 
Provincial Councils (The Waste Coordination Organisation 
of the Autonomous Community of the Basque Country). 

Contact person: Iñaki Susaeta 

Contact details (phone, email) inaki.susaeta@ihobe.net 

 

10. Better waste prevention: 
Waste prevention is at the top of the EU's waste treatment hierarchy. Taking into account the 
subsidiarity principle, what role do you see for the EU, Member States, regional or local authorities 

in taking action for the prevention of bio-waste? 

A great deal of food goes unsold and ends up as waste, unless other uses are found for it. One 
means of properly managing such products whilst they can still be used is through food banks. 
This proposal has already been adopted in the Document on the uses and applications of organic 

matter in urban waste in the Autonomous Community of the Basque Country.  

Gipuzkoa has been working on two initiatives in this area, involving shopping centres (Eroski and 
various food outlets in Garbera and Eroski in Urbil): 

- A food bank primarily for non-perishable products. 

- A Last-Minute Market, collecting and distributing perishable products such as milk, 
yoghurts, etc. 

These products are distributed amongst groups of underprivileged people, both to prevent waste 
and at the same time to help those in greatest need. 
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One proposal, which would need to be agreed on by all the parties concerned, might be to donate 
to food banks any products which are in good condition but approaching their expiry date. 
Thought could perhaps also be given to offering tax breaks to companies that donate such 
products, to encourage them to get involved. 

In addition, on-site composting could be promoted in low-density residential areas, as a means of 
avoiding certain products entering the waste cycle. This type of measure would help to reduce 
bio-waste production, although the possibility of on-site composting would depend greatly on the 
urban models used in each area. These models vary considerably from one EU Member State to 
another, which makes it difficult to set common objectives for all countries. 

Lastly, it is worth mentioning the idea of encouraging sustainable consumption, which would 
require, amongst other things, awareness-raising campaigns. 

 

 

11. Limiting landfilling:  

Do you see benefits or disadvantages in further restricting the amount of biodegradable waste that is 

allowed on landfills beyond the targets already set in the EU Landfill Directive? Should such a 
restriction be established at EU level or left to be decided by Member States? 

The aims already set out in the landfill directive have been an extremely important vehicle for 
reducing biodegradable waste in landfills. 

Nevertheless, continuing to restrict organic matter destined for landfills could result in Member 
States pursuing other waste management options, in which economic factors would take 
precedence over the best option from the environmental point of view. In other words, it is 
important to avoid restricting organic matter allowed in landfills resulting in more bio-waste 
being sent for incineration, which uses up energy.  

With regard to the above, it might be preferable to set results-based targets, setting minimum 
separate collection or recycling rates for organic matter. These minimum targets should, however, 
be reachable in all different local and regional situations, which have a key influence on the 
choice of the most advantageous bio-waste option. 

 

12. (a) Increasing recycling – Promotion of bio-waste recycling: 
Do you see a need for the promotion of bio-waste recycling?   

One of the keys to bio-waste recycling is the demand for compost which in turn depends on 
factors such as product quality, which is determined by the waste produced by this type of 
process. 

In the Basque Country, it would require a great deal of work to boost these waste management 
approaches due a number of problems (little densely-populated land, the predominance of urban 
centres, high rainfall, little or no demand for compost, the existing mixed domestic waste 
collection systems, etc.). 
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Nevertheless, demand could be created in the wider market. In some cases, this would need a 

boost from the authorities. This might apply to compost. Initially, a loop effect is created, 
meaning that, since the compost currently produced does not offer sufficient quality guarantees, 
there is no demand for it. The lack of demand results in the measures needed to improve compost 
quality not being taken, and so demand remains static. 

A stimulus therefore needs to be found to adopt decisions aimed at improving the quality of the 
composted product, which would increase market demand for it. 

A good example of this is Gipuzkoa, which in the past was committed to incineration combined 
with energy recovery, precisely because of the lack of demand for compost. Due to a variety of 
factors, waste policy shifted towards the composting of separately collected bio-waste (first solely 
for raw vegetable waste, later extended to meat and fish, including cooked products). The quality 
obtained is very high and as a consequence, even businesses not involved in gardening are now 
asking for the product. 

Where the question refers to improved energy use, with a view to using biogas from bio-
methanisation, in terms of possible synergies with recycling and recovering energy from bio-
waste, two aspects can be seen: 

− Anaerobic digestion of this bio-waste helps to produce biogas, which can then be used in the 
following ways: 

� It is burned in power plants to produce energy; 

� It is channelled into the gas network (once it has been processed); 

� It is used as fuel for specially adapted vehicles. 

If separately collected (high quality) organic matter is biologically treated, the digestate would 
be used as a soil improver, once it has been aerobically stabilised. Where, on the other hand, 
mixed municipal waste is concerned, the digestate should be eliminated or perhaps used in 
another type of activity, such as redeveloping derelict sites, provided that this does not cause 
any major contamination. 

In our view, however, there are two ways of considering this point.   

Some consider that the term 'compost' should only refer to the fermented product of 
the aerobic digestion of separately collected organic matter. 

Digestate is the product obtained from the anaerobic digestion of separately collected 
organic matter. Once aerobically stabilised, it becomes compost, because it is now a 
product obtained from separately collected organic matter. 

What is left, in other words, the product resulting from the aerobic or anaerobic 
digestion of mixed waste, would be stabilised bio-waste, but never compost. This 
would avoid confusion on the market and boost confidence in compost.   

Another point of view, however, would be to consider the fertilising quality of the 
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final product obtained – compost – as the sole criterion for its use, whilst complying 
with the legislation on fertilisers, irrespective of the origin of the organic waste matter 
used in manufacturing the compost. 

The same would apply to anaerobic digestion, since the waste mixture would produce 
biogas and the solid digestate could eventually be used in soil or as substrate. For 
example, to redevelop derelict sites as landfills, whilst taking care not to add 
significant levels of additional contaminants.  

If so, should common recycling targets be set at EU level or should Member States be allowed to set 

their own recycling targets at national, regional or local level?   

Yes. In our view, results-based targets do need to be set, with minimum recycling rates for bio-
waste, provided that these are properly defined. These minimum targets should be set in such a 
way that they can be achieved under different local and regional conditions, in line with the 
principles of subsidiarity and proportionality. We are therefore in favour of minimum common 
bio-waste recycling standards being set. 

 
 

9. (b) Increasing recycling – Separate collection obligation: 
Do you see a need for the separate promotion of bio-waste recycling?   

Yes. See the answer given in paragraphs 2 and 3(a)  

Do you believe that a separate collection obligation for bio-waste should be set at EU, national, 

regional or local level?   

The targets for separate collection should be minimal, in line with the principles of subsidiarity 
and proportionality, to ensure they can be adapted to the conditions and needs for action (or for no 
action) at the local and regional levels. See the answer given in paragraphs 2 and 3(a)  

Should derogations from a separate collection obligation be provided for? 

Yes, because the requirement to meet a minimal target should adhere to the principles of subsidiarity 
and proportionality, taking account of the different conditions and needs at the local and regional 
levels.  

Would the setting of a separate collection obligation result in increased financial and/or 

administrative costs for local and regional authorities whilst balancing probable short term 

investments with long term benefits? If possible, provide an estimate. Would such an increase be 

proportionate to the perceived long-term benefits? 

 

 

 
 

10. Contributing to soil improvement, in order to strengthen the use of compost/digestate:  

(a) Should the EU set quality standards for compost (either only as a product or also for a compost of 

lower quality still covered by the waste regime) or should such standards be set at the national, 

regional or local levels? 
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All compost should be governed by product standards. These standards should take account of 

different uses and therefore different qualities and requirements concerning the concentration of 
contaminants. High-quality compost would thus be required for certain uses, whereas for other, 
less challenging applications, less strict standards would be set. 

The only compost that should be covered by waste legislation is compost failing to meet the 
criteria for the least restrictive uses and compost which, whilst meeting the requirements, is not 
yet available on the market. According to the Framework Waste Directive, inappropriate compost 
is deemed to be waste if the compost owner intends (because he or she is unable to sell it) or is 
obliged (because it does not meet quality standards) to get rid of the compost. At that point, the 
compost becomes waste.  

There is, therefore, a need to establish quality standards for compost that cover not only 
agronomic parameters and the low concentration of the most common contaminants such as 
heavy metals, but also other parameters such as persistent organic compounds. Meeting these 
requirements would make it easier to promote the use of compost, boosting market confidence 
and thus making separate collection viable and achieving the concomitant environmental benefits. 

It is more difficult for compost from mixed waste to meet the requirements for high-quality 
compost. Furthermore, for use in challenging applications, such as soil improvement for food 
production, more frequent and comprehensive samples would need to be taken to test the 
compost's quality than are required for separately collected waste compost, since there is much 
greater variation in the quality of mixed-collection waste. There are less challenging applications, 
however, such as the redevelopment of derelict sites or certain non-food applications that do not 
require such high-quality compost and which could use an improving product based on mixed 
waste, if the appropriate processes are used and the result obtained meets certain standards. In any 
event, the use of compost in soil should always be considered, provided that this does not bring 
significant levels of contaminants into the ecosystem. 

 

Should the EU set rules for the use of compost/digestate or should such rules be set at the national, 
regional or local levels? 

Given that what is at stake is a product, it should provide the guarantees that any product brought 
onto the market is obliged to observe, such as the EC mark, labelling, the origin of the matter 
used, etc.  

 
 

_____________ 
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COMMITTEE OF THE REGIONS – DIRECTORATE FOR CONSULTATIVE WORK  

DEVE Commission and "Networks & Subsidiarity" Unit 

 

 

 

 

 
QUESTIONNAIRE ON BIO-WASTE MANAGEMENT 

Refers to the Green Paper on the Management of bio-waste in the European Union  
COM (2008) 811 final 

 
Submitted for consultation of the Subsidiarity Monitoring Network  

By Ms Mona-Lisa NORRMAN (SE/PES) 
 
 

Please complete and submit by Friday 20 March 2009.  You can upload the completed 
questionnaires directly on the Subsidiarity Monitoring Network webpage 

(http://subsidiarity.cor.europa.eu – remember to be logged in). Alternatively, you can send them by 
email to subsidiarity@cor.europa.eu  

 
 

Name of the Authority: Parliament of Catalonia   

Contact person: 
Fernando Domínguez García, lawyer from the 
Environment Comité, Parliament of Catalunya 

Contact details (phone, email) 

00.34.93.706.33.45;  
mriera@parlament.cat 
fdominguez@uab.cat 
 

 
 

13. Better prevention of waste 
Waste prevention is at the top of the EU's waste treatment hierarchy. Taking into account the 
subsidiarity principle, what role do you see for the EU, Member States, regional or local authorities 

in taking action for the prevention of bio-waste? 

 
As a first step, the EU should simply encourage the competent authorities in the Member States to 
implement bio-waste prevention plans. As a second step, the European Union could set targets for 
prevention, but it would have to be the competent authorities in the Member States which are 
responsible for planning and implementing measures to prevent bio-waste.   
 
In line with the principle of institutional and procedural autonomy that operates in Europe, the 
European Union should not make a prior decision on which authorities should plan and implement the 
measures. The European Union could set a prevention target for each Member State, but the EU 
should ensure there is no implication that there can only be a single prevention plan per Member 
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State, or that different prevention measures cannot be adopted in different parts of a single State. 
Otherwise, the EU would be interfering with the constitutional distribution of power within the 
Member States.  
 
Specific prevention measures (such as responsible consumption, food banks, composting and 
minimising garden waste for example) should be adopted by the bodies which are closest to the 
European people, in line with the principle of subsidiarity. 
 

 

14. Limiting landfilling  

Do you see benefits or disadvantages in further restricting the amount of biodegradable waste that is 

allowed on landfills beyond the targets already set in the EU Landfill Directive?   

 
When looked at in isolation, it appears at first sight that restricting the amount of waste could be a 
benefit. But we should be aware of the fact that for biodegradable waste, the restrictions could lose 
their meaning if it ends up being difficult to calculate how much waste is expected, the amount by 
which this needs to be reduced, and the amount of waste which is actually produced.  Given the 
problems with measuring biodegradable waste, bringing in additional restrictions could actually be a 
disadvantage.  
 
Alternative measures could be introduced, such as bringing in financial penalties on waste, which 
would have an equivalent effect to restricting the quantity of waste. Another approach could be 
restricting the amount of organic waste which decomposes quickly and ensuring this material is 
stabilised.  
 

Should such a restriction be established on EU level or left to be decided by Member States? 

 
The European Union should simply set the target for restricting waste, or for measures which have an 
equivalent effect. It should be made quite clear which waste should be classified as biodegradable 
waste. Yet no restrictions can be put on the variety of solutions which could potentially be adopted in 
different territories to meet targets set at European level. Deciding on and implementing specific 
measures for restricting waste should be left to the competent authorities (which could be central 
government or lower-level authorities) in the Member States. 
 

 

15. (a) Increasing recycling – Promotion of bio-waste recycling: 
Do you see a need for the promotion of bio-waste recycling?  

 
There is certainly a need to promote bio-waste recycling and we fully agree with the points made on 
the subject in the Commission's Green Paper on the management of bio-waste in the European Union. 
 

If so, should common recycling targets be set at EU level or should Member States be allowed to set 

their own recycling targets at national, regional or local level?  
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The European Union should set common targets for the European Union and for each country, but 
should always leave scope for Member States to have their own specific objectives, as long as they 
meet the common targets.  
 
There are a variety of measures which can be adopted to promote bio-waste recycling (separate 
collections and subsequent treatment, financial penalties, etc.). Selecting the appropriate measures 
will depend on factors such as the population density or distribution of recycling facilities. And 
scientifically and technically speaking there is no single accepted method for recycling. All of which 
means that it would make sense for the European Union not to restrict the options open to the 
competent authorities in each Member State. 
 

Would the setting of recycling targets result in increased financial and/or administrative costs for 

local and regional authorities?  If possible, provide an estimation.  Would such an increase be 
proportionate to the perceived long-term benefits?  

 
If the decision is made to impose a charge on the quantity of waste thrown away, the additional costs 
would be partially or completely covered by the people who are producing the costs. In any case 
however, recycling has environmental benefits that do not need to be quantified in financial terms. 
The environmental benefits would compensate for the potential financial and administrative costs of 
recycling.   
 

 

11. (b) Increasing recycling – Separate collection obligation 

Do you see a need for the promotion of separate collection of bio-waste?  

 
There is certainly a need to promote the separate collection of bio-waste and we fully agree with the 
points made on the subject in the Commission's Green Paper on the management of bio-waste in the 
European Union. 
 

Do you believe that a separate collection obligation for bio-waste should be set at EU, national, 

regional or local level?  

 
Catalonia has a long tradition of separate collections for general waste and bio-waste. This is a result 
of the options taken when it was decided how to implement European legislation on the separate 
collection of waste. While the obligation for separate collection in general terms can be established at 
European level, where bio-waste is concerned and separate collection is one of the alternatives, any 
separate collection obligation at European level must be carefully regulated to establish the necessary 
classifications and assumptions.  
 
European legislation should ensure that the most advanced countries opt for more separate collections, 
and that the models established are gradually taken on by the rest of the Member States. 
 

Should derogations from a separate collection obligation be provided for? 
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For bio-waste for example, which covers a variety of different types of waste which nonetheless have 
common characteristics, there is a need to establish the types of waste for which a separate collection 
could be used. A timetable for fulfilling the obligations would also be useful.  
 
 

Would the setting of recycling targets result in increased financial and/or administrative costs for 

local and regional authorities whilst balancing probable short term investments with long-term 

benefits?  If possible, provide an estimation.  Would such an increase be proportionate to the 

perceived long-term benefits?  

 
See answer to the last question in section 3 a). 
 

 

12. Contributing to soil improvement, in order to strengthen the use of compost/digestate:  

(a) Should the EU set quality standards for compost (either only as a product or also for a compost of 

lower quality still covered by the waste regime) or should such standards be set at the national, 

regional or local levels? 

 
Quality standards for compost as a product should be set at European level as it is the European Union 
that should set quality parameters (on the level of contaminants for example) so that the product can 
then be sold in the single market. For compost that is considered to be waste as opposed to a product, 
European legislation should not be so stringent and should leave more scope for the legislation of the 
competent authorities of the Member States to apply.  
 

(b) Should the EU set rules for the use of compost/digestate or should such rules be set at the 

national, regional or local levels? 

 
Regarding the use of compost/digestate, it is important to stress the difference between 
compost/digestate as a product (in this case European rules must have a greater effect) and compost to 
be recycled. For compost to be recycled, the authorities closest to the European people should be able 
to choose from a wide range of uses set at European level and decide on how the compost should be 
used and where it should end up. 
 

 
 

_____________ 
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DEVE Commission and "Networks & Subsidiarity" Unit 

 

 

 

 

 
QUESTIONNAIRE ON BIO-WASTE MANAGEMENT 

Refers to the Green Paper on the Management of bio-waste in the European Union 
COM (2008) 811 final 

 
Submitted for consultation of the Subsidiarity Monitoring Network  

by Ms Mona-Lisa Norrman (SE/PES) 
 

Please complete and submit by Friday 20 March 2009. You can upload the completed questionnaires 
directly on the Subsidiarity Monitoring Network webpage (http://subsidiarity.cor.europa.eu – 
remember to be logged in). Alternatively, you can send them by email to subsidiarity@cor.europa.eu.  

 

Name of the Authority: 
Valencia Region - Valencia metropolitan waste treatment 
body (EMTRE) 

Contact person: Mr Juan Manuel Revuelta Pérez 

Contact details (phone, email) 
Delegation of the Valencia Region to Brussels 
227, rue de la Loi 
1040 Brussels 

 

16. Better prevention of waste: 
Waste prevention is at the top of the EU's waste treatment hierarchy. Taking into account the 

subsidiarity principle, what role do you see for the EU, Member States, regional or local authorities 

in taking action for the prevention of bio-waste? 

1) The EU should create sufficiently open legal frameworks enabling the various sub-levels 
(countries, regions, local authorities, etc.) to legislate and plan in order to meet the prevention 
objectives set, without creating difficulties between the various regions on account of their different 
situations in respect of this matter.  

 

17. Limiting landfilling: 
Do you see benefits or disadvantages in further restricting the amount of biodegradable waste that is 
allowed on landfills beyond the targets already set in the EU Landfill Directive? Should such a 

restriction be established on EU level or left to be decided by Member States? 

2) Setting restrictions on the biodegradable material allowed in landfills has a direct impact on the 
planning of waste management. Generally speaking, the capacity to respond to these policies is very 
slow and expensive. For this reason, any adjustment, particularly downwards, should be accompanied 
by appropriate studies, with each situation having been properly assessed in advance. Although it is 
reasonable that the EU establishes these criteria to ensure compliance, it would be more appropriate if 
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Member States were ultimately responsible for planning these objectives.  

 

18. (a) Increasing recycling – Promotion of bio-waste recycling: 
Do you see a need for the promotion of bio-waste recycling?  

Yes, insofar as it complies with the waste management hierarchy. 

If so, should common recycling targets be set at EU level or should Member States be allowed to set 

their own recycling targets at national, regional or local level?  

At national level or better still at regional level, with the waste lifecycle being assessed in detail on a 
case by case basis so that the most appropriate treatment can be proposed. 

Would the setting of recycling targets result in increased financial and/ or administrative costs for 

local and regional authorities? If possible, provide an estimation. Would such an increase be 
proportionate to the perceived long-term benefits? 

Initially, yes this would probably involve an increase in costs, until the treatments are adapted to the 
new proposals. These increases will be proportionate provided that they are attainable in accordance 
with the way in which the waste is managed in each place and the timing of the introduction of these 
new objectives. 

 

13. (b) Increasing recycling – Separate collection obligation: 
Do you see a need for the promotion of separate collection of bio-waste?  

3.b)  
Yes, as long as it has been decided that the best approach for a specific area should involve this 
separate collection.  

Do you believe that a separate collection obligation for bio-waste should be set at EU, national, 
regional or local level?  

At regional or local level, in accordance with the previous answer. 

Should derogations from a separate collection obligation be provided for? 

Yes. 

Would the setting of a separate collection obligation result in increased financial and/ or 

administrative costs for local and regional authorities whilst balancing probable short term 

investments with long term benefits? If possible, provide an estimation. Would such an increase be 
proportionate to the perceived long-term benefits? 

The obligation to introduce separate collection would involve a very significant increase in costs 
unless this is carried out when services are being reviewed or equipment updated. At any rate, 
improved separation at source will involve significant costs. However, it is likely that the long-term 
benefits will partially offset these investments thanks to improved capacity to recover these products 
in processing plants and, above all, to improved sales of compost resulting from this separate 
collection. In economic terms, the costs will probably never be compensated in full.   
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14. Contributing to soil improvement, in order to strengthen the use of compost/digestate:  
(a) Should the EU set quality standards for compost (either only as a product or also for a compost of 

lower quality still covered by the waste regime) or should such standards be set at the national, 
regional or local levels? 

4. a) If the standards are not specific or they do not provide enough detail, the EU should establish a 
common framework for all Member States, which (at their various levels) should have the 
responsibility of fleshing them out in greater detail. 

(b) Should the EU set rules for the use of compost/digestate or should such rules be set at the 

national, regional or local levels? 

4. b) As already recognised by the Green Paper on bio-waste management, EU directives on setting 
common objectives and standards for all Member States have so far proven to be far more 
straightforward for some countries than for others given their development in this area. However, 
setting comprehensive parameters is a good idea if there is a desire for convergence. In this 
connection, it would be better if Member States were to set these standards within a common 
framework.  

 
 

_____________ 
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Name of the Authority: Legislative Assembly of the Marche Region 

Contact person: Barbara Sardella 

Contact details (phone, email) 
0039-071-2298229 
barbara.sardella@consiglio.marche.it 

 

19. Better prevention of waste: 
Waste prevention is at the top of the EU's waste treatment hierarchy. Taking into account the 

subsidiarity principle, what role do you see for the EU, Member States, regional or local authorities 

in taking action for the prevention of bio-waste? 

First of all, the Community, the Member States, and local and regional authorities should encourage 
policies to prevent biodegradable waste by supporting domestic or local (small farm) composting of 
wet waste, thus preventing this from entering the refuse cycle proper. 
Aside from this, it is of the utmost importance to promote policies that support the separation of 
biodegradable waste if the objectives set by the Community in Directive 1999/31/EC aimed at 
limiting the amount of such waste that goes into landfill. Specifically, the aim should be to collect at 
least 50% of total biodegradable waste; of this, at least 30% should be kitchen waste. In addition, the 
Community should promote cross-cutting policies involving sectors other than environmental services 
(such as farming and the social economy) in order, for example, to support the marketing and use of 
the compost produced. These policies should be aimed at the Member States and regional and local 
authorities. 
It would also be helpful to carry out Community initiatives to raise public awareness of responsible 
consumption and of the possibility of using food that is just past its sell-by date for social purposes, 
thus averting their entry into the refuse stream. 
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20. Limiting landfilling: 
Do you see benefits or disadvantages in further restricting the amount of biodegradable waste that is 

allowed on landfills beyond the targets already set in the EU Landfill Directive? Should such a 
restriction be established on EU level or left to be decided by Member States? 

Rather than increasing [sic] the limit on the quantity of biodegradable waste that is allowed on 
landfills, it would be helpful to support policies that encourage the upstream separation of waste. 
Waste put in landfill should be treated such that it does not ferment. This aim should be pursued by 
means of action at Community level for the purpose, for example, of establishing a "refuse respiration 
index" [sic] common to all Member States. 

 

21. (a) Increasing recycling – Promotion of bio-waste recycling: 
Do you see a need for the promotion of bio-waste recycling?  

Yes, not least by supporting the marketing and use of the output from composting, for which quality 
standards need to be set at Community level so as to put it on an equal footing with other equivalent 
products for agricultural use. 

If so, should common recycling targets be set at EU level or should Member States be allowed to set 

their own recycling targets at national, regional or local level?  

If effective policies are to be put in place, it would be helpful for the targets to be set at EU level. 

Would the setting of recycling targets result in increased financial and/ or administrative costs for 

local and regional authorities? If possible, provide an estimation. Would such an increase be 
proportionate to the perceived long-term benefits? 

We consider that setting and meeting common recycling targets would not result in increased 
financial and/ or administrative costs. In any case, any costs connected with the start-up of the process 
would be offset by lower costs resulting from the reduction of waste going into landfill. See also the 
answer under point 3 (b). 

 

15. (b) Increasing recycling – Separate collection obligation: 
Do you see a need for the promotion of separate collection of bio-waste?  

Yes, for the reasons explained above. 

Do you believe that a separate collection obligation for bio-waste should be set at EU, national, 

regional or local level?  

We believe that the best results would be achieved by setting it at EU level. 

Should derogations from a separate collection obligation be provided for? 

In principle, there should be no specific derogations. 

Would the setting of a separate collection obligation result in increased financial and/ or 

administrative costs for local and regional authorities whilst balancing probable short term 

investments with long term benefits? If possible, provide an estimation. Would such an increase be 

proportionate to the perceived long-term benefits? 

The experience of doorstep refuse collection in the Marche region has shown that the initial increase 
in costs was rapidly offset by the sale of marketable waste with a high level of purity obtained through 
selective waste collections. This leads to an increase in the contribution from the national waste 
consortium, the organisation that buys the various marketable components of refuse collected through 
selective collections, and also allows the production of a greater quantity of high-quality compost, 
which is easier to sell than that of low quality. It should also be emphasised that an increase in 
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selective collection leads to a gradual reduction in the disposal of waste in landfill in line with the 
quantity of waste sent for recycling, which results in a significant reduction in disposal costs, in terms 
of both disposal charges and tax. We think we should point out that the reduction in disposal of 
biodegradable waste significantly reduces the amount of fermentation, with an attendant reduction in 
the production of greenhouse gases (CO2), which contribute to climate change. In addition, policies to 
support the use of high-quality compost in agriculture, achievable through careful management and 
treatment of the biodegradable component of waste, leads to an increase in the organic component of 
soil (humus), which results in an increased capacity to absorb and fix CO2 and greater water retention 
capacity. These improvements to soil structure give rise to the following benefits: 

- greater structural stability of soil 
- reduced risk of erosion 
- combating desertification 
- combating the greenhouse effect 
- greater ease of working the soil, thus reducing the agricultural consumption of fossil fuels 
- greater agronomic soil fertility, thus reducing the use of chemical fertilisers. 

 

16. Contributing to soil improvement, in order to strengthen the use of compost/digestate:  
(a) Should the EU set quality standards for compost (either only as a product or also for a compost of 

lower quality still covered by the waste regime) or should such standards be set at the national, 

regional or local levels? 

We believe that quality standards for compost, both so-called quality compost and lower quality 
compost that is covered by the waste regime and can be used for non-agricultural purposes, should be 
set at Community level, not least to make compost a technical material that can be sold throughout the 
single market. For this to be achieved, technical specifications common to all Member States are 
needed for the processes and quality of the product sold as quality compost. 

(b) Should the EU set rules for the use of compost/digestate or should such rules be set at the 

national, regional or local levels? 

The issue of the use of compost/digestate resulting from the treatment of the biodegradable organic 
component of waste should also be regulated at Community level, with provision being made for 
different rules depending on its possible uses. 

 
 

_____________ 
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Name of the Authority: Austrian State Governors' Conference 

Contact person: Federal States' Liaison Office 

Contact details (phone, email) 0043 (0) 1 – 535 37 61, vst@vst.gv.at 

 
 

22. Better prevention of waste: 
Waste prevention is at the top of the EU's waste treatment hierarchy. Taking into account the 

subsidiarity principle, what role do you see for the EU, Member States, regional or local authorities 

in taking action for the prevention of bio-waste? 

The green paper uses the term "bio-waste" in a relatively non-specific way, not least given the 
existence of so many different kinds of biogenic waste. That said, a detailed European Waste 
Catalogue is already in place. Different kinds of treatment may be beneficial depending on the type of 
waste involved and prevailing regional conditions.  
 
There is virtually no scope for avoiding bio-waste per se (at most, individual waste categories might 
be deemed not to be waste after all). One approach might be to further encourage home composting 
and the use of the compost in house and garden. The same also goes for (primary) food production. In 
this way, the relevant material can be "intercepted" and recycled directly at source, obviating the need 
for any elaborate collection and treatment. In this case, however, no European-level rules are needed 
since regional conditions vary so widely that it would be difficult to represent them all in uniform 
provisions.  
 
Much food is, as we know, disposed of as waste. European-level media and awareness-raising 
campaigns to help people recognise the value of food could also help in waste avoidance.  
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23. Limiting landfilling: 
Do you see benefits or disadvantages in further restricting the amount of biodegradable waste that is 

allowed on landfills beyond the targets already set in the EU Landfill Directive? Should such a 
restriction be established on EU level or left to be decided by Member States? 

Basically, the provisions of the current EU Landfill Directive are deemed sufficient. That said, 
provision might be made to tighten the rules at European level in line with the tough restrictions in 
place in Austria, going as far as to ban the landfill of biogenic waste – a sensible move given the need 
to protect the climate (keyword: landfill gas). Appropriate stability criteria (e.g. AT4) would have to 
be met before the landfilling of any residual waste. 

 

24. (a) Increasing recycling – Promotion of bio-waste recycling: 
Do you see a need for the promotion of bio-waste recycling?  

Bio-waste recycling should, in principle, be promoted. Due attention must thereby be paid to the fact 
that different recycling methods must be selected depending on the type, origin and properties of the 
waste concerned.  

If so, should common recycling targets be set at EU level or should Member States be allowed  to 

set their own recycling targets at national, regional or local level?  

EU-wide recycling targets could possibly be set, always bearing in mind, however, the widely 
divergent points of departure in the different regions. An integrated approach in the individual regions 
is thus deemed a more sensible approach than blanket rules at EU level. Optimum bio-waste 
management is only possible where each region adopts an approach that best meets its own needs, i.e. 
where it applies a combination of the various available measures tailored to suit specific regional 
requirements.  
 

 

Would the setting of recycling targets result in increased financial and/ or administrative  costs for 
local and regional authorities? If possible, provide an estimation. Would such an increase be 

proportionate to the perceived long-term benefits? 

Experience to date has shown the EU rules first and foremost involve more administrative work 
without actually improving the matter in hand. Moreover, if fixed recycling targets are set, there is a 
risk that, in a bid to reach those targets, elements might also be included that are not suitable for 
recycling, thereby undermining the environmental cause in the long term.  

 

17. (b) Increasing recycling – Separate collection obligation: 
Do you see a need for the promotion of separate collection of bio-waste?  

Separate collection of bio-waste is already widely practiced in Austria and is prescribed by law. The 
system is efficient and effectual. One possibility – at the very most – would be for similar rules to be 
introduced at European level.  
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Do you believe that a separate collection obligation for bio-waste should be set at EU, national, 

regional or local level?  

In the interests of conserving resources, the aim should be to secure Europe-wide provision for the 
separate collection and subsequent biological treatment of biogenic waste (as already practiced 
throughout Austria). This makes both environmental and economic sense.  
 
Clearly, the implementation of a strategy of this kind in the Member States requires an adequate 
degree of flexibility in both space and time.  
 
That said, recycling targets (provided they are not pitched too low) would be a realistic scenario that 
could then be applied with due flexibility in the individual Member States.  
 
It makes sense to lay down mandatory collection targets for biogenic waste from private households 
and the commercial sector. One possible approach during the initial stage would be to set targets that 
are spread out over a specific timeframe – similar to those prescribed under the Landfill Directive for 
reducing biodegradable waste.  
 
Public funding should not favour one treatment option to the detriment of others. In many cases, the 
real difficulties arise because support policy has distorted competition, thereby also precluding any 
reflection of the true cost of certain treatment processes.  

Should derogations from a separate collection obligation be provided for? 

Derogations should be possible where the properties of the biogenic waste subject to separate 
collection are such that it is unlikely to yield high-quality compost.  

Would the setting of a separate collection obligation result in increased financial and/ or 
administrative costs for local and regional authorities whilst balancing probable short term 

investments with long term benefits? If possible, provide an estimation. Would such an increase be 
proportionate to the perceived long-term benefits? 

In Austria, the introduction of a separate collection scheme has resulted in additional costs, but these 
are offset by the long-term benefits involved. Synthetically produced mineral fertilizers are being 
replaced through the use of compost and the fertilising agents contained alongside the organic 
substance in biogenic waste. As well as cutting greenhouse gas emissions, this also improves humus 
formation in the soil, thereby increasing its water absorption capacity and reducing any disposition 
towards erosion and aridity. In other Member States and regions that are just starting out on the road 
towards separate collection systems, the long-term benefits would also be expected to outweigh the 
costs involved.  
 

 

18. Contributing to soil improvement, in order to strengthen the use of compost/digestate:  
(a) Should the EU set quality standards for compost (either only as a product or also for a compost of 

lower quality still covered by the waste regime) or should such standards be set at the national, 

regional or local levels? 
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(b) Should the EU set rules for the use of compost/digestate or should such rules be set at the 

national, regional or local levels? 

In principle, a uniform set of quality standards for compost as a product would above all be a 
worthwhile objective (along the lines of an "end-of-waste" provision). In respect of composting in 
particular, it does seem useful to have uniform EU-wide quality standards in place for compost both 
as waste and as a product. High quality standards are virtually impossible to attain without separate 
collection. However, experience shows that ideas of what constitutes high quality vary very widely in 
the EU Member States. The requisite quality should always be linked to the use to which the compost 
is to be put and this is, quite sensibly, a matter for the regional level to decide. The overriding 
objective must be to produce high-quality, product-standard compost from appropriate feedstock. 

 
 
 

_____________ 
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Name of the Authority: The City of Lodz Office 

Contact person: Tomasz Jakubiec 

Contact details (phone, email) +48 42 638 40 80 t.jakubiec@uml.lodz.pl 

 
 

25. Better prevention of waste: 
Waste prevention is at the top of the EU's waste treatment hierarchy. Taking into account the 

subsidiarity principle, what role do you see for the EU, Member States, regional or local authorities 

in taking action for the prevention of bio-waste? 
 

Wide information campaign. Politics of compliance with EU directives on the local level – exchange 
of experience. 
   

 

26. Limiting landfilling: 
Do you see benefits or disadvantages in further restricting the amount of biodegradable waste that is 

allowed on landfills beyond the targets already set in the EU Landfill Directive? Should such a 
restriction be established on EU level or left to be decided by Member States? 
 

Restrictions accepted by the EU with the particular emphasis to high-developed States. The weaker 
ones are included in the relief programmes.  
 

 

27. (a) Increasing recycling – Promotion of bio-waste recycling: 
Do you see a need for the promotion of bio-waste recycling?  
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Yes – the promotion campaign with the reaching effect indication (promoting of the home 
composting).  
 

If so, should common recycling targets be set at EU level or should Member States be allowed  to 

set their own recycling targets at national, regional or local level?  
 

EU Framework Program. The Member States should have their own programmes based on the EU 
directive.  
 

 

Would the setting of recycling targets result in increased financial and/ or administrative  costs for 

local and regional authorities? If possible, provide an estimation. Would such an increase be 

proportionate to the perceived long-term benefits? 
 

The initial increase of the costs. (The first phase = promotion). In the future tasks will be performed at 
the decrease of the costs for the local authority. 
 

 

19. (b) Increasing recycling – Separate collection obligation: 
Do you see a need for the promotion of separate collection of bio-waste?  
 

Yes – the permanent promotion and education took better and better effects.  
 

Do you believe that a separate collection obligation for bio-waste should be set at EU, national, 

regional or local level?  
 

The obligation for bio-waste should be set by the EU directive and it should be in the local 
programmes for the waste management. 
 

Should derogations from a separate collection obligation be provided for? 
 

Yes, it should be provided for, but the delay in implementation of the programme couldn’t be more 
then  25 % of the plan.  
 

Would the setting of a separate collection obligation result in increased financial and/ or 

administrative costs for local and regional authorities whilst balancing probable short term 

investments with long term benefits? If possible, provide an estimation. Would such an increase be 

proportionate to the perceived long-term benefits? 
 

The local authorities are bearing the costs at the formation of the installation. Benefits are exceeding 
the costs and the ecological effects are high.  
 

 

20. Contributing to soil improvement, in order to strengthen the use of compost/digestate:  
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(a) Should the EU set quality standards for compost (either only as a product or also for a compost of 

lower quality still covered by the waste regime) or should such standards be set at the national, 

regional or local levels? 
 

EU standard is recommended, but at the same time it should be keep the local autonomy.   
 

(b) Should the EU set rules for the use of compost/digestate or should such rules be set at the 

national, regional or local levels? 
 

Yes, EU framework principles – and the suitable rules at the national, regional and/or local level with 
possible regions’ cooperation. 
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Name of the Authority: Regional Directorate for the Environment 

Contact person: Frederico Cardigos  

Contact details (phone, email) 
Telephone + 351 292 207 300 
Frederico.ad.cardigos@azores.gov.pt 

 
 

28. Better prevention of waste: 
Waste prevention is at the top of the EU's waste treatment hierarchy. Taking into account the 

subsidiarity principle, what role do you see for the EU, Member States, regional or local authorities 

in taking action for the prevention of bio-waste? 

The Member States and respective autonomous regions must be a driving force behind debates, 
cooperation and the definition, implementation and assessment of plans, programmes, measures and 
associated sources of funding for bio-waste prevention.  

 

29. Limiting landfilling: 
Do you see benefits or disadvantages in further restricting the amount of biodegradable waste that is 
allowed on landfills beyond the targets already set in the EU Landfill Directive? Should such a 

restriction be established on EU level or left to be decided by Member States? 

Every Member State and autonomous region must be able to decide on targets for restricting the 
quantity of bio-degradable waste allowed in landfills, over and above those targets already stipulated 
in the Landfill Directive.  

 

30. (a) Increasing recycling – Promotion of bio-waste recycling: 
Do you see a need for the promotion of bio-waste recycling?  

Yes. 
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If so, should common recycling targets be set at EU level or should Member States be allowed to set 

their own recycling targets at national, regional or local level?  

It must be up to the Member States and autonomous regions themselves to define their recycling 
targets.  

Would the setting of recycling targets result in increased financial and/ or administrative costs for 

local and regional authorities? If possible, provide an estimation. Would such an increase be 
proportionate to the perceived long-term benefits? 

Setting targets does not entail a significantly greater financial and/or administrative burden; the 
benefits would greatly outweigh any increased burden.  

 

21. (b) Increasing recycling – Separate collection obligation: 
Do you see a need for the promotion of separate collection of bio-waste?  

Yes. 

Do you believe that a separate collection obligation for bio-waste should be set at EU, national, 

regional or local level?  

It must be up to the Member States and autonomous regions to set targets and objectives for the 
separate collection of bio-waste. 

Should derogations from a separate collection obligation be provided for? 

Yes. 

Would the setting of a separate collection obligation result in increased financial and/ or 

administrative costs for local and regional authorities whilst balancing probable short term 

investments with long term benefits? If possible, provide an estimation. Would such an increase be 

proportionate to the perceived long-term benefits? 

The obligation to collect such waste separately would entail financial and/or administrative costs, but 
the benefits would outweigh any such costs.  

 

22. Contributing to soil improvement, in order to strengthen the use of compost/digestate:  
(a) Should the EU set quality standards for compost (either only as a product or also for a compost of 

lower quality still covered by the waste regime) or should such standards be set at the national, 

regional or local levels? 

It must be up to the Member States and autonomous regions to set quality standards for compost. 

(b) Should the EU set rules for the use of compost/digestate or should such rules be set at the 
national, regional or local levels? 

It must be up to the Member States and autonomous regions to set the rules for the use of 
compost/digestate. 

 
 

_____________ 
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Name of the Authority: Local Government Association UK 

Contact person: Cassandra Harrison 

Contact details (phone, email) Cassandra.harrison@lga.gov.uk  +44 207 664 3122 

 
 

31. Better prevention of waste: 
Waste prevention is at the top of the EU's waste treatment hierarchy. Taking into account the 

subsidiarity principle, what role do you see for the EU, Member States, regional or local authorities 

in taking action for the prevention of bio-waste? 

The LGA supports initiatives to address bio-waste prevention, in accordance with the waste hierarchy, 
however considers that such programmes should be driven by local and national considerations.  
Campaigns have already been developed at this level, for example the Love Food Hate Waste 
campaign5 which aims to change consumer behaviour.  The EU could play a helpful role in sharing 
information on waste reduction programmes across Member States.   
 
Bio-waste is generated at the production and transportation stage within the commercial sector.  
Therefore, all parties involved in the food chain from producer to consumer would need to be 
involved in any concerted effort to prevent bio-waste.  The House of Lords Science and Technology 
Committee, in its 2008 report on Waste Reduction6 acknowledged that there is a lack of data from 
commercial and industrial sectors.  The EU could facilitate the collation of accurate data from within 
these sectors in order to inform future policy decisions on the reduction of commercial bio-waste 
streams. 

                                                      
5
 www.lovefoodhatewaste.com 

6
 http://www.parliament.uk/parliamentary_committees/lords_s_t_select/waste_reduction.cfm  
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32. Limiting landfilling: 
Do you see benefits or disadvantages in further restricting the amount of biodegradable waste that is 
allowed on landfills beyond the targets already set in the EU Landfill Directive? Should such a 

restriction be established on EU level or left to be decided by Member States? 

Existing waste prevention, landfill diversion and climate change legislation and policy are driving the 
improved management of bio-waste.  Local authorities have developed long-term strategies and 
partnerships as well as making significant financial investments to meet the requirements of the 
Landfill Directive (1999/31/EC).  The LGA does not support the strengthening of the Directive, 
which would undermine this long-term approach and could have costly and unnecessary impacts on 
existing investments and contractual arrangements.   
 
Any targets for biodegradable waste beyond existing Directive requirements for 2020 as a result of the 
review anticipated in 2014 should have a holistic approach and not be restricted to municipal waste. 
 

 

33. (a) Increasing recycling – Promotion of bio-waste recycling: 
Do you see a need for the promotion of bio-waste recycling?  

The existing legislative and policy framework including the recently agreed Waste Framework 
Directive, in combination with the proposed quality standards is sufficient to promote biowaste 
recycling.  Specific biowaste recycling targets risk undermining waste prevention and home 
composting 

If so, should common recycling targets be set at EU level or should Member States be allowed  to 

set their own recycling targets at national, regional or local level?  

See above 
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Would the setting of recycling targets result in increased financial and/ or administrative  costs for 

local and regional authorities? If possible, provide an estimation. Would such an increase be 

proportionate to the perceived long-term benefits? 

 

 

23. (b) Increasing recycling – Separate collection obligation: 
Do you see a need for the promotion of separate collection of bio-waste?  

We strongly oppose mandatory separate collection, as local authorities should retain the flexibility to 
decide which collection method is most appropriate based on local conditions and needs.  Some local 
authorities have invested significantly in technologies that treat mixed waste and imposing a change 
to separate collection would be prohibitively expensive and potentially environmentally damaging.  
For example, it may require increased vehicle, equipment and facility costs, and increased emissions 
for collections in large rural areas.   
 

Do you believe that a separate collection obligation for bio-waste should be set at EU, national, 

regional or local level?  

Local level – see above 

Should derogations from a separate collection obligation be provided for? 

There should be no separate collection obligation 

Would the setting of a separate collection obligation result in increased financial and/ or 

administrative costs for local and regional authorities whilst balancing probable short term 

investments with long term benefits? If possible, provide an estimation. Would such an increase be 

proportionate to the perceived long-term benefits? 

See above 

 

24. Contributing to soil improvement, in order to strengthen the use of compost/digestate:  
(a) Should the EU set quality standards for compost (either only as a product or also for a compost of 

lower quality still covered by the waste regime) or should such standards be set at the national, 

regional or local levels? 

There is a need to develop and encourage end market uses in order to increase diversion from landfill 
for both compost from source-separated waste and compost-like output from mixed waste.  We 
support an integrated approach which addresses standards and usage rules for output from both mixed 
and source-separated waste as a means of increasing consumer confidence.  Standards would also help 
provide much needed clarity for local authorities when making procurement decisions.  
 
Statements made in the Green Paper about contamination of output from Mechanical Biological 
Treatment are highly generalised and do not take into account the significant impact of the 
management of the system from collection to treatment.  Output from mixed waste facilities will vary 
significantly and should be judged on an individual basis and not simply on the process used.  Setting 
standards would have the advantage of recognising and driving forward good management of mixed 
waste schemes, and increasing higher quality outputs as a result. 
 
There is a need to recognise that compost-like materials are a resource that can play a valuable role in 
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improving soil structure and reducing reliance on finite resources such as peat.  For example, Organic 
Growth Medium can improve soil structure by providing increased water retention, nutrient 
availability, prevention of erosion and an increase in biological activity.   
 
Product standards based on pollutant parameters injurious to human health and the environment 
would be most appropriate.  The PAS100 system could provide a starting point for this.  It is essential 
that a product and not process approach is taken, to ensure that existing capacity can continue to 
function.  Consideration must also be given to the intended end use, for example use on agricultural 
land or as restoration cover on brownfield land.  
 

(b) Should the EU set rules for the use of compost/digestate or should such rules be set at the 

national, regional or local levels? 

EU (see above) 

 
 

_____________ 
 

 


