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Analytical overview of the contributions received

Through the Green Paper on the management of lstewthne European Commission aims to launch
a debate on the possible need for future policipacseeking views on how to improve bio-waste
management in line with the waste hierarlcmossible economic, social and environmental gaiss
well as the most efficient policy instruments téaat this objective. The main objective of the Gree
Paper is to explore options for the further develept of the management of bio-waste. The
consultation of the CoR Subsidiarity Monitoring Wetk on this Green Paper was carried out
between 11 February 2009 and 20 March 2009, withaim of assessing some of the options
proposed by the European Commission in the lighgutsisidiarity and proportionality. A total of 11
Network Partners representing 8 EU Member Statescipated in the consultation by submitting
questionnaires electronicaly

1. Better prevention of waste

Network partners were asked to provide their opigi@on the improvement of waste prevention
strategies and to assess what the role the EUdlpday in this area. Respondents seemed to prefer
solutions at the source of the problem, which ulivikes the need to raise awareness among citizens in
order to change habits and promutesitu waste treatment. A majority of respondents poirtttbat

the promotion of domestic compost could be a goade)y to address this problem.

A majority of respondents suggest that the EU ghdwave a supporting role in waste prevention,
leaving national, regional or local authorities eglo room to define specific objectives and choose
implementation measurek fact, given the solutions preferred by thetpers, which in most cases
consist in addressing the problem at source, lagdlregional factors should especially be takem int
account when designing prevention policies. Acaggdto most respondents, local and regional
authorities seem to be best placed to define dbgsctand to implement policies, while EU action
should focus on launching information, educaticarad awareness-raising campaigns, collecting data
and promoting and exchanging best practices.

Some partners also believe that EU action showldive other policies (e.g. agricultural and social
policies) in addressing waste prevention, by optorgrosscutting measures.

In addition, several partners propose concrete umeasaimed at better preventing bio-waste
examples include the creation of food banks dast'minute marketsas a means to reduce waste;
the introduction of tax advantages and benefit§ogter collaboration; information campaigns to
promote sustainable consumption; and support fcal lauthorities to provide services for domestic
composting in houses and gardens.

Revised Waste Framework Directive

For a list of the partners and their contributieee the Annex (in English)



2. Limiting landfill

Network partners were asked to assess the benefiisadvantages of possible further restrictioms o
the amount of biodegradable waste allowed on |dsdfie. beyond the targets already set in the EU
Landfill Directive®. Furthermore, they were asked to identify the nsa#ble level of governance to
decide such future restrictions.

Partners appear to be divided in this regard: oreim of respondents does not support the
strengthening of the Landfill Directivend point out the wide range of disadvantagestthsitoption
could entail. In their opinion, the possible strigreming of the Directive could lead to increasestgp
could undermine the long-term approach alreadylécepin several municipalities and regions; or
could lead to other alternative — but undesirablgptions for the treatment of waste being chosen
(e.g. incineration). Some of these partners alspgse other alternatives worthy of consideration to
further limit landfill, namely: financial disinceines and separate collection obligations.

A second group of respondents appear to supporsttieagthening of the Landfill Directive, but
under certain conditiongor most of the partners in this group, any fatestrictions on the amount
of biodegradable waste allowed on landfills shotdle into account diverse local and regional
situations. Therefore they believe that the EUmiteshould only concern the setting of a general
framework for such restrictions, while the defiaitiof the specific amounts would continue to be
decided at national, regional or local levels. hrtigular, some respondents believe that given the
potential impact of such restrictive measures, ifiperesearch studies are necessary. In fact, two
partners also refer to the advantages this optiaiddoring, inter alia, the increased use of bicama
fuel and the reduction in the quantity of wastejlevit could also contribute to the overall objeeti

of fighting climate change. Nevertheless, they asem to recognise as a disadvantage of this
solution the structural difficulties certain Memb8tates might face in correctly implementing a
strengthened directive.

3. Increasing recycling: recycling targets & separte collection of bio-waste

Network partners were asked to assess the neednwofe the recycling and separate collection of
bio-waste and to identify what role the EU shoudgédnin these areas.

With respect to the need to promote bio-waste tegycrespondents seem to follow two trends

the one hand there are those who believe that iken® need to engage in specific promotion
strategies at the EU level. Arguments put forwardsupport of this position include the potential
undermining effect on waste prevention and the ldgweent of home composting, as well as the
resulting increase in the costs borne by localragibnal authorities. On the other hand, resporsdent
in favour of promoting bio-waste recycling (provitlthat such promotion is accompanied by other
key measures) stress the need to foster the umedofrade in compost, by stimulating its demand in
the relevant market.

Directive 1999/31/EC, OJ L 182, 16.7.1999
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Regarding the separate collection of bio-wastémilas dichotomy in responses can be identifiad
majority of respondents see a need to promotédthipegh some think that it should first be assessed
and proven as the best option, while other partoppose it directly, especially on the grounds that
each region has its specificities and that it conébe a negative economic impact on present
investments. Finally, one partner suggests thatratative undertaken by the EU should be applied
first to the most experienced regions in ordeest its suitability.

With the principle of subsidiarity in mind, respamds identify a series of tasks that could be
undertaken at Community leyele. launching information campaigns, dissemimatinformation,
fixing comparable indicators, exchanging best pecastand setting common minimum objectives of a
general nature. The majority of respondents condioa the EU should adopt general minimum
targets and objectives, while Member States andl laicd regional authorities are best placed to set
specific objectives and targets. Given the impantaof local and regional factors in this mattecalo
and regional authorities should remain free to dke¢he most suitable management option for each
specific case. Hence, an inclusive and regionatagmgh seems to be preferred by most respondents,
given the specificities of each region.

Lastly, most respondents agree that setting reuydtrgets could result in increased financial and
administrative costs for local and regional auttiesi Nevertheless, they recognise that costs dweild
potentially outweighed by the long-term benefitattbdeveloping a market for recyclables and high
quality compost might generate. In particular, egards separate collection, one partner has cited a
study which claims that such an obligation wouldéha neutral incidence on costs, or could even
lead to their reduction.

4. Contributing to soil improvement, in order to stengthen the use of compost/digestate

Network partners were also asked to assess whidéfU should set quality standards for compost
or whether such standards should be set at natioegibnal or local level. The majority of the
respondents consider that there is a need fortgushiiindards for compost as a product to be fixed a
the EU level In fact, some partners believe such a productogmh is essential. According to some
of the responsegroduct standards based on pollutant parametersfllato human health and the
environment would be the most approprialbese partners put forward arguments relating € th
Internal Market in order to justify the need for Eles on quality standards for compost.

Whereas there is wide agreement on the need td atloplards for compost as a product at the EU
level, partners are divided on the issue of whioliegnance level should adopt standards for the use
of compost as waste some respondents consider that Member Stateddsihe responsible for
regulating the use of compost when it is not caergd a product, while other respondents believie tha
an integrated approach on standards and usagdoulestput from both mixed and source-separated
waste could serve to increase consumer confidence.

Finally, some partners stress the need to recogimspotential that compost has for soil improvemen
and underline that high quality compost can onlyobgained from the separate collection of bio-
waste.

..
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APPENDIX OF PARTNERS' CONTRIBUTIONS
A total of 11 Network Partners representing 8 EUnlder States submitted contributions, as follows:

Bavarian State Chancellary (DE)

Hellenic Parliament (EL)

Union of Prefectural Authorities of Greece - ENAH ]
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 FederaeStéAT)
City of Lodz (PL)

Regional Government of the Azores (PT)

Local Government Association (UK)

The partners' contributions are annexed heretongligh. The contributions can be accessed in the
original language submitted through the CoR Subsigti Monitoring Network Websife

http://subsidiarity.cor.europa.eu/ListDocument/t#b83/ctl/ViewDocument/mid/417/Userld/262/Docld/88Default.aspx

..




N
40
¢ -
Fead®
v

QUESTIONNAIRE ON BIO-WASTE MANAGEMENT
Refers to the Green Paper on the Management of bigaste 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 submitfyday 20 March 2009 You can upload the completed questionna
directly on the Subsidiarity Monitoring Network wedge http://subsidiarity.cor.europa.ey

res

remember to be logged in). Alternatively, you candsthem by email teubsidiarity@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 wastattnent hierarchy. Taking into account {
subsidiarity principle, what role do you see foe tBU, Member States, regional or local authorit
in taking action for the prevention of bio-waste?

The possibilities of preventing bio-waste are lgdit It is most likely that some bio-waste could

he
es

be

could be prevented in the private domain. One wianahieving this is to make compost using
household and garden bio-waste/green-waste fromataen. Furthermore, chipping tree cuttings and

clippings in one's own garden helps to preventvidéste. In both cases, the compost or chip
material produced should be used on one's own lMatthe difficult thing to achieve would 4
appear to be changing consumer behaviour to ratiec@mount of food thrown away.

Possible measures to support bio-waste preventiold de as follows:

. Promoting the advantages of making one's own cotnpggere appropriate promoting the

use of compost containers.

. Supporting local and regional authorities to preval chipping service for wood mater
obtained in the garden.

al

Potential problems and disadvantages of makingsaweh compost will be examined in the answer

to question 3a.

101 rue Belliard _ B-1040 Brussels _ T +32 (0)2/282 25 02 _ Fax +32 (0)2/282 20 87



2. Limiting landfilling:

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

allowed on landfills beyond the targets already sethe EU Landfill Directive? Should such
restriction be established on EU level or left tndecided by Member States?

Since the waste storage regulation came into for€germany on 20 February 2001, it has no lorn

a

ger

been possible to store unprocessed non-industasiewDuring the transition period, it was possible

by means of an exemption, to store unprocessecwasil 31 May 2005.

EU rules refer to biodegradable waste. Under Gerlaadfill law, the main criteria are the organi

component in the original substance (loss on igniand TOC) and the organic component in

eluate (DOC). Degradability and gas generationsrate included only as secondary criteria (e.g.

connection with waste from mechanical and bioldgigaste treatment plants and exceeding
limits of the organic component).

A further reduction in the amount of biodegradabéeste in landfills beyond the current targets ef
EU Landfill Directive would have a positive impday reducing landfill gases (greenhouse effe
foul smells and organic leachate constituents dshyeallowing the waste body to build up witho
easily sinking into the ground. Furthermore, it Wabprevent pests in and around landfills as wel
fires.

A further reduction in the organic component ofdfilis can thus only be advantageous. Furthermpore,
landfill space could be saved and some processsigues could be put to use. In addition, the heat

value of waste could be fully exploited in therrtrglatment. Only a partial breakdown of the orgg
component occurs in landfills and landfill gas cept(and use) will always remain incomplete.

Disadvantages to further reducing the organic caomapbin landfills, especially biodegradable ways
are not foreseen.

In order to ensure uniform implementation throughBurope, a further EU regulation would
useful. Problems might include insufficient treatiheapacity in individual Member States.

3. (@) Increasing recycling — Promotion of bio-wasteecycling:

Do you see a need for the promotion of bio-wastgaleng?

Yes.

The possible options for processing or disposingbimkwaste in principle have the followin
advantages and disadvantages.

Joint incineration of household bio-waste togethih residual waste in waste-fuelled power statig

. Advantages: no separate collection containers angeparate collection necessary, effec
sanitisation through mineralisation, energy gemamafrom bio-waste (renewable energ
simplifies/improves recognition and promotion ofsi&fuelled power stations as a limit

nic

ste,

be

ns

live
),
ed

source of renewable energy, some positive effadsakling corrosion.

..
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Disadvantages: limited heat value of waste (higteweontent of bio-waste), as a rule hig
processing costs than in bio-waste treatment plastsecycling of nutrients and the orga

ner
nic

substance (e.g. humus reproduction and bark hueatsfeplacement), in part low energy

efficiency of waste-fuelled power stations

Making compost from household bio-waste

Advantages: low-cost procedure for processing spahing of bio-waste, waste preventi
no transport of bio-waste and compost, as a rulen@ogy costs, recycling of nutrients and
organic substance (e.g. bark humus/peat replacgment

DN,
the

Disadvantages: often inadequate sanitisation, gnoend sealing and ventilation and thus

emissions of methane, ammonia and odours (probleitts neighbours), attracts smal
rodents, appropriate for certain housing structordg (individual buildings with sufficiently

big gardens), possible surplus nutrients in gardeossuitable for cooked leftovers and bjo-

waste of animal origin.

Making compost from green waste

Advantages: comparatively low-polluting compostoakuitable for moist and structurally

weak green waste, recycling of nutrients and tlgawmic substance (e.g. humus reproduction

and bark humus/peat replacement).
Disadvantages: ammonia and methane emissions,aengyegain (energy supply necessary)

Making compost from household bio-waste (usual@ietber with green waste)

Advantages: increase in heat value of residualeyas a rule more cost-efficient treatm
than incineration, recycling of nutrients and thrgamic substance (e.g. humus reproduc
and bark humus/peat replacement).

Disadvantages: separate bio-waste collection nagessmmonia and methane emissions
energy gain (energy supply required).

Fermenting household and industrial bio-waste

Advantages: increase in heat value of residualeyast a rule more cost-efficient treatm
than incineration, positive energy balance (renésvabergy), recycling of nutrients and t

ent
tion

no

ent
he

organic substance (e.g. humus reproduction and Ibarkus/peat replacement), best

processing procedure for structurally weak bio-eastcertain animal by-products with hi
water content (e.g. removed fat, industrial kitchand canteen waste).

gh

Disadvantages: separate bio-waste collection naggstrend towards somewhat higher

processing costs than for compost-making, methadeammonia emissions, only partia
suitable for green waste or not at all (wet fertagan), in part poor use of waste heat
sites away from the building are necessary).

Incineration of high heat value wood-based greest&vm biomass power stations

Advantages: production of renewable energy, in gEnycling of nutrients (use of ashes),

ly
(as

Disadvantages: only useful for the high heat vaad of the household green waste or bio-

..
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waste that has been removed, recycling of nutripogsible only to a limited extent (as o
limited use of ash), in part poor heat use.

Which procedure is the most beneficial from an emunental and economic point of view depe
on a number of factors and the specific conditiofirithe region.

y

nds

If so, should common recycling targets be set alé&s#dl or should Member States be allowed
set their own recycling targets at national, recabor local level?

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

Would the setting of recycling targets result ioreased financial and/ or administrative costs
local and regional authorities? If possible, progichn estimation. Would such an increase
proportionate to the perceived long-term benefits?

for
be

3. (b) Increasing recycling — Separate collection olgation:

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

Which bio-waste management procedure is the mastifable from an environmental, economic ¢
social point of view depends on a number of facemd the specific conditions in the region.
principle, procedures with the best possible en&@gnce should be advantageous. However, {
an environmental protection point of view furthepacts should also be taken into account here,
as fertilizer substitution, bark/peat substitutéord humus reproduction.

Further insights on this matter will be provided &yproject commissioned by the Bavarian s
ministry for environment and health, on environnadigtefficient use of bio-waste and green-wast¢
Bavaria.

and

n
rom
such

ate
2 in

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

al,

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

Should derogations from a separate collection @il@n be provided for?

See above.

Would the setting of a separate collection obligatiresult in increased financial and/
administrative costs for local and regional authim$ whilst balancing probable short tern
investments with long term benefits? If possibteyide an estimation. Would such an increaseg

DI
m
be

proportionate to the perceived long-term benefits?
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According to studies carried out by GALLENKEMPER)(2: "cost considerations for separate q
waste collection and treatment”), organic wastes lsimould be introduced in many areas on a ¢
neutral basis; as a rule, (should there be suffi@dsorption of material capable of being compmhst

the introduction of the organic waste bins shoefdlice costs (inclusion and treatment). In addiiion

logistical requirements, the degree of cost chalggpends in particular on the cost difference betw

0_
ost-

ee

household/residual waste treatment and bio-wasétntrent. However, in the study "costs and charges

for waste management in Bavaria" (Bavarian stat@stny for the environment and health, 2008
is not clear that local and regional authoritieshworganic waste bins would have lower wa
charges.

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

(a) Should the EU set quality standards for comgeisher only as a product or also for a compos

, It
ste

of

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

regional or local levels?

If the compost/fermentation residue is to be usea &ertiliser and means of improving soil qual

over the long term, there needs to be uniform Etevdriteria for the distributed substrate. In oraer

ity

limit the ubiquitous distribution of polluting sulasices and prevent polluting substances from being

accumulated in the soil, quality standards are egddr compost as a product and for lower-qug

lity

compost. Quality standards should therefore bediired for all compost applications along the lines
of the German bio-waste regulation (BioAbV). Depeagdon the intended use, graded standards

would be appropriate.

For higher quality composts, the product statusbeaworth considering when
* They have a positive market value
e They adhere to very strict quality standards
* They are produced only from certain source material
¢ They are subject to quality assurance

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

For the treatment and use of bio-waste, in prieciples should be applied throughout Europe a
the lines of the German bio-waste regulation (BigphbFor example, only biodegradable waste
animal or plant origin (see Art. 2 BioAbV) and hdess mineral additives should be used as sg
materials for compost/fermenting. The permissiblerse materials should be defined in the form
positive list (see Appendix 1 of BioAbV). As sludbased source materials are more likely to poll
they should only be used with the agreement ofalevant authorities (see Art. 9a in connectiorhy
Appendix 1, no. 1b of the draft amendment to BioAdN\L9 November 2007).

Furthermore, the research obligations and boundalyes for polluting substances (and germs
composts/fermentation residues and in the soil Ishbe established in accordance with the typg
soil.

Where appropriate, soil studies are not requireénvhsing compost made from green-waste
BioAbV) and very high quality composts (products).

the

ong

of
urce
Df a
ute,
vit

e of

see
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Furthermore, the provisions of BioAbV for mixturésee Art. 5) and the restrictions under Art
BioAbV (including restrictions on the amounts prodd) should be applied.
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COMMITTEE OF THE REGIONS - DIRECTORATE FOR CONSULTATIVE WORK
DEVE Commission and "Networks & Subsidiarity" Unit
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QUESTIONNAIRE ON BIO-WASTE MANAGEMENT
Refers to the Green Paper on the Management of biwaste 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 submitfyday 20 March 2009 You can upload the completed questionnalres
directly on the Subsidiarity Monitoring Network wmdmge fitp:/subsidiarity.cor.europa.ey
remember to be logged in). Alternatively, you candsthem by email teubsidiarity@cor.europa.eu

Name of the Authority: Hellenic Parliament

Contact person: Panayiotis Pavliopoulos

+30 210 367 3288
p.paviopoulos@parliament.gr

Contact details (phone, email)

4. Better prevention of waste:
Waste prevention is at the top of the EU's wastattnent hierarchy. Taking into account the
subsidiarity principle, what role do you see foe thU, Member States, regional or local authorities
in taking action for the prevention of bio-waste?
There is a direct link between preventing the éoeabf bio-waste and human factors, behavioural
patterns and habits. Consequently, prevention messmust focus on changing behaviour and
consumption models, primarily by means of informiatand education. There is also a link with the
capacity of governments and local authorities tomie and implement a system of incentives fand
deterrents for the general public and householdsrder to curb the production of this househpld
waste.

It goes without saying that the EU can contribuegehby adopting guidelines and through the
exchange of best practice between Member States.

5. Limiting landfilling:
Do you see benefits or disadvantages in furtherietsg the amount of biodegradable waste that is
allowed on landfills beyond the targets already sethe EU Landfill Directive? Should such|a
restriction be established on EU level or left ndecided by Member States?
Strict limits on the quantities of biodegradeabkeste allowed on landfill sites can provide for ayve
reliable process (including sorting at source, timgaincentives for use of household waste,

..

101 rue Belliard _ B-1040 Brussels _ T +32 (0)2/282 25 02 _ Fax +32 (0)2/282 20 87 |
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subsidised household composting systems, etc.Jaddess the problem of solid waste, given
landfill remains environmentally problematic, nai tnention meeting the requirements of
Community landfill directive. This approach is marestly, rigorous and consistent. It should

hat
the
be

applied at Community level and not by individual tfger States, as some of them are clearly behind

in transposing the relevant Community directivdse Member States decide whether to apply str
limits than those set out in Directive 99/31 ondfih) depending both on the level of organisatand
the administrative costs that they are prepardxba.

cter

6. (a) Increasing recycling — Promotion of bio-wasteacycling:

Do you see a need for the promotion of bio-wastgaleng?

Recycling of bio-waste is the most reliable solntiocom the point of view of public health, as
other waste management methods can be harmfug tentvironment.

all

If so, should common recycling targets be set aldsidl or should Member States be allowed
set their own recycling targets at national, regador local level?

A minimum common target should be set at EU leFebm then on, each Member State or region

may choose to raise the bar, depending on thesinficture available to them.

Would the setting of recycling targets result ioreased financial and/ or administrative costs
local and regional authorities? If possible, progidan estimation. Would such an increase
proportionate to the perceived long-term benefits?

for
be

Local communities could potentially benefit fromethvailability or exploitation of products fro
recycling, or cover some of the increased costsibgns of public-private partnerships.

5. (b) Increasing recycling — Separate collection olgation:

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

As mentioned earlier, separate collection and afs® sorting at source are necessary conditiors
credible bio-waste recycling process.

for

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

regional or local level?

The initiative should be based on national legishatsetting out the conditions for and meang of

collection

Should derogations from a separate collection @ilan be provided for?

Derogations should possibly be provided for in¢hee of small provincial municipalities that do not

have such waste-recycling facilities.

Would the setting of a separate collection obligatiresult in increased financial and/

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

DI

investments with long term benefits? If possibfeyide an estimation. Would such an increasg be

proportionate to the perceived long-term benefits?

While the relevant investment does not create arreg cost, it goes without saying that the ad

Hed

value produced by a reliable recycling process dduhve 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 comgeisher only as a product or also for a compos

..

of
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lower quality still covered by the waste regime)sbiould such standards be set at the natiopal,

regional or local levels?

Community standards should be set for the qualfticampost only as a product, provided

the

conditions for product quality and stability in acdance with the prescribed limits are ensured at
every stage of recycling and processing. Qualdapaards should be linked to the quality of the tnpu

waste, and the intended purpose and propertidseafdil where the product is to be used.

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

the

Rules (and consequently checks) should be seder do guarantee soil quality. Community rules
the use of compost/digestate products should Heded in quality standards, setting out the
category for which compost produced by the varignigties is intended.

for
50il
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COMMITTEE OF THE REGIONS - DIRECTORATE FOR CONSULTATIVE WORK
DEVE Commission and "Networks & Subsidiarity" Unit
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QUESTIONNAIRE ON BIO-WASTE MANAGEMENT
Refers to the Green Paper on the Management of biwaste in the European Union
COM (2008) 811 final
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Please complete and submitfyday 20 March 2009 You can upload the completed questionnalres
directly on the Subsidiarity Monitoring Network wmdmge fitp:/subsidiarity.cor.europa.ey
remember to be logged in). Alternatively, you candsthem by email teubsidiarity@cor.europa.eu

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

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

Contact person: 2. AdHoc : D.P.KOMILIS ,Faculty of
Environmental Engineering, Democritus
University of Thrace.

1. mxapostolidis@nestos.gt30 2541350725

2. dkomilis@env.duth.gr +30 25410-79391

Contact details (phone, email)

7. Better prevention of waste:
Waste prevention is at the top of the EU's wastattnent hierarchy. Taking into account the
subsidiarity principle, what role do you see foe tBU, Member States, regional or local authorities
in taking action for the prevention of bio-waste?
The reduction of the bio-waste amounts requiresimasily - major changes in the social habits| of
citizens. This is not an easy task. People will ptepare meals in their houses and will still tgg
restaurants. Trees will still grow and falling leavwill require collection by efficiently operating
municipalities. A potential significant change inetproduction of (solid) biowaste would be the
adoption of garbage disposals (food grinders thairestalled in the kitchen sinks). For example, th
USA has a much smaller percentage of food wastieerMSW(Municipal Solid Waste) composition
compared to South European countries. This isasedial habits (meal preparation in a household is
not common in the US) as well as to the use of ageldisposals. The use of garbage disposals —
although would significantly affect the producedcamts of biowaste - would, however, require

major changes in the design of wastewater treatpiants.

101 rue Belliard _ B-1040 Brussels _ T +32 (0)2/282 25 02 _ Fax +32 (0)2/282 20 87 |
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LRA are well placed to lead awareness raising cégngaand maximize the results and impact
national policies and community initiatives.

8. Limiting landfilling:

of

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

allowed on landfills beyond the targets already sethe EU Landfill Directive? Should such
restriction be established on EU level or left ndecided by Member States?

a

The current reduction goals are quite optimistiandfilling, still remains — a rather cheap walste

disposal technique. On the other hand, the wastgnient techniques that can normally lead
reduction of the biodegradable amounts of wastaser po landfilling (namely incineration
composting, MBT(Mechanical and Biological Treatmengcycling) are usually more expensive th

landfilling. A further reduction of biodegradable SW prior to final disposal can be viewed

0 a

an

negatively by citizens that are the ones that Wwél inevitably billed for these alternative waste

treatment techniques. Therefore, although the temuof the biodegradable MSW fraction wil

reduce methane emissions, public opposition from fihancial burdens of the adoption of the

alternative waste management strategies will lilncreased. Given that landfilling is site spieci
restrictions must be set at national level withibread European framework while we must seq
that particular regional or local realities ardyubken into account.

9. (@) Increasing recycling — Promotion of bio-wasteecycling:

Do you see a need for the promotion of bio-wastgaleng?

The most common bio-waste recycling technologyiadolgical digestion (aerobic or anaerobic). T
former can lead to the production of a potentidl amendment, whilst the latter can lead to ene

ure

he
rgy

recovery. Both can be environmentally desirable famahcially beneficial; therefore, as a princip|e,
promotion of bio-waste recycling is desirable. @a bther hand, we have to note that the benefits of

energy recovery could have been obtained by makigithe amounts of biodegradable waste
are directed to a landfill. This, naturally, opp@s$ke current EU legislation and goals; howeves
noted that the use of a landfill bioreactor hadnbtee goal of various research efforts worldw|
during the past decades. This is not anymore fleagip the current EU legislation. We propd

thereby that the operation of bioreactors on at fusis is authorized in order to further reseanch

this field.

If so, should common recycling targets be set alésdl or should Member States be allowed tp

set their own recycling targets at national, recabor local level?

hat
it
de
se

It is highly believed that due to the significamicel and cultural differences among EU Member

states, each state should set its own goals ogiengd level. A generic framework can be, howe
proposed by the EU, which will impose the settifgtargets and promote comparison of
performances and exchanges of best practices.

er,
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Would the setting of recycling targets result iorgased financial and/ or administrative costs
local and regional authorities? If possible, progichn estimation. Would such an increase
proportionate to the perceived long-term benefits?

for
be

Definitely. Recycling is a promotion to a highermagement scheme compared to waste manage
that includes merely sanitary landfilling. Recydlimequires separation collection and vari
separation technologies, which are both transletddgher overall costs for the local authoritiesr
example, landfilling is usually at around €50/tawvhilst recycling can reach up to €80-€100/ton
recycled material or even more. On the other haragypears that virgin materials (such as oil, Wo
are still financially competitive to recycled magds, which makes recycling, still, financial
unattractive to local authorities. . Nevertheldhs, long-term benefits (saving resources) will nel
the current recycling efforts.

ment
DUS

of

)

7. (b) Increasing recycling — Separate collection olgation:

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

The separate collection of bio-waste has been lysinaluded in MSW studies. However, one has
account for the fact that such an option is diffito adopt on a practical level. Bio-waste, paticly
household kitchen waste, are malodorous, diffitolthandle, can attract insects and rodents
require frequents collection due to their putrdgcibature. Separate bio-waste recycling wo
however, be required in the case of MSW compospilagts. Still, citizen participation is the k¢

element in the case of separate bio-waste collectind it follows that LRA in collaboration with

NGO and national authorities can play a leading iolmobilizing them.

to

and
lld,

3

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

al,

Due to the significant social and cultural diffetea among EU Member states, each state shou
its own goals on a regional level. A generic fraragwncan be, however, proposed by the EU/

d set

Should derogations from a separate collection ailin be provided for?

Yes, since separate collection is highly costly seglires preparation.

Would the setting of a separate collection obligatiresult in increased financial and/
administrative costs for local and regional authm$ whilst balancing probable short ter
investments with long term benefits? If possibleyiple an estimation. Would such an increase
proportionate to the perceived long-term benefits?

DI
m
be

Collection has high expenditures. It usually corsgsi 70% to 80% of the typical MSW managen
systems that include only landfilling. As a resa#paration collection schemes are expected tdyh
affect local authorities expenses that are relaiedaste management. The short or long term ben
of separate collection will highly depend on sifeedfic traits, such as closeness to market
recyclables.Obviously, a recycling program willn@incially) fail if markets for recyclables are n
available.

ent
gh
efit
5 of
ot

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

(a) Should the EU set quality standards for comgeisher only as a product or also for a compos
lower quality still covered by the waste regime)sbiould such standards be set at the natio
regional or local levels?

of
nal,

The issue of standards for organic waste derivedpost is a major research issue. Still, after sy

..
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years of compost research, there is no widely dedegtability or maturity indicator for compos
This is primarily attributed to the fact that consfgcan be produced by various sources that hg
variable initial composition. Initial compositiorf a waste will highly affect the composition of t
corresponding waste derived compost. Still, there meed for a commonly accepted compost qu
standard. This has to be set by the EU (for exanagl@already included and described in the CEN
standard 15590:2007) but the initial compositiorihaf material should be accounted for. There is
need to set such a standard at a local level.

[S.
e a
he
ality
/TS

5 N0

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

the

The use of a product implicates financial, socral anvironmental issues that are site specifice®R
set for a region in Belgium may not be applicabtenoplementable to a region in Greece, due
different social and cultural habits. As a resiiltis proposed that rules for the use of compg
digestate should be set at a regional level, athaugeneric framework should be proposed by
EU.

ul
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QUESTIONNAIRE ON BIO-WASTE MANAGEMENT
Refers to the Green Paper on the Management of biwaste in the European Union
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Submitted for consultation by the Subsidiarity Monitoring Network
by Ms Mona-Lisa Norrman (SE/PES)

Please complete and submitfyday 20 March 2009 You can upload the completed questionnajres
directly onto the Subsidiarity Monitoring Networkebpage [ittp://subsidiarity.cor.europa.et
remember to log in). Alternatively, you can sehen by email t@ubsidiarity@cor.europa.eu

Name of the Authority:

Basque Government and the Gipuzkoa, Bizkaia antidra
Provincial Councils (The Waste Coordination Orgatits
of the Autonomous Community of the Basque Country).

Contact person:

Inaki Susaeta

Contact details (phone, email)

inaki.susaeta@ihobe.net

10. Better waste prevention:

Waste prevention is at the top of the EU's wastattnent hierarchy. Taking into account the

subsidiarity principle, what role do you see foe U, Member States, regional or local authorit

in taking action for the prevention of bio-waste?

es

A great deal of food goes unsold and ends up atewasless other uses are found for it.
means of properly managing such products whilsy tten still be used is through food ban

Dne
ks.

This proposal has already been adopted irDivument on the uses and applications of organic
matter in urban waste in the Autonomous CommuiitgeoBasque Country

Gipuzkoa has been working on two initiatives irstarea, involving shopping centres (Eroski
various food outlets in Garbera and Eroski in Qrbil

A food bank primarily for non-perishable products.

A Last-Minute Market, collecting and distributingenishable products such as mi

yoghurts, etc.

These products are distributed amongst groups dénpnivileged people, both to prevent wa

and at the same time to help those in greatest need

and

ste
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One proposal, which would need to be agreed orlllii@parties concerned, might be to don

to food banks any products which are in good comdibut approaching their expiry date.

ate

Thought could perhaps also be given to offering bagaks to companies that donate spuch

products, to encourage them to get involved.

In addition, on-site composting could be promotedbiv-density residential areas, as a mean

s of

avoiding certain products entering the waste cythas type of measure would help to reduce

bio-waste production, although the possibility ofsite composting would depend greatly on
urban models used in each area. These models gasjderably from one EU Member State
another, which makes it difficult to set commonemtives for all countries.

the
to

Lastly, it is worth mentioning the idea of encourggsustainable consumption, which would

require, amongst other things, awareness-raisingpagns.

11. Limiting landfilling:

Do you see benefits or disadvantages in furthetrictig the amount of biodegradable waste tha]
allowed on landfills beyond the targets already sethe EU Landfill Directive? Should such
restriction be established at EU level or left ®mdecided by Member States?

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

Nevertheless, continuing to restrict organic mattestined for landfills could result in Memb
States pursuing other waste management optionsyhich economic factors would tak
precedence over the best option from the envirotehgoint of view. In other words, it i
important to avoid restricting organic matter alemvin landfills resulting in more bio-was
being sent for incineration, which uses up energy.

With regard to the above, it might be preferableséd results-based targets, setting minim
separate collection or recycling rates for organatter. These minimum targets should, howe
be reachable in all different local and regionaliaions, which have a key influence on
choice of the most advantageous bio-waste option.

12. (a) Increasing recycling — Promotion of bio-wasteecycling:

Do you see a need for the promotion of bio-wastgaleng?

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

In the Basque Country, it would require a greatl @éavork to boost these waste managen
approaches due a number of problems (little dersabulated land, the predominance of url
centres, high rainfall, little or no demand for quwst, the existing mixed domestic wa
collection systems, etc.).

tis
a

for

of

ent
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Nevertheless, demand could be created in the wiggket. In some cases, this would need a
boost from the authorities. This might apply to gast. Initially, a loop effect is createf,
meaning that, since the compost currently prodwlmzs not offer sufficient quality guarantees,

there is no demand for it. The lack of demand tssalthe measures needed to improve compost
quality not being taken, and so demand remaini stat

A stimulus therefore needs to be found to adopis@®ts aimed at improving the quality of the
composted product, which would increase market denfiar it.

A good example of this is Gipuzkoa, which in thetpaas committed to incineration combined
with energy recovery, precisely because of the tHcilemand for compost. Due to a variety| of
factors, waste policy shifted towards the compastihseparately collected bio-waste (first solely
for raw vegetable waste, later extended to meatfishdincluding cooked products). The quality
obtained is very high and as a consequence, ev@ndsses not involved in gardening are now
asking for the product.

Where the question refers to improved energy usth @& view to using biogas from bio-
methanisation, in terms of possible synergies witycling and recovering energy from bio-
waste, two aspects can be seen:

— Anaerobic digestion of this bio-waste helps to pealbiogas, which can then be used in|the
following ways:

» |tis burned in power plants to produce energy;
» |tis channelled into the gas network (once it besn processed);

» |tis used as fuel for specially adapted vehicles.

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

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

Some consider that the term ‘compost' should agfigr to the fermented product pf
the aerobic digestion of separately collected dyamatter.

Digestate is the product obtained from the anaerdigjestion of separately collected
organic matter. Once aerobically stabilised, itdmees compost, because it is noy a
product obtained from separately collected orgaratter.

What is left, in other words, the product resultingm the aerobic or anaerohic
digestion of mixed waste, would be stabilised beste, but never compost. This
would avoid confusion on the market and boost camite in compost.

Another point of view, however, would be to consitlee fertilising quality of the

..
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final product obtained — compost — as the solemoih for its use, whilst complyinf
er

with the legislation on fertilisers, irrespectivitbe origin of the organic waste mat
used in manufacturing the compost.

The same would apply to anaerobic digestion, siheavaste mixture would produce

biogas and the solid digestate could eventually$ed in soil or as substrate. H

example, to redevelop derelict sites as landfWdilst taking care not to add

significant levels of additional contaminants.

If so, should common recycling targets be set atléidl or should Member States be allowed to
their own recycling targets at national, regionallocal level?

Yes. In our view, results-based targets do nedktset, with minimum recycling rates for bi

or

set

waste, provided that these are properly define@s&minimum targets should be set in such a

way that they can be achieved under different l@sad regional conditions, in line with the
principles of subsidiarity and proportionality. Vdee therefore in favour of minimum common

bio-waste recycling standards being set.

9. (b) Increasing recycling — Separate collection olgation:

Do you see a need for the separate promotion eiaiste recycling?

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

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

The targets for separate collection should be mahim line with the principles of subsidiari
and proportionality, to ensure they can be adagatelde conditions and needs for action (or fon
action) at the local and regional levels. See ttsvar given in paragraphs 2 and 3(a)

Should derogations from a separate collection @ilan be provided for?

Yes, because the requirement to meet a minima¢tatguld adhere to the principles of subsidia
and proportionality, taking account of the diffedreonditions and needs at the local and regi
levels.

Would the setting of a separate collection obligatiresult in increased financial and/
administrative costs for local and regional authims whilst balancing probable short ter
investments with long term benefits? If possibleyipe an estimate. Would such an increase
proportionate to the perceived long-term benefits?

al,

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

(a) Should the EU set quality standards for comgeisher only as a product or also for a compos
lower quality still covered by the waste regime)sbiould such standards be set at the natio
regional or local levels?

of
nal,

..
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All compost should be governed by product standaftiese standards should take accoun

t of

different uses and therefore different qualitied amquirements concerning the concentration of

contaminants. High-quality compost would thus bguieed for certain uses, whereas for oth
less challenging applications, less strict stanglaroluld be set.

The only compost that should be covered by wagsiesl&ion is compost failing to meet the

er,

criteria for the least restrictive uses and compdsth, whilst meeting the requirements, is npot
yet available on the market. According to the Franr& Waste Directive, inappropriate compost

is deemed to be waste if the compost owner intéipelsause he or she is unable to sell it) d

ris

obliged (because it does not meet quality stanjlaedget rid of the compost. At that point, the

compost becomes waste.

There is, therefore, a need to establish qualignddrds for compost that cover not on

agronomic parameters and the low concentrationhef most common contaminants such

y
as

heavy metals, but also other parameters such assfgert organic compounds. Meeting these

requirements would make it easier to promote thee afscompost, boosting market confider]
and thus making separate collection viable andeaaing the concomitant environmental benef

It is more difficult for compost from mixed waste meet the requirements for high-qual
compost. Furthermore, for use in challenging appibims, such as soil improvement for fo

ce
ts.

ity
od

production, more frequent and comprehensive samplasld need to be taken to test the

compost's quality than are required for separateliected waste compost, since there is m
greater variation in the quality of mixed-collectiwvaste. There are less challenging applicati
however, such as the redevelopment of derelic$ sitecertain non-food applications that do
require such high-quality compost and which couwe an improving product based on mix
waste, if the appropriate processes are used aneshlt obtained meets certain standards. In

uch
ons,
not
ed
any

event, the use of compost in soil should alwaysdiesidered, provided that this does not bring

significant levels of contaminants into the ecosyst

Should the EU set rules for the use of compos@thdee or should such rules be set at the natio

regional or local levels?

nal,

Given that what is at stake is a product, it shquitaide the guarantees that any product bro
onto the market is obliged to observe, such asE@emark, labelling, the origin of the matt
used, etc.

ught
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00.34.93.706.33.45;

mriera@parlament.cat

fdominguez@uab.cat

Contact person:

Contact details (phone, email)

13. Better prevention of waste
Waste prevention is at the top of the EU's wastattnent hierarchy. Taking into account the
subsidiarity principle, what role do you see foe tBU, Member States, regional or local authorities
in taking action for the prevention of bio-waste?

As a first step, the EU should simply encouragedbmmpetent authorities in the Member States to
implement bio-waste prevention plans. As a secde, she European Union could set targets| for
prevention, but it would have to be the competantharities in the Member States which are
responsible for planning and implementing meastorgsevent bio-waste.

—h

In line with the principle of institutional and medural autonomy that operates in Europe, |the
European Union should not make a prior decisiowbith authorities should plan and implement the
measures. The European Union could set a prevetdiget for each Member State, but the EU
should ensure there is no implication that theme @aly be a single prevention plan per Memper

..
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State, or that different prevention measures cabeoadopted in different parts of a single St
Otherwise, the EU would be interfering with the siitiutional distribution of power within th
Member States.

Specific prevention measures (such as responsiblsumption, food banks, composting 3
minimising garden waste for example) should be tatbpy the bodies which are closest to
European people, in line with the principle of sdizsity.

ate.

the

14. Limiting landfilling

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

allowed on landfills beyond the targets alreadyisghe EU Landfill Directive?

When looked at in isolation, it appears at firgihsithat restricting the amount of waste could 4
benefit. But we should be aware of the fact thattiodegradable waste, the restrictions could
their meaning if it ends up being difficult to calate how much waste is expected, the amoun
which this needs to be reduced, and the amountastevwhich is actually produced. Given
problems with measuring biodegradable waste, bmgngi additional restrictions could actually bg
disadvantage.

Alternative measures could be introduced, suchremgibg in financial penalties on waste, whi
would have an equivalent effect to restricting theantity of waste. Another approach could
restricting the amount of organic waste which degposes quickly and ensuring this materia
stabilised.

e a
ose
t by
he
b a

ch
be

Should such a restriction be established on EUl levkeft to be decided by Member States?

The European Union should simply set the targetdsiricting waste, or for measures which have
equivalent effect. It should be made quite clearctviwaste should be classified as biodegrad
waste. Yet no restrictions can be put on the wanésolutions which could potentially be adoptad
different territories to meet targets set at Euampéevel. Deciding on and implementing spec
measures for restricting waste should be left ® dbmpetent authorities (which could be cen
government or lower-level authorities) in the MemBeates.

> an
able

fic
tral

15. (a) Increasing recycling — Promotion of bio-wasteecycling:

Do you see a need for the promotion of bio-wastgaleng?

There is certainly a need to promote bio-wastedlgny and we fully agree with the points made
the subject in the Commission's Green Paper om#regement of bio-waste in the European Uni

on

If so, should common recycling targets be set atlésidl or should Member States be allowed to
their own recycling targets at national, regionallocal level?

set
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The European Union should set common targets ®rEilropean Union and for each country, fut

should always leave scope for Member States to ttaie own specific objectives, as long as t
meet the common targets.

There are a variety of measures which can be addptegpromote bio-waste recycling (separ
collections and subsequent treatment, financiahipes, etc.). Selecting the appropriate meas
will depend on factors such as the population densi distribution of recycling facilities. An
scientifically and technically speaking there issnagle accepted method for recycling. All of whi
means that it would make sense for the EuropeamrJnbt to restrict the options open to f{
competent authorities in each Member State.

ey

ate

ures

ch
he

Would the setting of recycling targets result icreased financial and/or administrative costs
local and regional authorities? If possible, prdgi an estimation. Would such an increase
proportionate to the perceived long-term benefits?

for
be

If the decision is made to impose a charge on tletty of waste thrown away, the additional cd
would be partially or completely covered by the pleowho are producing the costs. any casd
however, recycling has environmental benefits thmihot need to be quantified in financial tern
The environmental benefits would compensate forpibiential financial and administrative costs
recycling.

11. (b) Increasing recycling — Separate collection olgation

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

There is certainly a need to promote the sepawdtection of bio-waste and we fully agree with t
points made on the subject in the Commission's iIGRsger on the management of bio-waste in
European Union.

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

Catalonia has a long tradition of separate colbastifor general waste and bio-waste. This is dltrg
of the options taken when it was decided how tolémgnt European legislation on the sepa
collection of waste. While the obligation for segiarcollection in general terms can be establistié
European level, where bio-waste is concerned apdrate collection is one of the alternatives,
separate collection obligation at European levesinte carefully regulated to establish the necgs
classifications and assumptions.

European legislation should ensure that the mostragkd countries opt for more separate collecti
and that the models established are gradually takdyy the rest of the Member States.

Should derogations from a separate collection @il be provided for?

Sts
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For bio-waste for example, which covers a varidtgifierent types of waste which nonetheless h

ave

common characteristics, there is a need to edtatblestypes of waste for which a separate collactio

could be used. A timetable for fulfilling the oldions would also be useful.

Would the setting of recycling targets result icreased financial and/or administrative costs

for

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

benefits? If possible, provide an estimation. Wasuch an increase be proportionate to
perceived long-term benefits?

he

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 comgeisher only as a product or also for a compos
lower quality still covered by the waste regime)sbiould such standards be set at the natio
regional or local levels?

Quality standards for compost as a product shoeilgelh at European level as it is the European U
that should set quality parameters (on the levedasitaminants for example) so that the product
then be sold in the single market. For compostithabnsidered to be waste as opposed to a pro
European legislation should not be so stringentsdrudild leave more scope for the legislation of
competent authorities of the Member States to apply

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

Regarding the use of compost/digestate, it is ingoor to stress the difference betwe
compost/digestate as a product (in this case Earopges must have a greater effect) and compqg
be recycled. For compost to be recycled, the aiti®closest to the European people should be

of
nal,

hion
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to choose from a wide range of uses set at Eurolgeahand decide on how the compost should be

used and where it should end up.
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QUESTIONNAIRE ON BIO-WASTE MANAGEMENT
Refers to the Green Paper on the Management of biwaste 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 submitfyday 20 March 2009 You can upload the completed questionnalres
directly on the Subsidiarity Monitoring Network wmdmge fitp:/subsidiarity.cor.europa.ey
remember to be logged in). Alternatively, you candsthem by email teubsidiarity@cor.europa.eu

Name of the Authority: Valencia Region - Valencia metropolitan waste treait
body (EMTRE)
Contact person: Mr Juan Manuel Revuelta Pérez
Delegation of the Valencia Region to Brussels
Contact details (phone, email) 227, rue de la Loi
1040 Brussels

16. Better prevention of waste:
Waste prevention is at the top of the EU's wastattnent hierarchy. Taking into account the
subsidiarity principle, what role do you see foe thU, Member States, regional or local authorities
in taking action for the prevention of bio-waste?
1) The EU should create sufficiently open legalnfesvorks enabling the various sub-levels
(countries, regions, local authorities, etc.) tgiskate and plan in order to meet the prevention
objectives set, without creating difficulties beemethe various regions on account of their differen
situations in respect of this matter.

17. Limiting landfilling:
Do you see benefits or disadvantages in furtherictsg the amount of biodegradable waste that is
allowed on landfills beyond the targets already sethe EU Landfill Directive? Should such|a
restriction be established on EU level or left ndecided by Member States?
2) Setting restrictions on the biodegradable maltelowed in landfills has a direct impact on the

planning of waste management. Generally speakitggcapacity to respond to these policies is yery
slow and expensive. For this reason, any adjustmpanticularly downwards, should be accompanied
by appropriate studies, with each situation haviegn properly assessed in advance. Althoughiit is
reasonable that the EU establishes these critegadure compliance, it would be more appropriate i

..
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Member States were ultimately responsible for plagthese objectives.

18. (a) Increasing recycling — Promotion of bio-wasteecycling:

Do you see a need for the promotion of bio-wastgaleng?

Yes, insofar as it complies with the waste managgtierarchy.

If so, should common recycling targets be set atldudl or should Member States be allowed to
their own recycling targets at national, regionallocal level?

At national level or better still at regional leyelith the waste lifecycle being assessed in detai&
case by case basis so that the most appropriatenat can be proposed.

Would the setting of recycling targets result iergased financial and/ or administrative costs
local and regional authorities? If possible, progidan estimation. Would such an increase
proportionate to the perceived long-term benefits?

set

for
be

Initially, yes this would probably involve an inege in costs, until the treatments are adapteklet
new proposals. These increases will be proporteopatvided that they are attainable in accordg
with the way in which the waste is managed in galekhe and the timing of the introduction of th¢
new objectives.

D t
ince
pSe

13. (b) Increasing recycling — Separate collection olgation:

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

3.0)

Yes, as long as it has been decided that the Ippsbach for a specific area should involve this

separate collection.

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

al,

At regional or local level, in accordance with firevious answer.

Should derogations from a separate collection @il be provided for?

Yes.

Would the setting of a separate collection obligatiresult in increased financial and/
administrative costs for local and regional authims whilst balancing probable short ter
investments with long term benefits? If possibteyide an estimation. Would such an increaseg
proportionate to the perceived long-term benefits?

DI
m
be

The obligation to introduce separate collection ldoumvolve a very significant increase in co
unless this is carried out when services are beawipwed or equipment updated. At any rg
improved separation at source will involve sigrafit costs. However, it is likely that the long-te
benefits will partially offset these investmentariks to improved capacity to recover these prod
in processing plants and, above all, to improveldssaf compost resulting from this separ

5ts
ate,
rm
ucts
ate

collection. In economic terms, the costs will prolyanever 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 comgeisher only as a product or also for a compos

of

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

regional or local levels?

4. a) If the standards are not specific or theyndbprovide enough detail, the EU should estatdi
common framework for all Member States, which (keirt various levels) should have t
responsibility of fleshing them out in greater deta

5h
he

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

the

4. b) As already recognised by the Green Paperi@waste management, EU directives on set
common objectives and standards for all MembereStdtave so far proven to be far m

ting
bre

straightforward for some countries than for othgingen their development in this area. However,
setting comprehensive parameters is a good iddaeife is a desire for convergence. In this
connection, it would be better if Member States evew set these standards within a comron

framework.
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QUESTIONNAIRE ON BIO-WASTE MANAGEMENT
Refers to the Green Paper on the Management of biwaste 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 submitfyday 20 March 2009 You can upload the completed questionnajres
directly on the Subsidiarity Monitoring Network wmdmge hitp:/subsidiarity.cor.europa.ey
remember to be logged in). Alternatively, you candsthem by email teubsidiarity@cor.europa.eu

Name of the Authority: Legislative Assembly of the Marche Region
Contact person: Barbara Sardella

0039-071-2298229
barbara.sardella@consiglio.marche.it

Contact details (phone, email)

19. Better prevention of waste:
Waste prevention is at the top of the EU's wastattnent hierarchy. Taking into account the
subsidiarity principle, what role do you see foe BU, Member States, regional or local authorities
in taking action for the prevention of bio-waste?
First of all, the Community, the Member States, Bywhl and regional authorities should encourage
policies to prevent biodegradable waste by suppgriomestic or local (small farm) composting| of

wet waste, thus preventing this from entering gfage cycle proper.
Aside from this, it is of the utmost importance gmmote policies that support the separation of
biodegradable waste if the objectives set by then@onity in Directive 1999/31/EC aimed at
limiting the amount of such waste that goes intaifdl. Specifically, the aim should be to colleatt
least 50% of total biodegradable waste; of thiseast 30% should be kitchen waste. In additioa, th

Community should promote cross-cutting policiesoiming sectors other than environmental services
(such as farming and the social economy) in oriderexample, to support the marketing and use of
the compost produced. These policies should bedash¢he Member States and regional and Ipcal
authorities.
It would also be helpful to carry out Communitytiaiives to raise public awareness of respongible
consumption and of the possibility of using foodttfs just past its sell-by date for social purgose
thus averting their entry into the refuse stream.
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20. Limiting landfilling:

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

allowed on landfills beyond the targets already sethe EU Landfill Directive? Should such
restriction be established on EU level or left tndecided by Member States?

Rather than increasing [sic] the limit on the qitgntdf biodegradable waste that is allowed
landfills, it would be helpful to support policidsat encourage the upstream separation of waste.

a

on

Waste put in landfill should be treated such thatoes not ferment. This aim should be pursued by

means of action at Community level for the purpéseexample, of establishing a "refuse respirat
index" [sic] common to all Member States.

21. (a) Increasing recycling — Promotion of bio-wasteecycling:

Do you see a need for the promotion of bio-wastgaleng?

Yes, not least by supporting the marketing andaigle output from composting, for which qual

ion

ty

standards need to be set at Community level so pattit on an equal footing with other equivalent

products for agricultural use.

If so, should common recycling targets be set atléidl or should Member States be allowed to
their own recycling targets at national, regionallocal level?

If effective policies are to be put in place, itwa be helpful for the targets to be set at EUlleve

Would the setting of recycling targets result iergased financial and/ or administrative costs
local and regional authorities? If possible, progidan estimation. Would such an increase
proportionate to the perceived long-term benefits?

We consider that setting and meeting common rewyctargets would not result in increag
financial and/ or administrative costs. In any ¢asg/ costs connected with the start-up of thegssg)
would be offset by lower costs resulting from tleduction of waste going into landfill. See also
answer under point 3 (b).

15. (b) Increasing recycling — Separate collection olgation:

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

Yes, for the reasons explained above.

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

We believe that the best results would be achibyesktting it at EU level.

Should derogations from a separate collection @il be provided for?

In principle, there should be no specific derogagio

Would the setting of a separate collection obligatiresult in increased financial and/
administrative costs for local and regional authims whilst balancing probable short ter
investments with long term benefits? If possibteyide an estimation. Would such an increaseg
proportionate to the perceived long-term benefits?

The experience of doorstep refuse collection inMaeche region has shown that the initial incre
in costs was rapidly offset by the sale of markletalaste with a high level of purity obtained thgby
selective waste collections. This leads to an aseein the contribution from the national wa
consortium, the organisation that buys the varioasketable components of refuse collected thrg
selective collections, and also allows the productf a greater quantity of high-quality compg

set

for
be

ed
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al,

DI
m
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ase
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ugh
St,

which is easier to sell than that of low quality.should also be emphasised that an increag

e in

..
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selective collection leads to a gradual reductioithie disposal of waste in landfill in line withet
quantity of waste sent for recycling, which resitts significant reduction in disposal costs,émts
of both disposal charges and tax. We think we shqualint out that the reduction in disposal
biodegradable waste significantly reduces the amofifermentation, with an attendant reduction
the production of greenhouse gases {C®hich contribute to climate change. In additipalicies to
support the use of high-quality compost in agrimgf achievable through careful management

h

of
n

and

treatment of the biodegradable component of wistels to an increase in the organic component of

soil (humus), which results in an increased capdoiibsorb and fix CQand greater water retention

capacity. These improvements to soil structure gseto 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 reducingatirecultural consumption of fossil fuels
- greater agronomic soil fertility, thus reducing tree of chemical fertilisers.

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

(&) Should the EU set quality standards for comgeisher only as a product or also for a compos
lower quality still covered by the waste regime)sbiould such standards be set at the natio
regional or local levels?

of
nal,

We believe that quality standards for compost, tsmtcalled quality compost and lower qual

ity

compost that is covered by the waste regime andbearsed for non-agricultural purposes, should be
set at Community level, not least to make compdsthnical material that can be sold throughout the

single market. For this to be achieved, technipacgications common to all Member States
needed for the processes and quality of the prashidtas quality compost.

are

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

the

The issue of the use of compost/digestate resuftomg the treatment of the biodegradable organic

component of waste should also be regulated at Gortynlevel, with provision being made f
different rules depending on its possible uses.

pr
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QUESTIONNAIRE ON BIO-WASTE MANAGEMENT
Refers to the Green Paper on the Management of biwaste 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 submitfyday 20 March 2009 You can upload the completed questionnalres
directly on the Subsidiarity Monitoring Network wmdmge fitp:/subsidiarity.cor.europa.ey
remember to be logged in). Alternatively, you candsthem by email teubsidiarity@cor.europa.eu

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 wastattnent hierarchy. Taking into account the
subsidiarity principle, what role do you see foe tBU, Member States, regional or local authorities
in taking action for the prevention of bio-waste?
The green paper uses the term "bio-waste" in divelp non-specific way, not least given the
existence of so many different kinds of biogenicsi@a That said, a detailed European Waste
Catalogue is already in place. Different kindsretment may be beneficial depending on the tyge of
waste involved and prevailing regional conditions.

There is virtually no scope for avoiding bio-waptr se(at most, individual waste categories might
be deemed not to be waste after all). One approaght be to further encourage home composting
and the use of the compost in house and gardensdrhe also goes for (primary) food production| In
this way, the relevant material can be "intercepseutl recycled directly at source, obviating thede
for any elaborate collection and treatment. In tdaise, however, no European-level rules are needed
since regional conditions vary so widely that itulbbe difficult to represent them all in uniform
provisions.

Much food is, as we know, disposed of as wasteolaan-level media and awareness-raising
campaigns to help people recognise the value af éoold also help in waste avoidance.
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23. Limiting landfilling:

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

allowed on landfills beyond the targets already sethe EU Landfill Directive? Should such
restriction be established on EU level or left tndecided by Member States?

a

Basically, the provisions of the current EU Landfilirective are deemed sufficient. That said,

provision might be made to tighten the rules atopean level in line with the tough restrictions

place in Austria, going as far as to ban the ldinaffibiogenic waste — a sensible move given thedrje

to protect the climate (keyword: landfill gas). Appriate stability criteria (e.g. AJ would have tg
be met before the landfilling of any residual waste

in

24. (a) Increasing recycling — Promotion of bio-wasteecycling:

Do you see a need for the promotion of bio-wastgaleng?

Bio-waste recycling should, in principle, be prosthtDue attention must thereby be paid to the
that different recycling methods must be selectegpledding on the type, origin and properties of
waste concerned.

fact
the

If so, should common recycling targets be set alé&s#dl or should Member States be allowed
set their own recycling targets at national, recabor local level?

EU-wide recycling targets could possibly be setyagls bearing in mind, however, the widely

divergent points of departure in the different oeg. An integrated approach in the individual ragi
is thus deemed a more sensible approach than blaoles at EU level. Optimum bio-was

te

management is only possible where each region a@opapproach that best meets its own needs, i.e.

where it applies a combination of the various aldé measures tailored to suit specific regid
requirements.

Would the setting of recycling targets result ioreased financial and/ or administrative costs
local and regional authorities? If possible, progichn estimation. Would such an increase
proportionate to the perceived long-term benefits?

Experience to date has shown the EU rules first faneimost involve more administrative wo
without actually improving the matter in hand. Maver, if fixed recycling targets are set, thera
risk that, in a bid to reach those targets, elememight also be included that are not suitable
recycling, thereby undermining the environmentailsegin the long term.

17. (b) Increasing recycling — Separate collection olgation:

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

Separate collection of bio-waste is already widelgcticed in Austria and is prescribed by law. T

system is efficient and effectual. One possibiitgt the very most — would be for similar ruleb#
introduced at European level.

nal

for
be

rk

for

he
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Do you believe that a separate collection obligatior bio-waste should be set at EU, natiory
regional or local level?

al,

In the interests of conserving resources, the daulsl be to secure Europe-wide provision for the
separate collection and subsequent biological nrelat of biogenic waste (as already practiced

throughout Austria). This makes both environmeatal economic sense.

Clearly, the implementation of a strategy of thiadkin the Member States requires an adequate

degree of flexibility in both space and time.

That said, recycling targets (provided they arepitwhed too low) would be a realistic scenarid {
could then be applied with due flexibility in thedividual Member States.

It makes sense to lay down mandatory collectiogetarfor biogenic waste from private househg

ha

Ids

and the commercial sector. One possible approachglthe initial stage would be to set targets that

are spread out over a specific timeframe — sintdldhose prescribed under the Landfill Directive ffo

reducing biodegradable waste.

Public funding should not favour one treatment aptio the detriment of others. In many cases,

the

real difficulties arise because support policy Hadorted competition, thereby also precluding any

reflection of the true cost of certain treatmemgasses.

Should derogations from a separate collection @ilan be provided for?

Derogations should be possible where the properdfethe biogenic waste subject to sepal
collection are such that it is unlikely to yieldyhiquality compost.

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

administrative costs for local and regional authim$ whilst balancing probable short tern
investments with long term benefits? If possibteyide an estimation. Would such an increaseg
proportionate to the perceived long-term benefits?

ate

m
be

In Austria, the introduction of a separate coll@etscheme has resulted in additional costs, bsethe

are offset by the long-term benefits involved. $wtically produced mineral fertilizers are bei
replaced through the use of compost and the &niji agents contained alongside the orgi
substance in biogenic waste. As well as cuttingmgineuse gas emissions, this also improves hy
formation in the soil, thereby increasing its watbsorption capacity and reducing any disposi
towards erosion and aridity. In other Member Statas regions that are just starting out on the 1
towards separate collection systems, the long-teznmefits would also be expected to outweigh
costs involved.

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

(a) Should the EU set quality standards for comgeisher only as a product or also for a compos
lower quality still covered by the waste regime)sbiould such standards be set at the natio
regional or local levels?

ng
anic
mus
tion
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the

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

In principle, a uniform set of quality standards flmpost as a product would above all bg a
worthwhile objective (along the lines of an "endvadste” provision). In respect of composting|in

particular, it does seem useful to have uniformidde quality standards in place for compost both
as waste and as a product. High quality standaedsigually impossible to attain without separate

collection. However, experience shows that ideastadt constitutes high quality vary very widely|in
the EU Member States. The requisite quality shabicys be linked to the use to which the compost
is to be put and this is, quite sensibly, a mafberthe regional level to decide. The overriding
objective must be to produce high-quality, prodsteradard compost from appropriate feedstock.
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QUESTIONNAIRE ON BIO-WASTE MANAGEMENT
Refers to the Green Paper on the Management of biwaste 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 submitfyday 20 March 2009 You can upload the completed questionnaires
directly on the Subsidiarity Monitoring Network wmme [ttp://subsidiarity.cor.europa.ew
remember to be logged in). Alternatively, you candsthem by email teubsidiarity@cor.europa.eu

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 wastattnent hierarchy. Taking into account the

subsidiarity principle, what role do you see foe BU, Member States, regional or local authorities
in taking action for the prevention of bio-waste?

Wide information campaign. Politics of compliancghnEU directives on the local level — excharjge
of experience.

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

allowed on landfills beyond the targets already sethe EU Landfill Directive? Should such|a
restriction be established on EU level or left tndecided by Member States?

Restrictions accepted by the EU with the particelaphasis to high-developed States. The wegker
ones are included in the relief programmes.

27. (a) Increasing recycling — Promotion of bio-wasteacycling:
Do you see a need for the promotion of bio-wastgaleng?
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Yes — the promotion campaign with the reaching ctffendication (promoting of the hom
composting).

set their own recycling targets at national, regador local level?

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

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

The initial increase of the costs. (The first praggomotion). In the future tasks will be perforhe
the decrease of the costs for the local authority.

19. (b) Increasing recycling — Separate collection olgation:

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

Yes — the permanent promotion and education totikrbend better effects.

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

The obligation for bio-waste should be set by thg #&rective and it should be in the log
programmes for the waste management.

Should derogations from a separate collection @ilan be provided for?

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

If so, should common recycling targets be set alésdl or should Member States be allowed tp

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

be

al,

al

pre

Would the setting of a separate collection obligatiresult in increased financial and/
administrative costs for local and regional authim$ whilst balancing probable short tern
investments with long term benefits? If possibfeyide an estimation. Would such an increase
proportionate to the perceived long-term benefits?

DI
m
be

the costs and the ecological effects are high.

The local authorities are bearing the costs afdhmation of the installation. Benefits are excegdi

‘ 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 comgeisher only as a product or also for a compost of
lower quality still covered by the waste regime)sbiould such standards be set at the national,
regional or local levels?

EU standard is recommended, but at the same tigiwitld be keep the local autonomy.

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

Yes, EU framework principles — and the suitablesudt the national, regional and/or local levehwit
possible regions’ cooperation.
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QUESTIONNAIRE ON BIO-WASTE MANAGEMENT
Refers to the Green Paper on the Management of biwaste 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 submitfyday 20 March 2009 You can upload the completed questionnaires
directly on the Subsidiarity Monitoring Network wmme [ttp://subsidiarity.cor.europa.ew
remember to be logged in). Alternatively, you candsthem by email teubsidiarity@cor.europa.eu

Name of the Authority: Regional Directorate for the Environment
Contact person: Frederico Cardigos

Telephone + 351 292 207 300
Frederico.ad.cardigos@azores.gov.pt

Contact details (phone, email)

28. Better prevention of waste:
Waste prevention is at the top of the EU's wastattnent hierarchy. Taking into account the
subsidiarity principle, what role do you see foe tBU, Member States, regional or local authorities
in taking action for the prevention of bio-waste?
The Member States and respective autonomous regnuss be a driving force behind debates,

cooperation and the definition, implementation asdessment of plans, programmes, measures and
associated sources of funding for bio-waste présent

29. Limiting landfilling:
Do you see benefits or disadvantages in furtherictsg the amount of biodegradable waste that is
allowed on landfills beyond the targets already sethe EU Landfill Directive? Should such|a
restriction be established on EU level or left ndecided by Member States?
Every Member State and autonomous region must ke tabdecide on targets for restricting the

guantity of bio-degradable waste allowed in ladsifibover and above those targets already stipulated
in the Landfill Directive.

30. (a) Increasing recycling — Promotion of bio-wasteacycling:
Do you see a need for the promotion of bio-wastgaleng?
Yes.
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If so, should common recycling targets be set atldudl or should Member States be allowed to
their own recycling targets at national, regionallocal level?

It must be up to the Member States and autonomegiens themselves to define their recycl
targets.

set

ng

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

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

be

Setting targets does not entail a significantlyatge financial and/or administrative burden; the

benefits would greatly outweigh any increased borde

21. (b) Increasing recycling — Separate collection olgation:

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

Yes.

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

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

Should derogations from a separate collection @il be provided for?

Yes.

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

administrative costs for local and regional authim$ whilst balancing probable short tern
investments with long term benefits? If possibfeyide an estimation. Would such an increase
proportionate to the perceived long-term benefits?

The obligation to collect such waste separatelyld/entail financial and/or administrative costst bu

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 comgeisher only as a product or also for a compos

al,

the

m
be

of

lower quality still covered by the waste regime)sbiould such standards be set at the natiopal,

regional or local levels?

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

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

It must be up to the Member States and autonomegmmns to set the rules for the use
compost/digestate.
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QUESTIONNAIRE ON BIO-WASTE MANAGEMENT
Refers to the Green Paper on the Management of biwaste 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 submitfyday 20 March 2009 You can upload the completed questionnaires
directly on the Subsidiarity Monitoring Network wmme [ttp://subsidiarity.cor.europa.ew
remember to be logged in). Alternatively, you candsthem by email teubsidiarity@cor.europa.eu

Name of the Authority: Local Government Association UK
Contact person: Cassandra Harrison
Contact details (phone, email) Cassandra.harrison@Iga.gov.tid4 207 664 3122

31. Better prevention of waste:
Waste prevention is at the top of the EU's wastattnent hierarchy. Taking into account the
subsidiarity principle, what role do you see foe thU, Member States, regional or local authorities
in taking action for the prevention of bio-waste?
The LGA supports initiatives to address bio-wastvpntion, in accordance with the waste hierarchy,
however considers that such programmes should lvendby local and national consideratio
Campaigns have already been developed at this, lémelexample the Love Food Hate Waste
campaigi which aims to change consumer behaviour. The &lidcplay a helpful role in sharing
information on waste reduction programmes across\bég States.

Bio-waste is generated at the production and tamaion stage witlm the commercial secto
Therefore, all parties involved in the food chanonfi producer to consumer would need to|be
involved in any concerted effort to prevent bio-teasThe House of Lords Science and Technology
Committee, in its 2008 report on Waste Reduétimcknowledged that there is a lack of data fiom
commercial and industrial sectors. The EU coutdlifate the collation of accurate data from within

these sectors in order to inform future policy diexis 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

101 rue Belliard _ B-1040 Brussels _ T +32 (0)2/282 25 02 _ Fax +32 (0)2/282 20 87 |
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32. Limiting landfilling:

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

allowed on landfills beyond the targets already sethe EU Landfill Directive? Should such
restriction be established on EU level or left ndecided by Member States?

Existing waste prevention, landfill diversion aromate change legislation and policy are driving th

a

improved management of bio-waste. Local autharitiave developed long-term strategies and
partnerships as well as making significant finahaiwestments to meet the requirements of |the

Landfill Directive (1999/31/EC). The LGA does nsapport the strengthening of the Directi
which would undermine this long-term approach aadld have costly and unnecessary impactg
existing investments and contractual arrangements.

€,
on

Any targets for biodegradable waste beyond exidiimgctive requirements for 2020 as a result of|the

review anticipated in 2014 should have a holisppraach and not be restricted to municipal waste.

33. (a) Increasing recycling — Promotion of bio-wasteacycling:

Do you see a need for the promotion of bio-wastgaleng?

The existing legislative and policy framework intdilng the recently agreed Waste Framework
Directive, in combination with the proposed qual@iiandards is sufficient to promote biowaste
recycling. Specific biowaste recycling targetskrigndermining waste prevention and home

composting

If so, should common recycling targets be set alésdl or should Member States be allowed tp

set their own recycling targets at national, regador local level?

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

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

23. (b) Increasing recycling — Separate collection olgation:

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

We strongly oppose mandatory separate collecti®mp@al authorities should retain the flexibility
decide which collection method is most appropriseed on local conditions and needs. Some

be

t
ocal

authorities have invested significantly in techypds that treat mixed waste and imposing a change

to separate collection would be prohibitively exgiga and potentially environmentally damagir
For example, it may require increased vehicle, mgent and facility costs, and increased emiss
for collections in large rural areas.

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

Local level — see above

Should derogations from a separate collection @ilan be provided for?

There should be no separate collection obligation

Would the setting of a separate collection obligatiresult in increased financial and/
administrative costs for local and regional authims whilst balancing probable short ter
investments with long term benefits? If possibteyide an estimation. Would such an increaseg
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 comgeisher only as a product or also for a compos
lower quality still covered by the waste regime)sbiould such standards be set at the natio
regional or local levels?

There is a need to develop and encourage end masé&stin order to increase diversion from lang
for both compost from source-separated waste amtpaest-like output from mixed waste. W
support an integrated approach which addressedastdsiand usage rules for output from both mi
and source-separated waste as a means of increasisgmer confidence. Standards would also
provide much needed clarity for local authoritigsew making procurement decisions.

Statements made in the Green Paper about contéominait output from Mechanical Biologica
Treatment are highly generalised and do not take account the significant impact of t
management of the system from collection to treatm@®utput from mixed waste facilities will va
significantly and should be judged on an individbasis and not simply on the process used. Se
standards would have the advantage of recognisidgdeving forward good management of mix
waste schemes, and increasing higher quality osigmut result.

There is a need to recognise that compost-like nia#geare a resource that can play a valuableino
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improving soil structure and reducing reliance imité resources such as peat. For example, Organic
Growth Medium can improve soil structure by promigliincreased water retention, nutrient
availability, prevention of erosion and an incremshkiological activity.

Product standards based on pollutant parametansdng to human health and the environment
would be most appropriate. The PAS100 system gorddide a starting point for this. It is essehtia
that a product and not process approach is takeensure that existing capacity can continu¢ to
function. Consideration must also be given toittiended end use, for example use on agriculiural
land or as restoration cover on brownfield land.

(b) Should the EU set rules for the use of comgigs&state or should such rules be set at the
national, regional or local levels?

EU (see above)




