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Ausschlusserklarung

In dem vorliegenden Bericht sollen nicht alle beNletz flir Subsidiaritdtskontrolle eingegangenen
Beitrage wiedergegeben, sondern einige besondégsamte Aspekte zusammengefasst werden. Die
darin enthaltenen Informationen haben ausschliél3Beispielcharakter. Die Verwaltung des AdR
geht mit dem Bericht keinerlei Verpflichtungen @i greift dem Inhalt der endgiiltigen Fassung der
AdR-Stellungnahme zu diesem Thema in keiner Waise v
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Analyse der eingegangenen Beitrage

Mit dem Grinbuch Uber die Bewirtschaftung von Bifadlbwill die Europaische Kommission eine
Debatte Uber etwa erforderliche kiinftige politiséthainahmen vorbereiten, indem herausgearbeitet
wird, wie die Bioabfallbewirtschaftung im Sinne dabfallhierarchie’ verbessert werden kann,
welche potenziellen wirtschaftlichen, sozialen ukwlogischen Vorteile bestehen und welches die
wirksamsten politischen Instrumente sind, um di&sekzu erreichen. Das hauptsachliche Ziel dieses
Griinbuchs besteht darin, Moglichkeiten fir die \&tghtwicklung der Bioabfallbewirtschaftung zu
prufen. Die Konsultation des Netzes fir Subsidigskontrolle des AdR zu diesem Grinbuch fand
vom 11. Februar bis 20. Marz 2009 statt und hatie diel, einige der von der Europdischen
Kommission vorgeschlagenen Optionen im Hinblick dief Subsidiaritat und Verhaltnismafigkeit zu
prufen. Insgesamt nahmen elf Partner des NetzeaduidU-Mitgliedstaaten an der Konsultation teil
und reichten auf elektronischem Wege ihre Fragebégeé.

1. Verbesserung der Abfallvermeidung

Die Partner des Netzes wurden um ihre Meinung ierVerbesserung der Abfallvermeidungs-
strategien gebeten und gefragt, welche Rolle dieirEtiesem Bereich spielen sollte. Die Befragten
schienen Losungen vorzuziehen, die das ProblenGvand auf angehen. Dies zeigt, dass es nétig ist,
die Burger zu sensibilisieren, um ihre Gewohnhe#tieréindern und die Abfallbehandlung vor Ort zu
fordern. Die meisten Befragten wiesen darauf hagsddie Forderung der Heimkompostierung eine
gute Strategie zur Losung dieses Problems seint&odnn

Des Weiteren wurde mehrheitlich vorgeschlagen, diés€EU die Abfallvermeidung unterstiitzend
fordern und den nationalen, regionalen und lok&betietskérperschaften genug Spielraum fur die
Festlegung spezifischer Ziele und entsprechendesdttungsmallnahmen lassen soltegesichts
der von den Partnern bevorzugten Losungen, diemndeisten Féallen darin bestehen, das Problem
von Grund auf anzugehen, sollten lokale und redgoi@ktoren bei der Gestaltung von Abfall-
vermeidungsmalRnahmen besonders berticksichtigt meitdach Ansicht der meisten Befragten
scheinen die lokalen und regionalen Gebietskorpafsen am besten in der Lage zu sein, Ziele
festzulegen und MafRnahmen umzusetzen. Die MaRnaldeerU hingegen sollten sich darauf
konzentrieren, Informations-, Bildungs- und Sensiigrungskampagnen einzuleiten, Daten zu
sammeln und bewahrte Verfahrensweisen zu fordedrauszutauschen.

Einige Partner sind dartber hinaus der Ansichts diés EU beim Thema Abfallvermeidung weitere
Politikbereiche (z.B. die Landwirtschafts- und Sdzolitik) mit einbeziehen und sich fur bereichs-
Ubergreifende MaRnahmen entscheiden sollte.

Uberarbeitete Abfallrahmenrichtlinie

Die Liste der Partner und ihre Beitrége findemsin Anhang (in englischer Sprache).
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Dartber hinaus wurden von mehreren Partnern komivisiRinahmen zur besseren Vermeidung von
Bioabfall vorgeschlagenwie z.B. die Einrichtung von Nahrungsmittelbankend "Last-Minute-
Markten; die Einfihrung von steuerlichen Vorteilen und I&siungen zur Foérderung der
Zusammenarbeit; Informationskampagnen zur Fordemgs nachhaltigen Verbrauchs sowie die
Unterstltzung lokaler Gebietskdrperschaften beiRExeitstellung von Dienstleistungen zur Heim-
kompostierung in Hausern und Garten.

2. Begrenzung der Ablagerung auf Deponien

Die Partner des Netzes wurden darum gebeten, die Wa Nachteile einer Uber die Ziele der
Deponie—RichtIinié hinausgehenden weiteren Beschrdnkung der Mendaicdmgisch abbaubaren
Abféllen, die auf Deponien gelagert werden dirfanpewerten. Dariiber hinaus wurden sie gefragt,
welche Regierungsebene ihrer Ansicht nach am begteignet sei, um Uber derartige weitere
Beschréankungen zu entscheiden.

Zu diesem Thema scheiden sich die Meinungen deéndtarine Gruppe der Befragten sprach sich
gegen eine Verscharfung der Deponie-Richtlinieuts wies auf die umfassenden Nachteile hin, die
diese Option mit sich bringen wirde. lhrer Meinurach kdnnte eine mogliche Verscharfung der
Richtlinie zu einem Kostenanstieg fihren, den imgein Gemeinden und Regionen bereits verfolgten
langfristigen Ansatz untergraben oder dazu flhdass andere, allerdings unerwiinschte alternative
Optionen zur Abfallbehandlung (wie z.B. die Abfaitbrennung) gewahlt werden. Einige Partner
schlugen weitere Alternativen vor, die in Betragezogen werden sollten, um die Ablagerung auf
Deponien weiter zu begrenzen, wie z.B. negativanielle Anreize und die Verpflichtung zur
Getrenntsammlung.

Eine zweite Gruppe von Befragten schien die Venduhg der Deponie-Richtlinie unter bestimmten
Bedingungen zu beflrworteie meisten Partner dieser Gruppe waren der Ansitdss bei allen
kinftigen Beschrankungen der Menge an biologischaabaren Abféllen, die auf Deponien
abgelagert werden dirfen, die unterschiedlicheal&kund regionalen Gegebenheiten bericksichtigt
werden sollten. Sie vertreten daher die Meinungsdéie EU ausschlie3lich dafiir zustandig sein
sollte, einen allgemeinen Rahmen fiir derartige Besikungen festzulegen, wéahrend auf nationaler,
regionaler oder lokaler Ebene weiterhin tber diekketen Mengen entschieden werden sollte. Nach
Ansicht einiger Befragter sind aufgrund der potelen Folgen solcher restriktiver MaRnahmen
spezielle Studien erforderlich. Zwei Partner wiesech auf die Vorteile hin, die diese Option mit
sich bringen wirde, wie z.B. die verstarkte Nutzung Biogas als Brennstoff und die Verringerung
der Abfallmenge, und merkten an, dass diese Option allgemeinen Ziel der Bekédmpfung des
Klimawandels beitragen koénnte. Allerdings sehen affenbar auch den Nachteil dieser Losung,
namlich die strukturellen Schwierigkeiten, die rastite Mitgliedstaaten bei korrekter Umsetzung
einer verscharften Richtlinie bewaltigen missten.

Richtlinie 1999/31/EG, ABI. L 182 vom 16.7.1999.



-4 -

3. Verstarktes Recycling: Recyclingziele & getren Sammlung von Bioabféllen

Die Partner des Netzes wurden darum gebeten, diedddigkeit des Recyclings und der getrennten
Sammlung von Bioabféllen zu bewerten und sich darizn duf3ern, welche Rolle die EU in diesem
Bereich spielen sollte.

Im Hinblick auf die Notwendigkeit, das RecyclingnvBioabfall zu férdern, scheinen die Meinungen
der Befragten in zwei verschiedene Richtungen ZuweigeEinige sehen keine Notwendigkeit fur
spezielle Forderstrategien auf EU-Ebene. Zu derudemnten, die zur Unterstiitzung dieser Meinung
vorgebracht wurden, gehéren die potenziellen negrathuswirkungen auf die Abfallvermeidung und
die Entwicklung der Heimkompostierung sowie der dararbundene Kostenanstieg fir die lokalen
und regionalen Gebietskorperschaften. Anderergeitenten die Befragten, die die Forderung des
Bioabfall-Recyclings befiirworten (sofern diese Hitwhg mit anderen wichtigen Maflinahmen
einhergeht), dass die Verwendung von Kompost umdligsbeziigliche Handel durch die Férderung
der Nachfrage nach Kompost auf dem entsprechendekt Mnterstiitzt werden missten.

In Bezug auf die getrennte Sammlung von Biomulbisit den Antworten eine dhnliche Zweiteilung
zu beobachterDie Mehrheit der Befragten halt die Forderung @etrenntsammlung fir notwendig,
wobei einige der Ansicht sind, dass diese Methagdgehst bewertet werden und sich als beste
Option behaupten sollte. Andere Partner wiederuracken sich direkt dagegen aus, insbesondere
mit der Begrindung, dass jede Region ihre Besoeiterh aufweist und diese Methode negative
wirtschaftliche Folgen auf laufende Investitionexbén kénnte. Ein Partner schléagt vor, dass jede von
der EU veranlasste Initiative zunachst in den Regiomit der grofiten diesbeziiglichen Erfahrung
angewendet werden sollte, um ihre Eignung zu testen

Vor dem Hintergrund des Subsidiaritatsprinzips beten die Befragten eine Reihe von Aufgaben,
die auf Gemeinschaftsebene durchgefiihrt werdentkéinwie z.B. die Durchfiihrung von Informa-
tionskampagnen, die Verbreitung von Informationgdie, Festlegung vergleichbarer Indikatoren, der
Austausch bewahrter Verfahrensweisen und die Sgtgemeinsamer Mindestziele allgemeiner Art.
Die Mehrheit der Befragten ist der Ansicht, dass BU allgemeine Mindestziele festlegen sollte,
wahrend die Mitgliedstaaten und lokalen und redem&ebietskdrperschaften am besten in der Lage
sind, spezifische Ziele festzusetzen. Aufgrund Bedeutung lokaler und regionaler Faktoren in
diesem Bereich sollten die lokalen und regional@bi€skorperschaften weiterhin frei Uber die in
jedem Einzelfall am besten geeigneten Bewirtschgiaptionen entscheiden kénnen. Daher scheint
von den meisten Befragten aufgrund der Besonderngder einzelnen Region ein integrativer und
regionaler Ansatz bevorzugt zu werden.

Letztendlich sind sich die meisten Befragten darigdeig, dass die Vorgabe von Recyclingzielen zu
einem hoheren finanziellen und verwaltungstecheiscAufwand fir die lokalen und regionalen
Gebietskorperschaften fihren kdénnte. Jedoch rawigein, dass die Kosten potenziell vom lang-
fristigen Nutzen wettgemacht werden kénnten, den Ehtwicklung eines Markts fur verwertbare
Stoffe und qualitativ hochwertigen Kompost bringk@innte. Insbesondere im Hinblick auf die
Getrenntsammlung fuhrte ein Partner eine Studieas,der hervorgeht, dass eine solche Verpflich-
tung keinerlei Auswirkungen auf die Kosten haberatgar zu einer Kostensenkung fuhren kénnte.

..



4. Beitrag zur Bodenverbesserung durch verstarkte ¥rwendung von Kompost/Garriickstanden

Die Partner des Netzes wurden des Weiteren umMirung dartber gebeten, ob die EU Qualitats-
normen fiir Kompost festlegen sollte oder ob soldleemen eher auf nationaler, regionaler oder
lokaler Ebene erlassen werden sollten. Die meiBigfinagten sind der Ansicht, dass die Qualitats-
normen filr Kompost als Produkt auf EU-Ebene festifelverden sollterEinige Partner halten einen
solchen Produktansatz fir unbedingt notwendig. Bktsbrmen, die auf fir die menschliche Gesund-
heit und die Umwelt schadlichen Schadstoffwertesidran, wére nach Ansicht einiger Befragter am
besten geeigneDiese Partner brachten Argumente in Bezug auf demdBmarkt vor, um die
Notwendigkeit von EU-Vorschriften Uber Qualitatsmen flir Kompost zu rechtfertigen.

Obwohl weitgehendes Einvernehmen dartber herrdelss auf EU-Ebene Normen fiir Kompost als
Produkt festgelegt werden sollten, teilen sich Meinungen der Partner dariiber, auf welcher
Regierungsebene Normen fiir die Nutzung von AbfalKampost erlassen werden sollteimige der
Befragten sind der Ansicht, dass die Mitgliedstadi@& die Regulierung der Kompostverwendung
verantwortlich sein sollten, wenn dieser nichtRitedukt betrachtet wird. Andere wiederum denken,
dass ein integrierter Ansatz in Bezug auf Normed ®Hutzungsregeln fir gemischten als auch
vorsortierten Abfall zur Steigerung des VertraudesVerbraucher dienen kdnnte.

AbschlieRend weisen einige Partner auf die Notwgkmedi hin, das Potenzial des Komposts fir die
Bodenverbesserung anzuerkennen und betonen, dalisitiuhochwertiger Kompost nur durch die
getrennte Sammlung von Bioabfall erreicht werdemka
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ANHANG MIT DEN BEITRAGEN DER PARTNER

Folgende elf Partner aus acht EU-Mitgliedstaatehten Beitrage ein:

Bayerische Staatskanzlei (DE)

Griechische Nationalversammlung (EL)

Verband der griechischen Provinzen — ENAE (EL)
Regionalregierung des Baskenlandes (ES)
Parlament von Katalonien (ES)
Regionalregierung von Valencia (ES)
Gesetzgebende Versammlung der Region Marken (IT)
Osterreichische Landeshauptleutekonferenz (AT)
Stadt £6d (PL)

Regionalregierung der Azoren (PT)

Verband der lokalen Gebietskorperschaften (UK)

Die Beitrage der Partner sind diesem Dokument gligrher Sprache beigefiigt. Uber das Internet-
portal des Netzes flr Subsidiaritatskontrbkann auf die Beitrage in Originalsprache zugegniff
werden.

http://subsidiarity.cor.europa.eu/ListDocument/t#b83/ctl/ViewDocument/mid/417/Userld/262/Docld/8BDefault.aspx

..
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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 submitfryday 20 March 2009 You can upload the completed questionnalres
directly on the Subsidiarity Monitoring Network wedge (http://subsidiarity.cor.europa.eu| —
remember to be logged in). Alternatively, you candsthem by email to subsidiarity@cor.europa.eu.

Name of the Authority: Bavarian state chancellery
Contact person:

Contact details (phone, email)

1. Better prevention of waste:

Waste prevention is at the top of the EU's 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 possibilities of preventing bio-waste are ledit It is most likely that some bio-waste could|be
could be prevented in the private domain. One whwaahieving 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 preventviéste. In both cases, the compost or chigped
material produced should be used on one's own Metithe difficult thing to achieve would he
appear to be changing consumer behaviour to retiec@mount of food thrown away.

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

* Promoting the advantages of making one's own compdgere appropriate promoting the
use of compost containers.

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

Potential problems and disadvantages of makingsoowh 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 lon

a

ger

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

by means of an exemption, to store unprocessecwasit 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 biodegradalséeste in landfills beyond the current targets af
EU Landfill Directive would have a positive impday reducing landfill gases (greenhouse effe
foul smells and organic leachate constituents dshwyeallowing the waste body to build up withg
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 processisigues 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.

nic

Disadvantages to further reducing the organic comapbin landfills, especially biodegradable waste,

are not foreseen.

In order to ensure uniform implementation throughBurope, a further EU regulation would pe

useful. Problems might include insufficient treatiheapacity in individual Member States.

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

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 amdseparate collection necessa
effective sanitisation through mineralisation, eyergeneration from bio-wast
(renewable energy), simplifies/improves recognitiand promotion of waste-fuelle

..

ns

ry,
e
d



-9-

Making compost from household bio-waste

power stations as a limited source of renewableggnsome positive effects in tacklin
corrosion.
Disadvantages: limited heat value of waste (highewaontent of bio-waste), as a ru
higher processing costs than in bio-waste treatrpkmits, no recycling of nutrients af
the organic substance (e.g. humus reproductiorbaridhumus/peat replacement), in p
low energy efficiency of waste-fuelled power statio

Making compost from green waste

Advantages: low-cost procedure for processing @spasing of bio-waste, was
prevention, no transport of bio-waste and compast rule no energy costs, recycling
nutrients and the organic substance (e.g. bark bipeat replacement).

Disadvantages: often inadequate sanitisation, gnolend sealing and ventilation a
thus emissions of methane, ammonia and odours Iggnsbwith neighbours), attrac
small rodents, appropriate for certain housingcstmes only (individual buildings wit
sufficiently big gardens), possible surplus nutiseim gardens, not suitable for cook
leftovers and bio-waste of animal origin.

« Advantages: comparatively low-polluting compossoabuitable for moist and structura
weak green waste, recycling of nutrients and tlgamic substance (e.g. humus reproduc
and bark humus/peat replacement).

« Disadvantages: ammonia and methane emissionsengyegain (energy supply necessary).

Making compost from household bio-waste (usualfjetber with green waste)

Fermenting household and industrial bio-waste

Advantages: increase in heat value of residual eyass a rule more cost-efficient

g
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treatment than incineration, recycling of nutrieatsl the organic substance (e.g. humus

reproduction and bark humus/peat replacement).
Disadvantages: separate bio-waste collection naggesammonia and methane emissiq
no energy gain (energy supply required).

* Advantages: increase in heat value of residual eyast a rule more cost-efficient
treatment than incineration, positive energy batafienewable energy), recycling of

nutrients and the organic substance (e.g. humusdeption and bark humus/pe
replacement), best processing procedure for stalbtuweak bio-waste or certa
animal by-products with high water content (e.gnoged fat, industrial kitchens an
canteen waste).

+ Disadvantages: separate bio-waste collection nagessrend towards somewhpat

higher processing costs than for compost-makinghame and ammonia emissions,

only partially suitable for green waste or not kt @vet fermentation), in part pog
use of waste heat (as sites away from the buildieghecessary).

=
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Incineration of high heat value wood-based greestevan biomass power stations

» Advantages: production of renewable energy, in pasycling of nutrients (us
of ashes),
» Disadvantages: only useful for the high heat vagdag of the household green
waste or bio-waste that has been removed, recyofimyitrients possible only to
a limited extent (as only limited use of ash), artgoor heat use.
Which procedure is the most beneficial from an ernental and economic point of view depends
on a number of factors and the specific conditminthe region.

D

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?

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Should derogations from a separate collection datlan be provided for?

See above

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

According to studies carried out by GALLENKEMPER)(2: "cost considerations for separate hio-
waste collection and treatment”), organic wastes lsimould be introduced in many areas on a gost-
neutral basis; as a rule, (should there be suffi@dsorption of material capable of being compﬁsqe

..
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the introduction of the organic waste bins shoelduice costs (inclusion and treatment). In additmo
logistical requirements, the degree of cost chatggends in particular on the cost difference betw

ee

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

for waste management in Bavaria" (Bavarian statgstny for the environment and health, 2008
is not clear that local and regional authoritieshwaorganic 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
lower quality still covered by the waste regime)sbiould such standards be set at the natio
regional or local levels?

If the compost/fermentation residue is to be used &ertiliser and means of improving soil qua
over the long term, there needs to be uniform Etevdriteria for the distributed substrate. In oriie
limit the ubiquitous distribution of polluting sulasices and prevent polluting substances from b
accumulated in the soil, quality standards are @g&ddr compost as a product and for lower-qug
compost. Quality standards should therefore bedinized for all compost applications along the li
of the German bio-waste regulation (BioAbV). Depegdon the intended use, graded standi
would be appropriate.

For higher quality composts, the product statusteaworth considering when
* They have a positive market value
e They adhere to very strict quality standards
* They are produced only from certain source material
e 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 al
the lines of the German bio-waste regulation (BigpbFor example, only biodegradable waste
animal or plant origin (see Art. 2 BioAbV) and hdess mineral additives should be used as so
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 ofelevant authorities (see Art. 9a in connectiorhy
Appendix 1, no. 1b of the draft amendment to BioAd\19 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 requireénvsing compost made from green-waste
BioAbV) and very high quality composts (products).

Furthermore, the provisions of BioAbV for mixturésee Art. 5) and the restrictions under Art
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BioAbV (including restrictions on the amounts prodd) should be applied.
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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 submitfryday 20 March 2009 You can upload the completed questionnalres
directly on the Subsidiarity Monitoring Network wmdmge (http://subsidiarity.cor.europa.eu| —
remember to be logged in). Alternatively, you candsthem by email to subsidiarity@cor.europa.eu.

Name of the Authority: Hellenic Parliament

Contact person: Panayiotis Pavlopoulos

+30 210 367 3288
p.pavilopoulos@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 tBU, Member States, regional or local authorities
in taking action for the prevention of bio-waste?
There is a direct link between preventing the éneadf bio-waste and human factors, behavioural
patterns and habits. Consequently, prevention messmust focus on changing behaviour and
consumption models, primarily by means of informatand 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 householdsrdter 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 furthetrictig 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?
Strict limits on the quantities of biodegradeableste 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 |

EN



-13 -

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 directivese Member States decide whether to apply str
limits than those set out in Directive 99/31 ondfihy depending both on the level of organisatand
the administrative costs that they are prepardxbén.

cter

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

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

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

all

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

A minimum common target should be set at EU lekFebm 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, progichn 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 legisfatsetting out the conditions for and meang of

collection

Should derogations from a separate collection datlan 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 possibieyipe an estimation. Would such an increase be

proportionate to the perceived long-term benefits?

While the relevant investment does not create arreq 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.
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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

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 ensure

every stage of recycling and processing. Qualiapaards 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 comgsstate 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 varenties is intended.

for
50il
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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 submitfryday 20 March 2009 You can upload the completed questionnalres
directly on the Subsidiarity Monitoring Network wmdmge (http://subsidiarity.cor.europa.eu| —
remember to be logged in). Alternatively, you candsthem by email to subsidiarity@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. Ad Hoc : D.P.KOMILIS ,Faculty of
Environmental Engineering, Democritus
University of Thrace.

1. mxapostolidis@nestos.gr, +30 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 imet production 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 wastieeMSW(Municipal Solid Waste) composition
compared to South European countries. This isagedial 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 produced camts of biowaste - would, however, require

major changes in the design of wastewater treatpiants.
LRA are well placed to lead awareness raising cégngaand maximize the results and impact of
national policies and community initiatives.

..
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8. 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 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 wastgntient techniques that can normally lead
reduction of the biodegradable amounts of wastasr 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 w
reduce methane emissions, public opposition from fthancial burdens of the adoption of
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 ardyuaken into account.

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

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 potential @mendment, whilst the latter can lead to ene
recovery. Both can be environmentally desirable famahcially beneficial; therefore, as a princip
promotion of bio-waste recycling is desirable. @a bther hand, we have to note that the benefi
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 reseanc
this field.
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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?

It is highly believed that due to the significamicgl and cultural differences among EU Mem
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

ber
er,
he

performances and exchanges of best practices.
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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 managgment

that includes merely sanitary landfilling. Recydlimequires separation collection and vari
separation technologies, which are both transletddgher overall costs for the local authoritieer
example, landfilling is usually at around €50/tavhilst recycling can reach up to €80-€100/ton
recycled material or even more. On the other hdraghpears 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 nely
the current recycling efforts.

DUS

of

Q

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

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

The separate collection of bio-waste has been lysinaluded in MSW studies. However, one has to

account for the fact that such an option is dittito adopt on a practical level. Bio-waste, paitécly
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 compospiagts. Still, citizen participation is the key
element in the case of separate bio-waste collectind it follows that LRA in collaboration with

NGO and national authorities can play a leading nolmobilizing them.

and
lld,

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

regional or local level?

Due to the significant social and cultural diffecea 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 altlan be provided for?

Yes, since separate collection is highly costly aeglires preparation.

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

administrative costs for local and regional auth@$ whilst balancing probable short terqm

DI

investments with long term benefits? If possibieyipgle an estimation. Would such an increase be

proportionate to the perceived long-term benefits?

Collection has high expenditures. It usually corsgsi 70% to 80% of the typical MSW management

systems that include only landfilling. As a resa#tparation collection schemes are expected tdyh

gh

affect local authorities expenses that are relaiedaste management. The short or long term benefit

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
available.

5 of
ot
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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

of

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

regional or local levels?

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

years of compost research, there is no widely dedegtability or maturity indicator for composis.

er

This is primarily attributed to the fact that comspocan be produced by various sources that have a

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@lready 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.

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

The use of a product implicates financial, socia anvironmental issues that are site specifice®
set for a region in Belgium may not be applicablenoplementable 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, aghaugeneric framework should be proposed by
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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 by the Subsidiarity Monitoring Network
by Ms Mona-Lisa Norrman (SE/PES)

Please complete and submitfryday 20 March 2009 You can upload the completed questionnalires
directly onto the Subsidiarity Monitoring Networkebpage (http://subsidiarity.cor.europa.ey —

remember to log in). Alternatively, you can sehen by email to subsidiarity@cor.europa.eu.

Name of the Authority:

Basque Government and the Gipuzkoa, Bizkaia antidra
Provincial Councils (The Waste Coordination Orgatis
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?

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

es

bne
Ks.

This proposal has already been adopted irDibeument on the uses and applications of organic

matter in urban waste in the Autonomous CommuiitgeoBasque Country

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

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 @énpnivileged people, both to prevent wal
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 orlllieaparties concerned, might be to don

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

Thought could perhaps also be given to offering basaks to companies that donate s
products, to encourage them to get involved.

In addition, on-site composting could be promotetbiv-density residential areas, as a mean
avoiding certain products entering the waste cythés type of measure would help to redy
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 commoneatives for all countries.

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

require, amongst other things, awareness-raisinmpagns.

11. 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 at EU level or left ®decided by Member States?

a

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 envirotehgroint 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 orgamétter. 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.

for

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 determitoy the waste produced by this type
process.

In the Basque Country, it would require a greatl d@éavork to boost these waste managen
approaches due a number of problems (little dersabulated land, the predominance of url
centres, high rainfall, littte or no demand for quwst, the existing mixed domestic wa
collection systems, etc.).
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Nevertheless, demand could be created in the widgket. In some cases, this would neg
boost from the authorities. This might apply to gast. Initially, a loop effect is create
meaning that, since the compost currently produtmes not offer sufficient quality guarante
there is no demand for it. The lack of demand tssnlthe measures needed to improve com
quality not being taken, and so demand remaini stat

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

A good example of this is Gipuzkoa, which in thetpaas committed to incineration combin
with energy recovery, precisely because of the tHcilemand for compost. Due to a variety
factors, waste policy shifted towards the compastihseparately collected bio-waste (first sol

for raw vegetable waste, later extended to meatfighdincluding cooked products). The qualj

obtained is very high and as a consequence, ev@ndsses not involved in gardening are n
asking for the product.

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

— Anaerobic digestion of this bio-waste helps to pElbiogas, which can then be used in
following ways:
= Itis burned in power plants to produce energy;
= [tis channelled into the gas network (once it b@sn processed);
» Itis used as fuel for specially adapted vehicles.

If separately collected (high quality) organic reait biologically treated, the digestate wo
be used as a soil improver, once it has been amlbbstabilised. Where, on the other ha
mixed municipal waste is concerned, the digesthtailg be eliminated or perhaps used
another type of activity, such as redeveloping laersites, provided that this does not ca
any major contamination.

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

Some consider that the term ‘compost’ should aefigr to the fermented product
the aerobic digestion of separately collected dyamatter.

Digestate is the product obtained from the anaerdigiestion of separately collects
organic matter. Once aerobically stabilised, itdmes compost, because it is noy
product obtained from separately collected orgamatter.

What is left, in other words, the product resultimgm the aerobic or anaerob
digestion of mixed waste, would be stabilised buste, but never compost. Th
would avoid confusion on the market and boost ctamite in compost.
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Another point of view, however, would be to consitlee fertilising quality of the
final product obtained — compost — as the soleoih for its use, whilst complyin

(@)

with the legislation on fertilisers, irrespectivitbe origin of the organic waste matter

used in manufacturing the compost.

The same would apply to anaerobic digestion, siheevaste mixture would produ

re

biogas and the solid digestate could eventuallysed in soil or as substrate. For

example, to redevelop derelict sites as landfiidilst taking care not to ad
significant levels of additional contaminants.

If so, should common recycling targets be set atididl or should Member States be allowed tg set

their own recycling targets at national, regionallocal level?

Yes. In our view, results-based targets do neduetset, with minimum recycling rates for bi
waste, provided that these are properly define@gs&minimum targets should be set in sug
way that they can be achieved under different l@sad regional conditions, in line with th
principles of subsidiarity and proportionality. Vdee therefore in favour of minimum comm
bio-waste recycling standards being set.

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

Do you see a need for the separate promotion efaiste 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, natiory
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 adagatélde conditions and needs for action (or fon
action) at the local and regional levels. See tisvar given in paragraphs 2 and 3(a)

Should derogations from a separate collection datlin 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 authim$ whilst balancing probable short ter
investments with long term benefits? If possibleyide an estimate. Would such an increase
proportionate to the perceived long-term benefits?
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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,

All compost should be governed by product standaftiese standards should take accoun
different uses and therefore different qualitied aaquirements concerning the concentratiof
contaminants. High-quality compost would thus bguied for certain uses, whereas for oth
less challenging applications, less strict starslarould be set.

The only compost that should be covered by wagiesl&ion is compost failing to meet th
criteria for the least restrictive uses and compdsth, whilst meeting the requirements, is
yet available on the market. According to the Frar& Waste Directive, inappropriate comp
is deemed to be waste if the compost owner intéipelsause he or she is unable to sell it) d
obliged (because it does not meet quality stanjlaodget rid of the compost. At that point, t
compost becomes waste.

There is, therefore, a need to establish qualigndards for compost that cover not o
agronomic parameters and the low concentrationhef host common contaminants such
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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 andeaatg 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 apgibims, such as soil improvement for fg
production, more frequent and comprehensive samplasid need to be taken to test {
compost's quality than are required for separateliected waste compost, since there is m

ce
ts.

ity
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greater variation in the quality of mixed-collectizvaste. There are less challenging applicatipns,
however, such as the redevelopment of derelic$ sitecertain non-food applications that do not

require such high-quality compost and which cowé an improving product based on mix
waste, if the appropriate processes are used armeshlt obtained meets certain standards. In

event, the use of compost in soil should alwaysdmesidered, provided that this does not bri

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?

ed
any
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Given that what is at stake is a product, it shquitn/ide the guarantees that any product brought

onto the market is obliged to observe, such asE@emark, labelling, the origin of the matter

used, etc.
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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
guestionnaires directly on the Subsidiarity MoriitgrNetwork webpage
(http://subsidiarity.cor.europa.eu — remember téolgged in). Alternatively, you can send them by
email to subsidiarity@cor.europa.eu

Name of the Authority: Parliament of Catalonia

Fernando Dominguez Garcia, lawyer from the
Environment Comité, Parliament of Catalunya
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 wastattent 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?

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

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 thenme @aly be a single prevention plan per Memper
State, or that different prevention measures cabeoadopted in different parts of a single State.
Otherwise, the EU would be interfering with the stitational distribution of power within the
Member States.

..
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Specific prevention measures (such as responsiblsumption, food banks, composting 3

minimising garden waste for example) should be &by the bodies which are closest to the

European people, in line with the principle of ddizsity.

14. Limiting landfilling

Do you see benefits or disadvantages in furtherietsg 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 firgthsithat 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 t
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 deposes quickly and ensuring this materia
stabilised.

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

The European Union should simply set the targetdstricting waste, or for measures which have
equivalent effect. It should be made quite cleaictvtwaste 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 Euappéevel. 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 MemBaates.
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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-wastedl@ny and we fully agree with the points made
the subject in the Commission's Green Paper omt#reagement of bio-waste in the European Uni

on

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

set

The European Union should set common targets ®rEilropean Union and for each country,
should always leave scope for Member States to tieie own specific objectives, as long as tk
meet the common targets.

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

ate
ures

ch
he

Would the setting of recycling targets result icrégased financial and/or administrative costs
local and regional authorities? If possible, prdei 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 tlatty of waste thrown away, the additional cg
would be partially or completely covered by the pleowho are producing the costs. any casd
however, recycling has environmental benefits ttatot need to be quantified in financial tern
The environmental benefits would compensate forpibiential financial and administrative costs
recycling.
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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 separdtection of bio-waste and we fully agree with t
points made on the subject in the Commission's IGRager on the management of bio-waste in
European Union.

the

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

al,

Catalonia has a long tradition of separate cobestifor general waste and bio-waste. This is dtrg
of the options taken when it was decided how tolémgnt European legislation on the sepa
collection of waste. While the obligation for segit@rcollection in general terms can be establisthe
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 mostramkd countries opt for more separate collecti
and that the models established are gradually takdyy the rest of the Member States.

bSU
rate
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Should derogations from a separate collection datlan be provided for?

For bio-waste for example, which covers a varidtgifierent types of waste which nonetheless h
common characteristics, there is a need to eshahlestypes of waste for which a separate collag
could be used. A timetable for fulfilling the oldions would also be useful.
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Would the setting of recycling targets result icrégased 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

of

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

regional or local levels?

Quality standards for compost as a product shoellselh at European level as it is the European U
that should set quality parameters (on the levedasitaminants for example) so that the product

nion
can

then be sold in the single market. For compostithabnsidered to be waste as opposed to a product,

European legislation should not be so stringentsdrudild leave more scope for the legislation of
competent authorities of the Member States to apply

the

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

the

Regarding the use of compost/digestate, it is ingodr 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 aitib®closest to the European people should be
to choose from a wide range of uses set at Eurolesahand decide on how the compost shoulg
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 questionnajres
directly on the Subsidiarity Monitoring Network wedge (http://subsidiarity.cor.europa.eu| —
remember to be logged in). Alternatively, you candsthem by email to subsidiarity@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 legalnfeavorks 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 furthetrictig 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?
2) Setting restrictions on the biodegradable maltedlowed 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 adjustmanticularly 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

Member States were ultimately responsible for glagthese objectives.

..
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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 managetierarchy.

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

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

set

Would the setting of recycling targets result ireased 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?

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

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

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

3.0)

be

D t
ince
pSe

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, natiory
regional or local level?

al,

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

Should derogations from a separate collection altlan be provided for?

Yes.

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 increase
proportionate to the perceived long-term benefits?

DI
m
be

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

5ts
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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
lower quality still covered by the waste regime)sbould such standards be set at the natio
regional or local levels?

of
nal,

4. a) If the standards are not specific or theyndbprovide enough detail, the EU should estaldi
common framework for all Member States, which (keirt various levels) should have t

5h
he

responsibility of fleshing them out in greater deta

..
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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?

4. b) As already recognised by the Green Paperi@waste management, EU directives on setfing
common objectives and standards for all MembereStdtave so far proven to be far more
straightforward for some countries than for othgireen their development in this area. Howeyer,
setting comprehensive parameters is a good iddaeife is a desire for convergence. In this
connection, it would be better if Member States ev&w set these standards within a common
framework.
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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/PSE)

Please complete and submitfryday 20 March 2009 You can upload the completed questionna
directly on the Subsidiarity Monitoring Network wmdge (http://subsidiarity.cor.europa.eu
remember to be logged in). Alternatively, you candsthem by email to subsidiarity@cor.europa.¢

ires

eU.

Name of the Authority: Legislative Assembly of the Marche Region

Contact person: Barbara Sardella

0039-071-2298229

Contact details (phone, email) barbara.sardella@consiglio.marche.it

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 U, Member States, regional or local authorit
in taking action for the prevention of bio-waste?

First of all, the Community, the Member States, bowil and regional authorities should encour
policies to prevent biodegradable waste by suppgrtiomestic or local (small farm) composting
wet waste, thus preventing this from entering gfage cycle proper.

Aside from this, it is of the utmost importance gmmote policies that support the separatior]
biodegradable waste if the objectives set by then@onity in Directive 1999/31/EC aimed
limiting the amount of such waste that goes intaifdl. Specifically, the aim should be to colleatt
least 50% of total biodegradable waste; of thideast 30% should be kitchen waste. In additioe,
Community should promote cross-cutting policiesoiming sectors other than environmental servi
(such as farming and the social economy) in orderexample, to support the marketing and us
the compost produced. These policies should bedamhe¢he Member States and regional and |
authorities.

It would also be helpful to carry out Communitytiaiives to raise public awareness of respong
consumption and of the possibility of using foodttrs just past its sell-by date for social purgo

es
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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 polici#sat encourage the upstream separation of waste.

a

on

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

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

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

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

Yes, not least by supporting the marketing andaigbe output from composting, for which qual
standards need to be set at Community level so pattit on an equal footing with other equivals
products for agricultural use.

If so, should common recycling targets be set atlé&idl 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 ireased 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 remyctargets would not result in increag
financial and/ or administrative costs. In any ¢cass/ costs connected with the start-up of thegss)
would be offset by lower costs resulting from teduction 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 separatecn of bio-waste?

Yes, for the reasons explained above.

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

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

Should derogations from a separate collection altlan 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 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?
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The experience of doorstep refuse collection inMaeche region has shown that the initial incre
in costs was rapidly offset by the sale of markietaaste with a high level of purity obtained thgby
selective waste collections. This leads to an ameein 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
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which is easier to sell than that of low quality.should also be emphasised that an increag
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selective collection leads to a gradual reductionhie 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
treatment of the biodegradable component of wéestgls to an increase in the organic componel
soil (humus), which results in an increased capdoitbsorb and fix CQand greater water retentig
capacity. These improvements to soil structure gaeto 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 reducingatirécultural consumption of fossil fuels

- greater agronomic soil fertility, thus reducing tree of chemical fertilisers.

h
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16. 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,

We believe that quality standards for compost, tesmtcalled quality compost and lower qual
compost that is covered by the waste regime andbearsed for non-agricultural purposes, shoulg
set at Community level, not least to make compdsthnical material that can be sold throughout
single market. For this to be achieved, technigacgications common to all Member States
needed for the processes and quality of the prashidtas quality compost.

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

the

The issue of the use of compost/digestate resuftorg the treatment of the biodegradable orga
component of waste should also be regulated at Gortynlevel, with provision being made f

ANicC
Dr

different rules depending on its possible uses.
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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 submitfryday 20 March 2009 You can upload the completed questionna
directly on the Subsidiarity Monitoring Network wmdge (http://subsidiarity.cor.europa.eu
remember to be logged in). Alternatively, you candsthem by email to subsidiarity@cor.europa.¢

ires

2U.

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 U, Member States, regional or local authorit
in taking action for the prevention of bio-waste?

es

The green paper uses the term "bio-waste" in divelp non-specific way, not least given t

ne

existence of so many different kinds of biogenicsiga That said, a detailed European Waste

Catalogue is already in place. Different kindsretment may be beneficial depending on the typ
waste involved and prevailing regional conditions.

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

Much food is, as we know, disposed of as wasteofigan-level media and awareness-raig
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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 tha]
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?

Basically, the provisions of the current EU Laridfilirective are deemed sufficient. That sa
provision might be made to tighten the rules atopaan level in line with the tough restrictions
place in Austria, going as far as to ban the ldihaifibiogenic waste — a sensible move given thedn
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

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

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 selectepledding on the type, origin and properties of
waste concerned.

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

EU-wide recycling targets could possibly be setyagls bearing in mind, however, the widg
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
management is only possible where each region adopapproach that best meets its own needg
where it applies a combination of the various aldé measures tailored to suit specific regid
requirements.

Would the setting of recycling targets result iorgased financial and/ or administrative costs
local and regional authorities? If possible, progidan estimation. Would such an increase
proportionate to the perceived long-term benefits?
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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, elemenight also be included that are not suitable
recycling, thereby undermining the environmentalseain the long term.
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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 widwlgcticed in Austria and is prescribed by law. T
system is efficient and effectual. One possib#itgt the very most — would be for similar rulesoto
introduced at European level.

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

In the interests of conserving resources, the diaulsl 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 arepitmhed too low) would be a realistic scenarid tha
could then be applied with due flexibility in thedividual Member States.

It makes sense to lay down mandatory collectiogetarfor biogenic waste from private househalds
and the commercial sector. One possible approachgithe 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 Hagorted competition, thereby also precluding any
reflection of the true cost of certain treatmemgasses.

Should derogations from a separate collection altlan be provided for?

Derogations should be possible where the propedfethe biogenic waste subject to sepaiate
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 term
investments with long term benefits? If possibieyipe an estimation. Would such an increase be
proportionate to the perceived long-term benefits?

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

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

(a) Should the EU set quality standards for 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?
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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 standaelsigually 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 shabiéys be linked to the use to which the compost
is to be put and this is, quite sensibly, a mafterthe regional level to decide. The overriding
objective must be to produce high-quality, prodsteiadard 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 questionna
directly on the Subsidiarity Monitoring Network wedge (http://subsidiarity.cor.europa.eu

remember to be logged in). Alternatively, you candsthem by email to subsidiarity@cor.europa.eu.
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Name of the Authority: The City of Lodz Office
Contact person: Tomasz Jakubiec
Contact details (phone, email) +48 42 638 40 80 t.jakubiec@uml.lodz.pl

25. Better prevention of waste:

Waste prevention is at the top of the EU's 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

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

of experience.

26. Limiting landfilling:

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

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?

IS
a

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, recabor local level?

EU Framework Program. The Member States should Lizeie 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 performhne
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 totiktbend better effects.

Do you believe that a separate collection obligatior bio-waste should be set at EU, natiory
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 altlan be provided for?

Yes, it should be provided for, but the delay irpiementation 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 icrgased 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 authims whilst balancing probable short ter
investments with long term benefits? If possibteyide an estimation. Would such an increase
proportionate to the perceived long-term benefits?

Or
m
be

The local authorities are bearing the costs afdhmation of the installation. Benefits are excegd
the costs and the ecological effects are high.

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

..
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(a) Should the EU set quality standards for 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 suitablesdt the national, regional and/or local levehwyit
possible regions’ cooperation.
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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 Ms Mona-Lisa NORRMAN (SE/PSE)

Please complete and submitfyday 20 March 2009 You can upload the completed questionna
directly on the Subsidiarity Monitoring Network wedge (http://subsidiarity.cor.europa.eu

ires

2U.

remember to be logged in). Alternatively, you candsthem by email to subsidiarity@cor.europa.é
Name of the Authority: Regional Directorate for the Environment
Contact person: Frederico Cardigos

Telephone + 351 292 207 300

Contact details (phone, email) Frederico.ad.cardigos@azores.gov.pt

28. 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 U, Member States, regional or local authorit
in taking action for the prevention of bio-waste?

he
es

The Member States and respective autonomous reguss 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
restriction be established on EU level or left tndecided by Member States?

a

Every Member State and autonomous region must beetabdecide on targets for restricting the
quantity of bio-degradable waste allowed in lansifiover 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.

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



=42 -

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 iergased 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?

be

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

benefits would greatly outweigh any increased bioirde

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

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

Yes.

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

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

Should derogations from a separate collection datlan be provided for?

Yes.

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

administrative costs for local and regional authims whilst balancing probable short ter
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/@ntail financial and/or administrative costst
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
lower quality still covered by the waste regime)sbiould such standards be set at the natio
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 comgysstate or should such rules be set at
national, regional or local levels?

It must be up to the Member States and autonomegmrmrs to set the rules for the use

al,

the

m
be

pu

of
nal,

the

of

compost/digestate.
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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 Ms Mona-Lisa NORRMAN (SE/PSE)

Please complete and submitfryday 20 March 2009 You can upload the completed questionnalres
directly on the Subsidiarity Monitoring Network wmdmge (http://subsidiarity.cor.europa.eu| —
remember to be logged in). Alternatively, you candsthem by email to subsidiarity@cor.europa.eu.

Name of the Authority: Local Government Association UK
Contact person: Cassandra Harrison
Contact details (phone, email) Cassandra.harrison@Iga.gov.uk +44 207 664 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 tBU, 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 lwendby local and national considerations.
Campaigns have already been developed at this, lémelexample the Love Food Hate Waste
campaigA which aims to change consumer behaviour. The Elldcplay a helpful role in sharing
information on waste reduction programmes across\bég States.

Bio-waste is generated at the production and t@msfon stage within the commercial sector.
Therefore, all parties involved in the food chanmonfi 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 Reduétamknowledged that there is a lack of data flom
commercial and industrial sectors. The EU couldlifate the collation of accurate data from within

these sectors in order to inform future policy diexis on the reduction of commercial bio-waste
streams.

www.lovefoodhatewaste.com.

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 furthetrictig 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?

Existing waste prevention, landfill diversion arithate change legislation and policy are driving th
improved management of bio-waste. Local authoritbese developed long-term strategies and
partnerships as well as making significant finahawestments to meet the requirements of the
Landfill Directive (1999/31/EC). The LGA does naipport the strengthening of the Directive, which

would undermine this long-term approach and coaleehcostly and unnecessary impacts on existing
investments and contractual arrangements.

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 targets risikhdermining 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, recabor local level?

See above
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Would the setting of recycling targets result iergased 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 separateatibn of bio-waste?

We strongly oppose mandatory separate collecti®mp@al authorities should retain the flexibility
decide which collection method is most approprizieed on local conditions and needs. Some |
authorities have invested significantly in techigids that treat mixed waste and imposing a cha
to separate collection would be prohibitively exgiga and potentially environmentally damagif
For example, it may require increased vehicle, ggent 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, natiory
regional or local level?

Local level — see above

Should derogations from a separate collection altlan 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 authim$ whilst balancing probable short tern
investments with long term benefits? If possibteyide an estimation. Would such an increase
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 mas&stin order to increase diversion from lang
for both compost from source-separated waste amdpast-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 authoritidssw making procurement decisions.

Statements made in the Green Paper about contéomnait 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 val
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.
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There is a need to recognise that compost-like niadgeare a resource that can play a valuableino
improving soil structure and reducing reliance mité resources such as peat. For example, Org
Growth Medium can improve soil structure by promgliincreased water retention, nutrig
availability, prevention of erosion and an incregskiological activity.

Product standards based on pollutant parametensidng to human health and the environm
would be most appropriate. The PAS100 system cprddide a starting point for this. It is essent
that a product and not process approach is takeensure that existing capacity can continug
function. Consideration must also be given to titerided end use, for example use on agricull
land or as restoration cover on brownfield land.

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




