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QUESTIONNAIRE SUPPORTING COMMISSION ANALYSIS ON THE APPROPRIATENESS OF 
SETTING TARGETS FOR BIO-WASTE RECYCLING 

 
Follow-up to Commission Communication on future steps in bio-waste management in the 

EU (COM(2010)235 final) 
 
 
Contributions to this consultation process should be sent to the Commission by 31 January 
2011, by email, to the address “ENV-BIOWASTE@ec.europa.eu”, or by post to the following 
address: 

European Commission 
Directorate-General Environment 

Unit C.2 - Development and implementation of waste management legislation 
B-1049 Brussels 

 
The received contributions will be published on CIRCA unless the author objects to 
publication of the personal data on the grounds that such publication would harm his or her 
legitimate interests. In this case the contribution may be published in anonymous form. 
Otherwise the contribution will not be published nor will, in principle, its content be taken 
into account. 
 
 
Introduction   
 
In response to a call upon the Commission to carry out an assessment on the management of 
bio-waste with a view of submitting a proposal if appropriateF

1
F, the Commission adopted on 

18 May 2010 a Communication on future steps in bio-waste management in the European 
Union (COM(2010)235 final). This Communication includes an analysis of the bio-waste 
management options in the EU and outlines further actions in this area. The Communication 
is accompanied by the Commission Staff Working Document (SEC(2010)577 final) including 
detailed technical analysis behind the statements of the Communication (hereafter referred to 
as an "Annex to the Communication"). 
 
The analysis carried out to prepare the Communication confirmed significant and cost-
efficient opportunities from improved bio-waste management in the EU. At the same time, it 
revealed no policy gaps at EU level that could prevent Member States from taking appropriate 
action but showed that additional supporting action at EU level, together with more incentives 
at national level and a proper application of the waste hierarchy, would be of value in creating 
significant economic and environmental advantages for the whole EU. The most significant 
benefits of improved bio-waste management would be avoided emissions of greenhouse 
gases, which would translate into significant societal gains when compared to any additional 
costs. At the same time, production of good quality compost and bio-gas would contribute to 
enhanced soil quality and resource efficiency, as well as a higher level of self-sufficiency of 
energy. 
 
The Communication concludes that for bio-waste that cannot be prevented, Member States 
should choose the best management options in view of their specific conditions (e.g. 
population density, demand for compost or energy etc). Increased composting and anaerobic 

                                                 
1 Directive 2008/98/EC, Art 22. 
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digestion were identified as two options where potential benefits appear to be significant. 
However, due to the different conditions in Member States, it was estimated that further work 
was needed, notably from the subsidiarity perspective, before considering proposing an EU 
target for biological treatment (likely going hand-in-hand with enhanced separate collection). 
The Commission committed itself to continue an analysis on the appropriateness of setting 
such targets by 2014 at the latest under the WFD. 
 
Given that the subsidiarity aspect and related issues need to be examined more thoroughly, the 
data base and analysis should be strengthened in particular in respect of the following aspects: 
 

a) Problems with implementation of existing legislation;  
b) Subsidiarity issues; 
c) Value added of setting bio-waste recycling/separate collection targets; 
d) Rationalising the level of bio-waste treatment targets.  

 
In order to improve the analysis, DG Environment would like to request stakeholders to share 
their views and experience by providing answers to the questions listed below which 
correspond to the topics listed above. All linked documents can be found at the dedicated 
website of DG Environment: 
HUhttp://ec.europa.eu/environment/waste/compost/developments.htmU 
 
It is important that any replies to these questions are supported with verifiable evidence, 
preferably based upon quantitative data.  
 
Questions aimed primarily at Member States: 
 

1. What measures have been taken and/or are envisaged to encourage separate collection 
of bio-waste (or separate sub-streams of biowaste, e.g. food waste, green waste, food 
production waste, catering waste) as described in Art 22 of the new Waste Framework 
Directive? What are the estimated quantitative results of such measures? 

 
2. Would the setting of recycling target at the level described in the Annex to the 

Communication (36.5%) have any positive or adverse effects on bio-waste 
management in your country? Do you have any studies/experiences on that issue? 

 
3. Would the setting of recycling targets at the abovementioned level improve or harm 

the implementation of the current legislation? In which way? 
 

 
Questions for all stakeholders: 
 

4. Added Value of EU legislation. Would setting a recycling/separate collection target 
for bio-waste deliver added value in comparison with current legislative regime 
(including the Landfill Directive and the Waste Framework Directive, especially Art 5 
and 22,) if this existing legislative regime is fully implemented?  

 
5. Areas not appropriate for separate collection. The Report of the European 

Parliament on bio-waste (A7-0203/2010)F

2
F suggests that separate collection should be 

                                                 
2 HUhttp://www.europarl.europa.eu/sides/getDoc.do?pubRef=-//EP//NONSGML+REPORT+A7-2010-
0203+0+DOC+PDF+V0//EN&language=ENU 
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mandatory with the exception of those areas where this is not the appropriate option 
from the environmental and economic points of view. Do you have any experiences or 
assessment linked to the selection of such areas? 

 
6. Differentiated targets. Do you see a possibility of setting differentiated 

recycling/separate collection targets for different Member States? What criteria in 
your opinion could be used for such differentiation? 

 
7. Bio-waste from food production. The analysis of case studies on food production 

waste demonstrated that this waste is usually re-used or recycled within agricultural 
and related industries, e.g. as animal feed. Case studies show that the quality of this 
waste is stable which allows its re-use or recycling in good economic and safety 
conditions. For these reasons, bio-waste from industrial sources was excluded from 
recycling targets discussed in the Annex. Could you provide evidence contradicting 
the above statement and demonstrating the need of setting recycling targets for bio-
waste from food production? 

 
8. Form of recycling targets. What are in your opinion the advantages and 

disadvantages of setting targets: 
a)  for the recycling of bio-waste expressed as the amount of bio-waste subject to 

composting or anaerobic digestion and resulting with the production of quality 
compost/digestate;  

b)  for the separate collection of bio-waste, leaving Member States freedom to choose 
further treatment of collected bio-waste? 

 
9. Separate collection – barriers. As separate collection should provide better waste 

management at comparable cost, one could expect that no additional legislative 
support is necessary. Based on your experience, please provide information about any 
barriers encountered which delay or prevent introduction of separate collection at 
national, regional or local level.  

 
10. Compost markets. With high distances between the installations treating bio-waste 

and soils that require compost/digestate, transportation costs are relatively high 
compared to the market value of compost and are one of the potential barriers in the 
wider dissemination of biological treatment of bio-waste. Other market-related 
problems signalled to the Commission include: finding outlets for produced 
compost/digestate, especially in more urbanized areas; concerns with respect to the 
quality of compost; competition with manure as a fertilizer. Can you give examples 
for the failure of compost markets due to the factors mentioned above, or other 
factors?  

 
11. Good and bad practices. The Communication includes examples of Member States 

which made strong efforts towards the successful introduction of separate collection in 
order to ensure high quality recycling. According to the Green Paper on bio-waste, "in 
all regions where separate collection has been introduced it is regarded a successful 
waste management option" (supported by a list of success storiesF

3
F). While this 

statement was sometimes contested, would you have examples of a failure of separate 
collection systems and reasons behind such failures? 

                                                 
3 see e.g. HUhttp://ec.europa.eu/environment/waste/publications/compost_success_stories.htmU 
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12. Differences in national practices. Do you have any evidence for country-specific 

factors that explain why some Member States have progressed further in bio-waste 
recycling than others? Do you have any evidence indicating that some individual 
Member States will not be able to meet the diversion targets of the Landfill Directive?  

 
 
Additionally, DG ENV would like to verify and improve the knowledge base which will be 
used for the preparation of the impact assessment on the possible recycling/separate collection 
targets on bio-waste by completing, where appropriate, the 2009 report "Assessment of the 
options to improve the management of bio-waste in the EU" of ARCADIS Belgium and 
Eunomia Research & Consulting (see DG ENV websiteF

4
F) and related stakeholders discussion 

(see CIRCA websiteF

5
F).  

 
Technical questions aimed primarily at Member States: 

 
1. Have any data on waste management in your country become available since the 

publication of the ARCADIS/Eunomia study, especially with respect to the following 
issues: (biodegradable) municipal waste generation (including the relative shares of 
food and garden waste), existing municipal waste treatment capacities (especially 
incinerators), planned municipal waste treatment capacities.  
 

2. One of the objections raised against uniform bio-waste recycling targets is that they 
would penalise countries that have in the past heavily invested in incineration 
capacity. What is the age structure of the municipal waste incinerators in your 
country? If there was a move away from incineration to municipal waste treatment, 
what alternative sources of waste would end up in incinerators to fill their capacity?  
 

3. Has your country changed its support schemes for renewable energy, especially 
renewable energy coming from waste management, since the publication of the 
ARCADIS/Eunomia study (or is it planning to do so)?  

 
Technical questions for all stakeholders: 

 
4. Experiences with waste treatment technologies. Are you aware of any advantages 

or drawback of waste treatment technologies that have not been discussed in the 
ARCADIS/Eunomia study?  

 
5. Costs of separate collection. ARCADIS/Eunomia assumed that separate collection 

was economically neutral, supported by some evidence. Are you aware of any other 
costs assessments referring to separate collection of bio-waste, prepared at national, 
regional or local level (especially conducted during last 5 years)?  

 
6. Other effects. Can you think of any possible effects of setting bio-waste 

recycling/separate collection targets at the EU level that have not been discussed in the 
ARCADIS/Eunomia study, e.g. effects on employment for low-skilled workers, 
administrative costs of managing a separate collection system, competitiveness, etc?  
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