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SUMMARY OF THE STAKEHOLDER CONSULTATION 

In December 2010, the Commission launched a written consultation, addressed to Member States and other stakeholders, with the main aim of gathering in depth 
information on the subsidiarity aspects of setting EU-level bio-waste recycling targets. Stakeholders were invited to share their views and experiences by providing 
answers to a number of questions. They were encouraged to support opinions with verifiable information and preferably quantitative data, in order to strengthen 
the Commission’s analysis on the appropriateness of setting such bio-waste recycling targets. 47 replies were received, including comments from 8 Member States 
(incl. Norway), 5 local authorities and their associations, 24 companies and industrial associations (mainly from the waste management and energy production 
sectors), 9 environmental and consumer organisations and 1 individual person. Table presents a list of all respondents. All comments are publicly available at 
http://circa.europa.eu/Public/irc/env/biowaste_prop/library. This document gives an overview of the answers provided and issues raised in response to each of the 
questions of the consultation. It also constitutes an Annex to the report "ASSESSMENT OF FEASIBILITY OF SETTING BIO-WASTE RECYCLING TARGETS IN EU, 
INCLUDING SUBSIDIARITY ASPECTS" (VITO in Bio IS, ARCADIS, 2011) 

 

Table: Overview of the Member States and organisations responding to the Commission consultation of December2010 - January 2011 

Member State/Organisation name Acronyms 
used 

Member States  
Germany DE 
Denmark DK 
Spain ES 
France FR 
The Netherlands NL 
Norway NO 
Sweden SE 
United Kingdom UK 

Local Authorities 
 

AFLRA - Association of Finnish Local and Regional Authorities AFLRA 
COSLA - Convention of Scottish Local Authorities COSLA 



 

LGA - Local Government Association LGA 
LIPOR - Intermunicipal Waste Management Service of Porto’s Region LIPOR 
Municipal Waste Europe MWE 

Companies and industrial associations 
 

Arge Kompost & Biogas Arge 
AfOR - Association of Organics for Recycling AfOR 
Avfall Sverige – Swedish Waste Management AS 
BDE - German Federation of Waste, Water and Raw Material 
Management 

BDE 

BGK - German Quality Assurance Organisation of Compost BGK 
BVOR - Dutch Association of Bio-waste Processors BVOR 
CEMBUREAU – European Cement Association CEMBUREAU 
CEWEP – Confederation of European Waste-to-Energy Plants CEWEP 
CIWM - Chartered Institution of Wastes Management CIWM 
Danish stakeholders: Solum, Komtek Miljø, Aalborg University, 
Rambøl, DAKOFA 

DS 

ECN – European Compost Network ECN 
FEAD - European Federation of Waste Management and 
Environmental Services 

FEAD 

FNADE - French National Federation of Waste Management and 
Environmental Services 

FNADE 

Göteborg Energi GE 
Insinkerator - 
KGVÖ - Austrian Compost Quality Association KGVÖ 
Merseyside and Halton Waste Partnership and Merseyside Brussels 
Office 

Merseyside 

MTK - Finnish Central Union of Agricultural Producers and Forest 
Owners 

MTK 

Novamont - 
Renewable Energy Association REA 
Swedish Food Retailers Federation SFRF 
VDMA - German Engineering Federation VDMA 
VKU - German Association of Local Public Utilities VKU 
Waste Denmark WD 



Environmental and consumer organisations 
 

AICA – International Association for Environmental Communication AICA 
CEE Bankwatch Network CEEB 
CEE Bankwatch Network and Friends of the Earth Czech Republic  CEEB & FoE 

CZ 
EEB - European Environmental Bureau EEB 
FNE - France Nature Environnement and CNIDD – French National 
Centre for independent Information on Waste 

FNE & CNIDD 

GAIA – Global Alliance for Incinerator Alternatives GAIA 
KEPKA – Greek Consumer Protection Centre KEPKA 
SNH - Scottish Natural Heritage SNH 
SEPANSO – French Regional Federation for the Study, Protection and 
Development of Nature in the South-West 

SEPANSO 

Individuals 
 

Professor Chris Coggins CC 

1.1 QUESTIONS PRIMARILY AIMED 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 bio-waste 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?  

Information was provided on the policy measures of 9 Member States and Norway. A Member State level summary is given below. CZ: A new Act on Waste is 
currently being prepared. A preparatory document (2010) states that at least separate collection of green waste is to be established by the municipalities. 
Collection schemes and recovery methods are to be determined in accordance with the available technical possibilities and the environmental, economic and 
social acceptability criteria.   

DE: The revision of the Act for Promoting Closed Substance Cycle Waste Management and Ensuring Environmentally Compatible Waste Disposal stipulates 
mandatory separate collection of bio-waste throughout Germany from 2015 onwards, as long as it is technologically and economically feasible. In this way it is 
expected to collect at least a part (perhaps 50%) of the remaining 4.6 million tonnes of bio-waste still found in mixed MSW. Treated bio-waste to be used in 
agriculture or gardening is subject to legal requirements regarding permissible waste streams. A landfill ban further promotes recycling or incineration of waste 
streams that are not suitable for recycling. 



 

DK: Since December 2010 the WFD bio-waste definition is adopted in national legislation. Specific measures and targets for source separation have not yet been 
set. In the Waste Strategy ’10 a series of national initiatives was launched to increase waste recycling by moving waste away from incinerators. Currently 
approximately 95% of the food waste generated is incinerated for energy recovery and 95% of the green waste is composted. For the latter fraction it is 
anticipated that 35% will be incinerated for energy recovery in the future. Municipalities are responsible for the collection and handling of household waste, 
while industry is obliged to take care of its own waste. To date nearly all industrial bio-waste is already separately collected and used as soil improver. 
Municipalities set up waste management plans, in which most of them use the exact wording of the WFD. 

ES: The National Waste Management Plan establishes a general target for separate collection of bio-waste: an increase up to 2 million tonnes in 2015, which is 
approximately fifth fold of the separately collected amount in 2006. The draft regulation transposing the WFD has an article specifically addressed at 
encouraging separate collection of bio-waste. Catalonia has long lasting experience with separate collection, with quantitative separate collection targets set for 
kitchen waste and green waste, other regions are planning separate collection schemes in the short term. 

FR: A national plan supporting home and community composting, was launched in 2006 and has since then allowed to reach an extra 1 million families. More 
than 4 million tonnes of bio-waste is now home composted each year. From 2012 onwards separate collection is mandatory for large bio-waste producers. Until 
2016, this obligation holds for companies producing more than 50-80 tonnes/year, afterwards the limit will be lowered to 5 tonnes/year. In this way it is 
expected that up to 2 million tonnes of bio-waste will be recycled per year, not taking into account green waste recycling. Separate collection of household and 
municipal green waste is encouraged via a large network of civil amenity sites and some kerbside collection, with nearly all such wastes being composted. 
General waste recycling targets, which include bio-waste recycling, have been set at 35 % recycling in 2012 and 45 % recycling in 2015. The total amounts of 
waste landfilled or incinerated are to decrease with 15 % by 2012 as compared to 2009. Incineration and landfill capacity are legally limited to 60 % of the total 
waste generated in FR.  

NL: Separate collection of Vegetable, Fruit and Garden waste from households is obliged since 1994. However, exemption criteria are broadly defined to ensure 
that enough flexibility remains for the municipalities to take into account local factors when establishing waste collection and processing schemes. Among 
others, high-density housings may be exempted and separate collection may be restricted to certain periods of the year or to specific bio-waste fractions (e.g. 
only green waste). Furthermore separate collection of (bio-)waste is promoted by measures such as public information campaigns, landfill bans, landfill taxes 
and minimum standards, which determine the minimum environmental performance for processing a specific waste type (such as separately collected green 
waste, food and kitchen waste from restaurants, caterers and retailers, waste streams from the food industries). Recycling is the primary treatment option for 
bio-waste, but any other treatment option may be licensed if an LCA-study demonstrates better performance. About 1.5 million tonnes, or about 50 %, of VGF-
wastes from households are separately collected each year. It is reported that this amount is not really affected by the introduction of extended exemption 
criteria for municipalities.   Several million tonnes of green waste from parks and public areas and about 10 million tonnes of bio-waste from caterers and food 
processing industries are reported to be separately collected, although separate collection is not imposed by law. 



NO:  Landfill taxes and a ban on landfilling of biodegradable waste since 2009 stimulate alternative treatment methods for bio-waste, either biological 
treatment or incineration, the former implying separate collection. 75 % of the municipalities have separate collection of food waste from households.  

SE: A mix of instruments such as the ban on landfilling of organic waste since 2005 and landfill taxes have increased the biological treatment of household waste 
to approximately 620 ktonnes in 2009, which is about three fold the amount of 1995.  Governmental investment plans facilitate the establishment of compost 
and anaerobic digestion plants. A target on waste is set at the national level: by 2010 at least 35 % of food waste from households, restaurants, caterers and 
retailers, separated at the source, is to be recovered by biological treatment. By the same date food waste and comparable wastes from food processing plants 
etc., not mixed with other wastes and suitable for recycling into crop production, is to be recovered by biological treatment. The household waste target was 
not reached, but might be fulfilled by 2013. A new national target, with a slightly different formulation, focussing on the recycling outcome, is about to be 
proposed: by 2015 at least 40 % of food waste from households, restaurants, caterers and retailers should be treated in such a way that nutrients are brought 
back to the soil. A need to facilitate the participation in the collection system is identified. Sweden also reports to have an ambitious policy for biogas use as 
transportation fuel.  

SL: Separate collection of bio-waste from households is mandatory from June 2011 onwards. A target for commercial sources will be introduced later on. 

UK: Waste is a devolved matter. A landfill tax escalator and Landfill Allowance Trading Schemes act as an important driver to reduce the amounts of (bio-)waste 
sent to landfill and increase separate collection and recycling. The Government encourages local authorities to offer separate food waste collection and inform 
householders about what happens to their waste. It also provides advice to councils and businesses to increase recycling, e.g. on request, WRAP (Waste and 
Resources Action Plan) can provide advice and information to local authorities on all options for household organic waste collection. During 2009-2011 financial 
support from WRAP has allowed to expand separate food waste collection by over 580 000 households. WRAP has conducted research to provide detailed 
practical guidance to local authorities on collecting food waste from businesses and schools. 

In England, about 40 % of the local authorities offer separate food collection or mixed food and garden waste collection, about 94 % offer garden waste 
collections for composting. 16 % of the household waste was sent for green recycling in 2009/10 up from 10 % in 2005/06. A review of waste policies is 
currently being undertaken. This review will, among other things, address the frequency and quality of rubbish collections and the promotion of anaerobic 
digestion. An adaptation of the definitions of recycling and composting is proposed, such that only compost and digestates meeting the respective quality 
protocols (PAS 100 and PAS 110) will count towards the general WFD recycling target. (CC) Waste prevention is prioritized. A ‘Love food hate waste’ prevention 
campaign was launched in 2007. 

Wales’ National Waste Strategy sets minimum composting targets for source separated municipal waste: by 2009/10 at least 15 % of composting was to be 
reached. 14% was achieved, which is about 47 % of the bio-waste collected by local authorities. Funding was provided to local authorities in order to reach 
these targets, and from 2009/10 to 2010/11 an extra funding specifically aimed at setting up a separate food waste collection service. 57 % of the properties are 
currently being served. General reuse, recycling and composting targets are set to local authorities: at least 52 % by 2012/13, 58 % by 2015/16, 64 % by 2019/20 



 

and 70 % by 2024/25. It is anticipated that at least 80 % of food and green waste will have to be recycled in order to reach these targets. A draft Municipal 
Sector Plan puts an action to local authorities to explore opportunities to increase recycling and food waste collection services for businesses. 

The Scottish National Waste Management Plan states that the introduction of landfill bans will be supported by regulations to drive separate collection and 
treatment of a range of resources, with an initial focus on food waste. The following targets are stipulated: a 50 % recycling and composting target of household 
waste by 2013, increasing up to 60 % by 2020, and an overall recycling and composting level of 70 % MSW and industrial waste by 2025. The draft Zero Waste 
Regulations 2011 focus on separate collection and material/energy recovery from food waste. Funding will be available for local authorities implementing food 
waste separate collections. A ‘Love food hate waste’ prevention campaign was launched. Food waste trials were carried out. 

In Northern Ireland, 56 % of the households receive a separate collection service for organic waste at the kerbside (2009 data). The municipal composting rate is 
12.8 %. Approximately half of the organic waste is collected at the kerbside, the rest comes from household waste recycling centres. For 2010/11 funding is 
made available for councils to improve recycling levels, focussing on extending garden and food waste collections. A Quality Protocol for compost has been 
introduced in January 2011. 

2) Would the setting of a 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? 

Six Member States responded to this question (DE, DK, ES, NL, SE, UK). Three of them report to already meet the target (DE, NL, SE). No specific studies are 
referred to. 

DE believes that setting an EU target below the current national practice could have adverse effects on the management of bio-waste, as national standards 
might have to be explained and justified. The target could be interpreted as a signal that 36.5 % of recycling would be sufficient. This concern is also expressed 
by a Dutch industrial federation (BVOR) stating that enforcement of current regulatory framework might be considered less of a priority, while targets which 
reflect the current practice would rather strengthen these practices. 

SE reports that many waste operators consider the national target on food waste recycling as an important incentive for increasing biological treatment of food 
waste.  

NL considers that the possibility of deviation from the waste hierarchy if environmentally and/or economically better options exist will actually be removed by 
setting bio-waste recycling targets. Flexibility for the municipalities to organise their own waste management will be reduced, while this is believed to be crucial 
in order to continue to move forward. In NL, since 2009, quantitative targets for separate collection of different household waste fractions are replaced by a 
general recovery target of 60 % for household waste as a whole in order to ensure more effective waste management at the municipal level, taking account of 
local conditions. Furthermore, a bio-waste recycling target focussing on composting and AD is believed to ignore the potential benefits of other innovative ways 
of gaining energy from bio-waste, such as biorefineries. Recovery targets are believed to suffer less from the above disadvantages. 



UK largely expresses the same concerns as NL regarding the perceived reduction of freedom for choosing the most appropriate bio-waste management options 
adapted to local circumstances and for developing new forms of bio-waste treatment.  

DK and ES believe that a bio-waste recycling target would bring about improvements in bio-waste management and implementation of the waste hierarchy, 
reinforcing national legislation on the matter. DK however notes that a broadening of the scope of the target would be welcomed, since valuable types of bio-
waste recycling as e.g. use as fodder or direct use as soil conditioner or fertilizer are currently not included. The DS report that targets would especially deliver 
added value for the part of the bio-waste contained in mixed household and mixed industrial waste: at present less than 5 % of the mixed waste is being 
recycled, as there is very little separate collection in DK. ES states that experiences in Catalonia with quantitative separate collection targets for kitchen waste 
show that results are far more significant if targets are also technically and financially supported. 

NO considers that the setting of a bio-waste target would give a positive signal to industry that more recycling is desirable. However, a further mix of 
instruments outside the waste management sector, e.g. in the agricultural sector, the energy sector, the transport sector is deemed necessary to support this 
target.  

Apart from the Member States, several respondents point out that where targets are already achieved, these provide no incentive to perform better (BDE, BGK, 
FNADE). Some suggest that targets should become progressively higher than 36.5 % (at least 50 % is suggested by some) to ensure a sufficient driver for 
improvement (Arge, ECN, KGVÖ, FNADE). A 25 % recycling rate would already be achievable by mainly recycling the garden waste fraction and excluding home 
composting. 

COSLA notices that at present the tight local financial resources could be better deployed in addressing waste prevention than in installing separate collection 
systems, since prevention would ultimately resulting in better environmental outcomes.  

FNADE  points out that other forms of bio-waste recovery (MBT compost, sludges, sludge compost) are not included in the recycling target, which leads to hide 
the efforts made in these areas.  

Furthermore concerns are raised regarding the additional administrative burdens that a bio-waste recycling target would bring about (NL, FNADE). 

3) Would the setting of recycling targets at the abovementioned level improve or harm the implementation of the current legislation? In which way?  

Most respondents refer to their answer to the previous question. Some specific elements related to implementation of legislation are listed below. 

Several respondents believe that a bio-waste recycling target would contribute to the achievement of the objectives of the national and/or the EU legislative 
framework (DK, ES, CEEB, CEEB & FoE CZ, EEB, FNE & CNIID, FEAD). As regards the contribution to EU-level objectives, the following are mentioned: contribution 
to the Landfill and Renewable Energy Directive targets, the waste hierarchy of the Waste Framework Directives and the objectives set in the Thematic Strategy 
on the Sustainable Use of Natural Resources, the Thematic Strategy for Soil Protection and the European Climate Programme. At the national level, apart from 
DK and ES, also some local environmental organisations (CEEB & FoE CZ, FNE & CNIID) report that a target would reinforce national legislation thereby ensuring 



 

diversion of bio-waste from incineration and landfill: in CZ quite some effort is still required to reach the MSW recycling target set (50%), and French recycling 
targets currently do not cover separate collection of bio-waste in MSW. Some stakeholders state that any existing legislation exceeding EU targets is unlikely to 
be affected. However, they also think that in case the obligations are less ambitious, additional activities would be encouraged when bio-waste recycling targets 
are set (Arge, KGVÖ, ECN). 

In the UK no influence on the implementation of the current legislation is expected.  The WFD and the Landfill Directive along with the measures already in 
place and continuing to be put in place are reported to be acting as sufficient drivers for improvements in bio-waste management. 

NL points to inconsistency with the WFD, since the principle of Art. 4, section 2, which allows for deviations from the waste hierarchy where justified by life 
cycle thinking, appears to be ignored. This principle is also incorporated into Dutch legislation and the application thereof is expected to be difficult when 
recycling targets for bio-waste are set. NL refers to the EU-policy on waste oils which used to aim for recycling but was recently adapted based on LCA. 
Furthermore, possible conflicts with the policy for stimulating renewable energy and the development of innovative techniques for energy production from bio-
waste are identified. 

COSLA fears that consistency issues with new EU targets might emerge in Scotland, since the draft Zero Waste Regulations specify among others separate 
collection requirements for food waste and not for bio-waste as a whole. According to COSLA, a period of legislative certainty is needed. 

4) 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. 

DE refers to the new waste statistics (2008). 

DK provides for the most recent data on MSW treatment and waste incineration capacity (2008). Eight incineration plants have applied for an expansion of their 
current capacity. Seven of these applications have already been rejected because of the decline in the amounts of waste for incineration and the expectations 
of a higher recycling rate in the future.  

ES gives an overview of the latest data on MSW and bio-waste collection and treatment (2008). 

NL lists the most recent data on municipal/Vegetable, Fruit and Garden waste management and on incineration capacity (2008-2009). Reference to the original 
documents is provided for.  Furthermore, it is reported that apart from VFG-waste, there is also a category of large garden waste, which is separately collected 
and mostly recycled. The baseline scenario in the Arcadis/Eunomia report does not take account of this specific category of bio-waste. The incineration plant 
categorisation (R1/D10) for NL in the Arcadis/Eunomia report is questioned: in 2007-2009 all incineration plants are to be regarded as D10 plants.   

UK refers to updated statistics in the four countries (Scotland: 2008/09, England, Wales, Northern Ireland: 2009/10). Information is provided on the planned 
residual waste treatment infrastructure in Northern Ireland. Professor Chris Coggins provides data on AD capacities in the UK, AD process-related parameters 



and relevant legislative aspects. COSLA further refers to annual capacity reports of different types of waste infrastructure, a review of the currently operational 
waste management infrastructure and a revised Annex to the National Waste Management Plan covering the treatment capacity required to meet the Scottish 
Zero Waste targets. Information on the gate fees of alternative waste treatment options is referred to by AfOR. 

For FR, FNE & CNIDD report that in 2009, 32.2% of the household waste was bio-waste and that the capacity of MBT in 2012 is estimated at 3 million 
tonnes/year. FNADE provides quantitative data on the collection, recycling and recovery of bio-wastes. 

For SE, AS refers to the latest data on Swedish (household) waste management (2009). 

The above data are used to adapt the baseline scenarios of the Arcadis/Eunomia report where possible.  

NO also provides data on the amounts of bio-waste generated, collected and treated.  

5) 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?  

DK reports that the average age of Danish incineration plants is quite high, many of them planning to renew their incinerators within the next 10 years or close 
down. A number of incineration plants have co-incinerated biomass, especially straw, but this is a more expensive fuel than municipal waste.  It is still uncertain 
whether the legalisation of imports and exports of non-MSW for incineration (December 2010) could offer a profitable solution for incineration plants to fill up 
any surplus capacity that might occur. 

With 10 incineration facilities being able to treat about 10 % of the MSW generated per year, ES has a relatively low incineration capacity. Therefore, it is 
believed that recycling targets can be set without affecting the investments made in incineration capacity. The reported age structure is as follows: 18 % of the 
incinerators have been built before 1985, 46 % in the ’90s and 36 % after 2000. 

NL expects that installed incineration capacity will not be very much affected by the setting of bio-waste recycling targets, since most of the Dutch bio-waste is 
already not incinerated. However, other industries, which in the past have invested in specific routes for bio-waste treatment e.g. as a secondary fuel, might be 
penalised. The following incinerator age structure is reported:  

- 1970-1980: 3 incineration lines 
- 1980-1990: 1 line 

- 1990-2000: 5 lines 

- 2000-2010: 1 line 



 

- 2010- : 4 lines 

It is noted that many plants have also made investments during their lifetime: old facilities have installed modernized flue gas cleaning equipment and recently 
investments were made mainly to improve heat recovery, among others encouraged by the opportunity to qualify for the R1 status. 

FR reports that only 2 incinerators have been installed in the last 4 years, and one incinerator is still under construction. However, most incinerators have been 
modernised in 2005 in order to comply with the national emission limits for dioxins. The share of incineration in waste treatment is expected to decrease 
following legislative provisions. 

SE notices that the main issue is not filling up the excess capacity of the incinerators, but finding alternative fuels for the district heating system. These 
alternative fuels could include non-waste biofuels or imported waste. AS reports that so far there has been no conflict of interests between incineration and 
biological treatment in SE.  

The UK reports that there are 21 municipal waste incinerators in England and Wales, 11 of which are over 10 years old, 5 between 5 and 10 years old and 6 are 
less than 5 years old. In England there are also over 20 waste-from-energy plants at various stages of development. Northern Ireland has no incineration 
capacity at present, but one plant might be constructed shortly. COSLA reports that the new Scottish Zero Waste Regulations propose the introduction of limits 
of waste types which can be used as a feedstock for incineration plants.  

Several stakeholders (Arge, KGVÖ, ECN) mention that if garden waste is included, the bio-waste recycling target can be met even while bio-waste incineration 
rates are high. It is stressed that, with the exception of woody fractions and fats, the lower energy efficiency of bio-waste for incineration actually promotes bio-
waste recycling. 

CEWEP notes that experience in e.g. AT, BE, DE, NL shows that high quality recycling goes hand in hand with waste-to-energy incineration, the latter covering 
the remaining part, which is not clean enough for the recycling activities.  

6) 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)?  

DE: DE is currently transposing the European legislation on biofuels, which includes using waste to improve sustainability. Some stakeholders (Arge, KGVÖ, ECN) 
report that the German Renewable Energy Act has been modified such that it became easier to treat some organic waste materials without losing the subsidies.  

DK: In 2009 an agreement on Green Growth was launched. One of the goals is to use up to 50% of Danish livestock manure for green energy in 2020. In October 
2010 the incineration tax on household waste was repealed. 

ES: The Spanish National Action Plan for Renewable Energies 2010-2020 includes among others: 



- Extension of the legislation on special taxes providing for conditions for the use of biogas as a vehicle fuel similar to the ones for biodiesel and bio-ethanol. 
- A feed-in tariff system supporting the inclusion of biogas in the natural gas network. 

- A feed-in tariff system favouring the electricity production from renewable resources, including biogas, with a minimum energy efficiency level. 

NL: No changes have been carried out yet, but a new support system is being elaborated.  

FR: An increase in landfill and incineration taxes is planned, an augmentation of the purchase rate of electricity from biogas is scheduled in 2011 and a feed-in 
tariff system for biogas injected into the gas network will be installed. The level of these taxes and tariffs is not yet known.  

SE: The incineration tax on household waste has been removed and plants have been included in the Emissions Trading System. 

UK: There have been several changes and announcements about future planned changes to the support schemes for renewable energy. In April 2010 a feed-in 
tariff system was introduced to incentivise small scale (< 5MW) low carbon electricity generation. Anaerobic digestion is among the supported technologies. 
The tariffs for AD are reported.  

The Renewables Obligation (RO) obliges licensed electricity suppliers to source a specified and annually increasing proportion of their annual sales from 
renewable resources or pay a penalty. A review of the RO was carried out. As of April 2009 different technologies receive different numbers of Renewables 
Obligation Certificates (ROCs) per MWh. Generators can sell their ROCs to suppliers or traders. At present, energy from waste plants with CHP receive 1 
ROC/MWh, while advanced combustion technologies (gasification, pyrolysis, etc.) and AD receive 2 ROCs/MWh. In July 2010 it was announced that support 
within the RO for biomass, energy from waste, AD, gasification and pyrolysis will be fixed for 20 years. A scheduled review of the bands under the RO for new 
entrants or technologies for which the support hasn’t been fixed is ongoing. New bands will come into effect in April 2013. The Scottish Government has 
recently closed a consultation on proposed changes to the Scottish RO in addition to the UK-level changes (COSLA). These proposed adaptations mainly concern 
the coverage of bands for wave and tidal power and the support for biomass generation. 

In December 2010 the UK Government issued a consultation on proposals for fundamental reforms of the electricity market. Proposals include: 

- The introduction of a carbon price floor, providing greater certainty to the carbon price in order to increase investments in low carbon generation. 
- Long term contracts for low carbon generation 

- Additional payments to encourage the construction of reserve plants or demand reduction measures to ensure that there remains an adequate safety 
cushion of capacity as the amount of intermittent and inflexible low carbon generation processes increases. 

- A back-stop limit to how much carbon the dirties power stations can emit. 



 

Renewable energy generators will participate in auctions for contracts in a system called a contract for difference (CFD) feed-in tariff. This will involve the 
government offering top-up payments to generators if wholesale energy payments are low, while claiming money back when prices are high. (CC)  

A Renewable Heat Incentive will be launched in 2011, intending to provide long term support for renewable heat technologies.   

1.2 QUESTIONS FOR ALL STAKEHOLDERS 

1) 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 4 and 22,) if this existing legislative regime is fully 
implemented?  

Several stakeholders feel that, first of all, a clarification of the definition of bio-waste is needed in order to substantiate any comments or opinions. Some 
believe that defining a target for biodegradable waste is more straightforward (LGA, MWE), stating that the treatment method should not depend on whether 
or not biomaterials are processed into food or other products, while others prefer the WFD definition (Arge, KGVÖ, ECN). Different opinions exist on whether or 
not separate collection should be a prerequisite for inclusion of bio-waste into the recycling target and if so, how separate collection should be defined: does it 
mean that a distinction has to be made between green waste and kitchen waste? (COSLA) Furthermore, concerns are raised regarding the calculation of the 
recycling target: the calculation should be established in a reliable and unambiguous way, based on a verifiable data source (Arge, ECN, KGVÖ, AS, MWE, EEB, 
AS), since different calculations can lead to very different results (FNADE). Therefore, a clear delineation of the type/fraction/origin of waste the target setting 
refers to (inclusion or not of home composting, waste from the food processing industry, organic waste from retailers, park and garden waste from private, 
public and commercial sources, sewage sludge compost, the organic fraction of mixed waste intended to be used on land, other organic residues such as paper 
mill sludge etc. (Arge, ECN, KGVÖ)), and a guidance on how targets can be monitored are believed to be indispensable if any target is set. (see further, question 
5)  

As far as the added value of a bio-waste recycling target is concerned, opinions differ widely. On the one hand many stakeholders believe that the existing 
European policy framework shows some gaps as regards bio-waste management: the Landfill Directive specifies the treatment method that should not be used, 
but targets can easily be reached by diverting biodegradable waste to incineration or MBT, while these will not be the environmentally or economically most 
preferable methods in most or all cases. (DE, ES, CEEB, Arge, KGVÖ, ECN, FEAD) Moreover, the Landfill Directive is limited to municipal biodegradable wastes. 
Requirements for separate collection are not included. Furthermore, the interpretation of the WFD is not always straightforward (GAIA), the Directive remains 
very general. Art. 22 of the WFD calls for measures to encourage separate collection as well as environmentally sound treatment and use of the materials 
produced from bio-waste, but no binding targets or measures are defined. (DE, FNE & CNIID, CEEB, FEAD, FNADE, Novamont) It is argued that other EU policies 
clearly indicate the driving effects of targets, i.e. the Packaging Directive, the Renewable Energy Directive and the Landfill Directive. (Arge, KGVÖ, ECN) 



The following advantages of binding recycling/separate collection targets are mentioned: 

- Binding targets at EU-level are thought to be useful for giving Member States a clear policy goal (DE, LIPOR, CEEB & FoE CZ, FNE & CNIID, FEAD), while 
maintaining a certain flexibility to adapt the waste management schemes to specific local conditions (EEB, AfOR). 

- They would create a flexible and cost-effective recycling option, which can easily be adapted to local conditions. (Arge, KGVÖ, ECN, FEAD) 

- They would provide long term legal certainty for industry, banks, investors, local authorities. (DE, NO, FNE & CNIID, EEB, Arge, KGVÖ, ECN, FEAD, BVOR, 
AfOR)  

- They would contribute to a better implementation of the existing legislation e.g. the waste hierarchy and achievement of the WFD or Landfill Directive 
targets, (LIPOR, CEEB & FoE CZ, FNE & CNIID, CEEB, EEB, Novamont, BVOR, AS, CIWM, AfOR) but would also help to achieve the goals of the Thematic 
Strategy for Soil Protection, the Thematic Strategy on the Sustainable Use of Natural Resources and the European Climate Change Programme. (ES, 
FEAD)  

- They would provide for a market-pull mechanism to complement the market-push mechanisms of the WFD and the Landfill Directive (FEAD) 

- Clear targets would also lead to more careful examination of the best options for bio-waste treatment. This is believed to be particularly important when 
deciding how much MBT or incineration capacity must be installed, as such decisions will influence bio-waste treatment for years or decades. (DE, 
CEEB, GAIA) Bio-waste recycling targets would prevent Member States from - mainly due to lack of knowledge or experience - systematically recurring 
to MBT, incineration or landfill as the most cost-effective options in the short term, while not investing in dedicated facilities which are more 
sustainable and profitable on the long term. (CEEB, Arge, KGVÖ, ECN)  

- Binding targets would stimulate Member States to take advantage of the important potential of bio-waste recycling to contribute to soil and climate 
protection and savings of resources such as fuel, nutrients etc. (ES, Arge, KGVÖ, ECN, VKU, FEAD, BVOR, GE, LIPOR) 

- They would help meeting European market and customer demands for quality assured composts and digestates. (Arge, KGVÖ, ECN, FEAD) 

- They would provide an incentive for Member States to set up public awareness campaigns and green public procurement strategies to promote waste 
prevention in general. (Arge, KGVÖ, ECN, FEAD) 

- They would lead to a better handling of other wastes. (SEPANSO). Experience in Catalonia demonstrates a need for separate collection of bio-waste to 
increase the separate collection rates of other municipal waste streams above 20-35%. (ES) 

- High quality recycling would be stimulated and low quality recycling, such as the production and use of compost from MBT, discouraged if a separate 
collection requirement is included. (FNE & CNIID, AICA, VKU, BDE, BGK) 



 

- Local job creation and economic growth can be expected (CEEB, EEB, Arge, KGVÖ, ECN, FEAD) 

- Promoting bio-waste treatment does not preclude other treatments and helps to improve the efficiency of other bio-waste treatments such as incineration. 
(ES) 

On the other hand various respondents are of the opinion that the proposed recycling targets deliver no real added value. The following reasons and concerns 
were provided: 

- Examples, such as NL, demonstrate that based on the existing legislation, good bio-waste management is possible (NL).  
- LCA studies in NL have shown that none of the bio-waste management options considered had any clear environmental advantages over the other options, 

with the exception of landfilling, which proved to be clearly disadvantageous.  The Landfill Directive already tackles this issue. (NL) 

- Better implementation and enforcement of the current legislation is preferred. (NL, UK, CEMBUREAU) As suggested by the baseline scenario of the 
Commission’s Communication (UK), substantial environmental improvements can be expected from the full implementation of the existent legislation. 
(WD, Merseyside, CEMBUREAU)  

- Apart from the WFD and the Landfill Directive, also the renewable energy requirements will strengthen biological treatment (anaerobic digestion).  (MWE) 

- In the UK, the WFD re-use and recycling target for household waste is interpreted as 50 % of the totality of waste from households. Given that bio-waste is 
such a large proportion, bio-waste recycling rates have to increase anyway to meet the target. (UK) 

- Flexibility is essential for Member States and local authorities to establish locally optimal waste management solutions, based on lifecycle thinking. The 
proposed EU-level recycling targets might reduce this flexibility. (NL, AFLRA, MWE, COSLA, SNH, WD, Merseyside, LGA)  

- Recycling targets might hinder the development of new technologies for bio-waste treatment. (NL, UK) 

- New EU legislation invariably leads to additional administrative burden. (NL) 

- A high recycling target could affect prevention and home composting,  discouraging the promotion of the waste hierarchy. By placing the responsibility 
upon councils to collect, measure and dispose of bio-waste, the opportunity of community involvement is believed to be reduced. (LGA) 

- The costs for local authorities could increase, which would be a burden especially in the current economic climate. (LGA) 

- Recycling targets could conflict with (local) renewable energy schemes.(LGA, VDMA) 

- Existing waste management contracts could be compromised. (LGA) 

- New bio-waste targets would add a further level of complexity to the implementation of WFD and Landfill Directive targets. (LGA, Merseyside) 



- Any actions on bio-waste would place a heavy burden on a waste stream measuring less than 9 % of the total amount of waste generated in Europe. (MWE) 

- Bio-waste can include a large proportion of garden and park waste, which can also be recycled in relatively simple biodegradable waste treatment facilities 
(such as home composting installations) with stable results. (MWE) 

- Conflicts with national and regional legislation might arise, a period of legislative certainty is needed. (COSLA) 

FR adds that bio-waste management policy should focus on limiting environmental and health risks associated with inappropriate bio-waste management. The 
reduction of methane emissions should be the principal objective, which can be reached by reducing the quantities of biodegradable wastes going to landfill 
and/or by increasing the effort to capture methane emissions from landfill. French policy has prioritised separate collection and recycling of green waste and 
food waste from large producers, and believes that recycling objectives for household bio-waste can also be realised by mixed waste collection.  

Several respondents state that in any case the importance of prevention by e.g. food banks, home composting, information campaigns should be stressed. 
(KEPKA, COSLA, VKU) Prevention actions provide more environmental advantages and should be prioritised. The relaxation of the standards for fruit and 
vegetables, allowing a wider variety of sizes and shapes to be sold, is believed to be a good example of EU-level support for prevention. (COSLA) 

Furthermore, various stakeholders mention that there has to be an assured market/need for the collected bio-waste materials and the products resulting from 
bio-waste treatment, to accompany any targets set (MTK, LGA, VKU). MTK mentions that in FI examples are known of separately collected bio-waste ending up 
at landfill sites due to lack of processing facilities or waste quality. 

There appear to be some misunderstandings as regards the proposed bio-waste recycling target:  

- Some stakeholders seem to interpret the target as if home composting were not included. E.g. AFLRA comments that in FI large quantities of bio-waste are 
home composted, which is considered appropriate since many areas are sparsely populated. It is stated that therefore, binding separate collection or 
recycling targets are not supported.  

- For others it seems unclear whether or not waste from industrial sources such as food processing is included. E.g. FNADE substantiate their statement that 
the calculation methodology should be clarified, with some examples. These examples include bio-waste from industrial sources. 

2) Areas not appropriate for separate collection. The Report of the European Parliament on bio-waste (A7-0203/2010)1 suggests that separate collection 
should be 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?  

Several respondents state that in principle, separate collection is possible in all areas (DS, BDE, BGK, CEEB & FoE CZ) 

                                                            
1 http://www.europarl.europa.eu/sides/getDoc.do?pubRef=-//EP//NONSGML+REPORT+A7-2010-0203+0+DOC+PDF+V0//EN&language=EN 



 

Many stakeholders mention that in the following situations separate collection schemes may experience some difficulties and require specific solutions: 

- in rural areas where the large collection distances between dwellings increase transport costs and home composting is usually well established (DE, ES, FR, 
UK, AFLRA, LGA, Arge, KGVÖ, ECN, MTK, Novamont, CIWM, AfOR, FNE & CNIID, AICA, CEEB):  

It is widely recognised that in those areas home composting or community composting might be technically and economically more feasible than centralized 
composting, especially when promoted effectively. Several examples of successful home composting campaigns are provided. An analysis of home composting 
diversion in several localities in England estimates that on average 115 kg of bio-waste/household/year could be home composted2 (AfOR). Other possible 
solutions include decentralized collection schemes which support on-farm treatment and respect short distance transport, (Arge, ECN, KGVÖ, AfOR), collection 
by means of adapted vehicles with two chambers (bio-waste and residual waste) to save on transport costs (Arge, ECN, KGVÖ), or the use of Household Waste 
Recycling Centres (AfOR).  

Some stakeholders add that experience proves that high quality separate collection and composting can be achieved in rural areas. (ES, BDE, BGK, Novamont, 
BVOR)  

- in densely populated areas and multi-occupancy housings (DE, ES, FR, NL, Arge, ECN, KGVÖ, VKU, BVOR): 

In these areas experience shows that problems with the amount and quality of the collected bio-waste tend to arise. A summary report of 21 food trials 
conducted by local authorities in England (2007-2009)3 states that the lower yields obtained in multi-occupancy housings may be attributed to the smaller 
household sizes and the greater difficulties in providing accessible, convenient collections and managing multiple containers. The findings of the report suggest 
a need for additional strategies for collecting food waste from these properties. 

Other reasons reported for yield and quality issues are: lack of space (FR), lack of awareness/acceptance of the importance of separate collection and the 
associated environmental benefits (ES, FR, COSLA), limited potential to retro-fit waste receptacles (COSLA), inappropriate housing infrastructure (Arge, ECN, 
KGVÖ).   

Nevertheless, examples - in among others Vienna, Munich, Milan, and Barcelona (Arge, ECN, KGVÖ) - demonstrate that successful collection schemes can be set 
up, if people are regularly informed and motivated. (BDE, BGK, Novamont). A comprehensive study specifically looking into effective recycling schemes for 

                                                            
2 Davey, A., Clist, S. Godley, A. (2009). Home Composting Diversion: Household Level Analysis. Evaluating the effectiveness of home composting in diverting waste away from local authority kerbside 

collections. WRAP 
3 WRAP (2009). Evaluation of the WRAP Separate Food Waste Collection Trials – final report –updated June 2009. 



flats4, confirms that collecting bio-waste under such circumstances is challenging, but can be achieved in certain conditions (AfOR). As with any collection 
scheme, the provision of a high amount of information to participants is paramount.  

Insinkerator refers to studies showing that the introduction of food waste disposal units (FWD) might offer an interesting alternative to separate collection in 
areas such as flatted properties, where participation rate is usually low. FDW are reported to be easy to use and to have a proven very high satisfaction score. 
They have also been shown to improve the yield of other recyclables.5 CC and Insinkerator claim that a recent research project in a town in SE, where 50 % of 
the households use FWD, has disproved most of the objections to FWD6. Biogas production increased by 46 % while waste water treatment works operating 
costs did not increase. IThey believe that FWD can contribute to the recycling of food waste that would otherwise not be collected. 

COSLA reports that IE has identified a population density approach to food waste collections.  

- in deprived areas:  

The English food trials additionally showed that trials in more affluent areas tended to achieve higher participation and yields in comparison to trials operating 
in less affluent areas. 

- in areas with a particular geogenic/pedogenic conditions: 

In areas showing a high background concentration of heavy metals, separate collection and composting could still be beneficial, but the use of composts 
resulting from garden and park waste should be restricted to that same area. (Arge, ECN, KGVÖ) 

VDMA adds that from their experience, only states with efficient charge fees for waste management are able to run a sustainable waste management system, 
allowing for separate collection and treatment.  

Many stakeholders do not favour EU-level mandatory separate collection with derogations for certain areas. Some respondents argue that the introduction of 
separate collection/recycling targets is more appropriate, since it leaves more freedom to the Member States to decide where and under which conditions 
separate collection should be introduced, such that locally optimal collection schemes can be found. (Arge, ECN, KGVÖ, BVOR) EEB favours an approach with 
staged objectives, giving Member States the time to learn and improve the separate collection process. Others point to the social impacts of mandatory 

                                                            
4 Defra (2006). Recycling for flats. planning, monitoring, evaluating and the communication of recycling schemes for flats with case studies from the UK and abroad. 

5 Yang, X., Okashiro, T., Kuniyasu, K. & Ohmori, H. (2010). Impact of food waste disposers on the generation rate and characteristics of municipal solid waste. Journal of Material Cycles Waste 

Management, 12, 17-24. 
6 Evans, T.D., Andersson, P., Wievegg, A. Carlsson, I. (2010). Surahammar – a case study of the impacts of installing food waste disposers in fifty percent of households. Water Environmental Journal, 

241, 309-319. 



 

separate collection: MWE notes that non-acceptance often leads to reduced amounts or lower quality of the collected wastes and AS mentions that studies 
demonstrate that the quality of collected bio-waste is better in optional than in mandatory systems. Similarly, COSLA states that in densely populated areas 
there is a need to first concentrate on changing attitudes rather than behaviour. Most opponents of EU-level separate collection targets state that waste 
collection decisions should always be adapted to local conditions and be left to the Member States and/or local authorities. FNADE suggests maintaining 
general subsidiarity, but encouraging separate collection through Regional Waste Management Plans.  

NL stresses that their extensive experience in separate collection of bio-waste shows that it is important for municipalities to have enough flexibility in the 
design/management of their waste. Therefore in 2008, the separate collection obligation was relaxed by extending the exemptions allowed. Among others, 
high-density housings may be exempted and separate collection may be restricted to certain periods of the year or to specific bio-waste fractions (e.g. only 
green waste). COSLA adds that given the highly diverse geographical, economic and social settings within the EU it is unlikely that a set of simple and clear 
criteria could be outlined which would leave sufficient flexibility for the local authorities to organise their waste service provision. 

SE reports that their target for collection and biological treatment of food waste was set on a national level, precisely because biological treatment might not be 
the best treatment option everywhere. Conditions to be taken into account are the quality of the waste, the composition and the available markets for the 
different products created, such as electricity, heat, biogas, compost and digestate. 

COSLA further emphasises the importance of the legislative formulation: the Scottish Zero Waste regulations contain a clause that separate food waste 
collection is mandatory to the extent that separate collection and carriage would not be technically, environmentally or economically practicable. This kind of 
formulation is believed to increase the uncertainty for waste collection authorities. EEB similarly states that stipulating mandatory separate collection except 
where inappropriate due to environmental and economic conditions, would lead to difficult discussions regarding the appropriateness of areas.  

According to GAIA, caution is needed when defining appropriateness: e.g. transport of compost from areas with non-degraded soils to areas with severe soil 
degradation (e.g. Finland to Spain) might not make sense from the point of view of a short-term cost benefit analysis. However, taking account of all effects of 
soil degradation on the longer term, they claim that it might turn out to be beneficial to use compost from the north - while replacing the use of bio-waste for 
energy purposes by other renewable sources of energy - to fight soil degradation in the south.  

3) 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?  

Most stakeholders are not in favour of differentiated target-level setting. Different arguments are reported: 

- First of all, it is noticed that it would be very difficult to agree on the different target levels and criteria by 27 Member States with various local conditions 
and interests. (NL, Arge, ECN, KGVÖ) 



- Different levels are expected to distort the competition between Member States and could bring about important waste flows towards Member States with 
less ambitious objectives (FR). This would not be conductive to creating a level playing field (NL).  

- EU targets set at a national level already allow for a degree of flexibility to the varying regions and municipalities within a Member State. (AfOR) 

- The proportion of the compostable/fermentable fraction in municipal waste lies within similar ranges in all Member States. (Arge, ECN, KGVÖ) 

- Doubts arise whether there would be a scientific basis for target differentiation between Member States. (SFRF) 

- It would become difficult to compare the efficiencies of national bio-waste management strategies. (FNADE) 

It is however generally agreed that, given the highly differing current recycling levels between Member States, some kind of differentiation will be needed if EU-
level targets are set. Following the example of the Landfill Directive, setting different deadlines for reaching a final recycling level, is considered a possible 
solution. (DE, ES, FR, Arge, KGVÖ, ECN, BGK, Novamont, BVOR, FNE & CNIID, CEEB, EEB)  

Several respondents suggest to set gradually increasing targets to allow for sufficient lead in times for those countries which are currently lagging behind in 
terms of bio-waste collection/recycling (AS, AfOR, CEEB), as well as to incentivise progress in those Member States already reaching the proposed targets 
(FNADE, GAIA). VKU adds that target setting at levels already achieved, should not be allowed. 

The following possible criteria for differentiation are mentioned: 

- The current recycling or recovery level (FR, FNADE, CIWM, GAIA) 
- The bio-waste management at a certain date, before entry in to force of the WFD (CEEB, EEB) 

- The level of implementation of the WFD (CEMBUREAU) 

- The current level of landfilling (SE) 

- Aligned with the Landfill Directive (EEB) 

MWE reports that differentiated targets can also be based on the result of the treatment option used, replacing non-waste sources of nutrients or energy. 
Treatment processes with high quality results, fulfilling established standards should be promoted. 

DS considers that laying down minimum targets at EU-level would avoid the need for differentiated target setting.  

A few respondents simply state that in order to adequately address local circumstances, differentiated targets should be set (MTK, REA). MTK reports that they 
should be set at national, regional and local level. REA adds that criteria should be based on increases in the existing level of collection.  



 

LIPOR reports that in any case all Member States should follow the same philosophy and concepts, based on the waste hierarchy and aiming for a high quality 
of the products produced. 

4) 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?  

Many stakeholders agree with the statement that the quality of bio-waste from food production industries is stable and is usually reused and recycled with 
good results (ES, FR, NO, SE, VDMA, DS, MTK, BVOR, AS, FNE & CNIID, AICA). Some examples are provided: 

- FR reports that bio-wastes from the food production industry are mostly considered as by-products or sub-products and that they are currently almost 
entirely being reused or recycled. The food industry will be subject to mandatory separate collection and valorisation of bio-waste from 2012 onwards.  

- In SE half of the food production waste is used as animal feed, while the remaining part is generally treated biologically, with only a small amount being 
incinerated. 

- In DK 99 % of the industrial biodegradable waste is re-used (47 % as feedstock, 44 % as fertilizer on farmland, 8 % for biogas production) and 1 % is 
landfilled. If it is used as a fertilizer for agricultural purposes, it has to apply with Danish quality regulations. Furthermore, a large amount of by-
products is re-used or recycled. (DS) 

Nevertheless some respondents are of the opinion that a target is needed or might be useful for bio-waste from food production industries. (ES, SE, AFLRA, 
MWE, Arge, ECN, KGVÖ, BDE, FNADE, AfOR, CC, CEEB)  

This is justified by different arguments: 

- Such a target could encourage bio-waste recycling and contribute to reach the targets set in the Landfill Directive (ES, Arge, ECN, KGVÖ) 
- It could contribute to a higher protection of animals from contaminated feedstuff. (Arge, ECN, KGVÖ, BGK) Sufficient bio-waste treatment capacities allow 

for better implementation of the Animal By Products Regulation (ABPR), making agricultural and feeding alternatives to biological treatment less 



attractive. This is illustrated by recent developments in DE, where food and food production waste going for biological treatment between 2005 and 
2006 (start ABPR) increased with 20 %.7 Latest researches show that currently most of this waste is treated in anaerobic digestion plants.8( Arge, ECN, 
KGVÖ) 

- A continued and increased re-use or recycling should be ensured, since the current praxis might easily change when market conditions, prices or 
administrative burdens change. (MWE, VKU) 

- The objectives to be achieved are the same for food production wastes as for municipal bio-wastes: enhance recycling, contribute to soil improvement, 
lower greenhouse gas emissions, close material loops etc. (FNADE) 

Some of these respondents argue that municipal bio-wastes and those resulting from food production should be included in the same recycling target. (Arge, 
ECN, KGVÖ) The following reasons are provided: 

- High variations between quantities of garden waste between different Member States (e.g. Mediterranean vs. Northern European Member States) could be 
balanced with the inclusion of food production waste, in this way stimulating biological treatment.   

- Such feedstocks have similar properties, are often treated through the same technologies and increasingly managed together (co-composting, co-digestion) 
with positive results. (FNADE, AfOR, CC). E.g. in the UK Biogen Greenfinch and Fernbrook Bio use both food waste feedstock from industrial and 
municipal sources. Synergies could be promoted.  

Meanwhile Novamont and EEB state that if a target is set for food production waste, it should in any case be a separate target so as to avoid a reduced efficacy 
of the target for MSW bio-waste. EEB adds that specific targets for post-consumer bio-waste (a distinction could be made between household waste, restaurant 
waste, retailer waste were relevant) should not prevent synergies between bio-waste streams. Other respondents agree that synergies between household and 
food production waste should be promoted (AFLRA), as long as there is a quality check to avoid contamination (CEEB).  

Several remarks were added: 

- MWE stresses that in any case animals must be protected from unsuitable feedstuff and the ABPR must be taken into account for target setting.  CIWM 
adds that they do not support the use of processed food in animal feed, due to historical incidents of Food and Mouth. 

                                                            
7 Kern, M., Raussen, T., Funda, K., Lootsma, A. & Hofmann H. (2010). Aufwand und Nutzen einer optimierten Bioabfallverwertung hinsichtlich Energieeffizienz, Klima- und Ressourcenshutz.. UBA-texte 

No 43/2010. Available at: http://www.uba.de/uba-info-medien/4010.html 

8 IFEU (2008) Optimierungen für einen nachhaltigen Ausbau der Biogaserzeugung und –nutzung in Deutschland.  



 

- On the other hand, CC points to the potential of encouraging livestock feeding: it has been argued that in contrast to AD and composting, feeding food to 
livestock gives twice the savings in CO2 emissions, The UK chose to ban the practice after an outbreak of food and mouth, traced back to illegal feeding 
practices, rather  to elaborate regulations for controlling these illegal feeding practices. 

- NL mentions that it is important to realise that part of the waste from the food processing industries is well suitable for use as a secondary fuel, so only 
considering re-use and recycling is too limited.  

- LIPOR states that a thorough analysis should be carried out of both cases, inclusion and exclusion of bio-waste from the food production industry in the 
recycling target, in order to determine the most sustainable solution.  

- COSLA believes that a more robust assessment on the respective benefits of the available waste treatment technologies needs to be undertaken, and final 
choices should be based on LCA.  

- Several stakeholders suggest that in any case the bio-waste (recycling) data from the food production industry should be recorded (REA) and reported 
(Arge, ECN, KGVÖ) 

5) 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?  

Opinions on the most appropriate form of a target for improving bio-waste recycling differ widely. Some stakeholders prefer option a) (BVOR, FNADE, AS, GE, 
CIWM, REA), others option b) (DE, LIPOR, BDE, BGK, AfOR, CEMBUREAU), several respondents are not in favour of setting EU-level bio-waste 
recycling/collection targets in general (FR, UK, NL, AFLRA, LGA, MWE), some prefer another type of recycling/collection target (SE, VDMA, DS, FEAD, FNE & 
CNIID) and others are of the opinion that a combination of separate collection and biological treatment is the best way to fully explore the environmental 
benefits of the resource. (ES, Arge, ECN, KGVÖ, VKU, Novamont, CEEB, EEB) 

The advantages reported for a) are: 

- Recycling targets will function as a driver for high quality bio-waste recycling and closing material loops. (LIPOR, BGK, WD, Novamont, AfOR, CEEB & FoE CZ, 
GAIA) This supports the implementation of the waste hierarchy (DS) and ensures the preservation of a maximum amount of carbon and nutrients from 
compost/digestate for soil improvement. (Arge, ECN, KGVÖ, BVOR, SEPANSO) 

- They discourage less preferable treatments only aiming at reducing the quantity of bio-wastes (GAIA) 



- The quality requirements will greatly enhance the market acceptance of the resulting composts/digestates. (AfOR, GAIA) The formation of European market 
for compost/digestate and treatment technologies is stimulated. (GAIA) 

- There can be no ‘sham’ recycling: input and output of the recycling process would be recorded. (CIWM) More reliable data and reporting are expected 
(GAIA) 

The disadvantages reported for a) are: 

- Quality compost/digestate needs to be defined. (DE, BGK, GAIA) End-of-Waste (EOW) criteria could be useful, but have not been defined yet. (DE) 
- The option reduces the Member States’ freedom to choose the most appropriate bio-waste management option cf. Art. 4 of the WFD. (UK) 

- If separate collection is not included in the definition of bio-waste recycling, this might lead to operators performing to the lowest acceptable 
compost/digestate quality limits (AfOR), which might jeopardize markets for high quality composts. (Arge, ECN, KGVÖ, BVOR, FNE & CNIID) 

- Three aspects have to be measured: (1) the amount of bio-waste, (2) the amount of bio-waste sent to composting or AD (3) the amount of 
compost/digestate complying with certain quality criteria. (MWE) 

- As only AD and composting count towards the recycling target, this hampers the use development of new technologies. (NL, UK, DS, MTK, CEMBUREAU) 
AfOR adds that other technologies such as ATAD (Auto Thermal Aerobic Digestion) and CHC (Combined Heat and Aerobic Composting) should also be 
considered as valuable options. 

- The target does not include other types of bio-fertilisers containing food waste, which may represent high recycling rates (e.g. food waste co-digested with 
sludge).(Insinkerator) 

- The definition of recycling should be broader than defined by end-of-waste criteria. It should rather encompass the ‘reprocessing of organic matter’. (FEAD) 

The advantages reported for b) are: 

- b) leaves more flexibility to Member States/local authorities to choose the environmentally and economically best option adapted to the local 
circumstances. (DE, AfOR, CEEB &FoE CZ, GAIA) 

- Separate collection is an essential prerequisite for high quality compost/digestate (DE, Arge, ECN, KGVÖ, BGK, Novamont, BVOR) 

- It will act as a driver in terms of feedstock security in the future (AfOR), and thereby helps to put into place a well-functioning waste and biomass market. 
(CEMBUREAU) 



 

- Open to other uses of separately collected bio-waste: food production waste can be used as animal feed and a certain part of the wood fraction of garden 
waste can be used for bio-mass incineration. (Arge, ECN, KGVÖ) 

- Collection targets would prevent Member States from not investing in bio-waste recycling because they are unsure what the effort separate collection 
would mean in practice. (DE) 

- They would avoid the need for defining a set of quality criteria (in case the EOW criteria are not suitable or delayed) (DE) 

The disadvantages reported for b) are 

- A separate collection target does not focus on the results to be achieved (high quality composts/digestates), it has no other justification than ensuring the 
quality of input materials for specific technologies. Member States should be free to decide how to reach the goals set. (FR, WD) 

- A separate collection target does not guarantee that the collected material is biologically treated (SE, Insinkerator, CIWM), especially where landfill is the 
normal treatment (NL). A mix of incentives is needed (SE). b) leaves the door open to technologies that are lower in the waste management hierarchy 
such as MBT and energy recovery. (Novamont, BVOR) Insinkerator adds that in some areas separately collected bio-waste is incinerated due to the 
presence of contaminants.  

- It might lead to an unbalanced amount of bio-waste being incinerated for energy and heat recovery. (Arge, ECN, KGVÖ, GE) GE reports that experience in SE 
shows that separately collected bio-waste is incinerated, which should be avoided as other efficient sources of green electricity and heat exist. 

- Mandatory separate collection is not in harmony with the waste hierarchy conditions, the subsidiarity principle and the ambitions to allow as much 
regional/local flexibility as possible (MWE) 

- The resulting statistics on bio-waste recycling would be less reliable and calculated based on different standards. (GAIA) 

- It would be an insufficient driver to create a European market for technologies and compost/digestate. (GAIA) 

The following reported disadvantages hold for both a) and b): 

- The currently available data might not suffice for accurate target calculation. (DE) DE suggests to introduce an EWC-waste code for separately collected bio-
waste. Target calculation would still be complicated, as precise information on the amount of bio-waste in mixed municipal waste is not available. 

- Due to the differences in current recycling levels, finding an appropriate target level will be difficult. (FEAD) 

- A recycling/separate collection target mobilises large quantities of garden waste which were previously managed in the garden. The latter is a preferable 
strategy according to the waste hierarchy. (FNE & CNIID) 



Many stakeholders suggest alternatives to recycling targets or a different formulation thereof:  

- AS suggests that specifying a less precise recycling target, as e.g. one third or 30 % recycling of bio-waste would make more sense, due to inevitable data 
uncertainty. 

- Several stakeholders suggest to (gradually) increase the recycling target to at least 50 % (Arge, ECN, KGVÖ, GAIA). GAIA proposes a 80 or 90 % target for 
those Member States already reaching 50 %. BGK suggests staged target setting up to 75 % recycling of the total amount of bio-waste produced in 
2010, to be reached in 2020.  

- Various respondents prefer a target specifying a certain % of bio-waste to be separately collected and biologically treated. (Arge, ECN, KGVÖ, EEB) 

- DE believes that a recycling target based on e.g. kg per capita might create less of an additional bureaucratic burden than targets expressed in % of all bio-
waste. 

- SE states that the target should focus on the benefits of biological treatment, on the outcome, which is to produce biogas, avoid methane emissions and to 
bring nutrients and humus back to the soil. Therefore the proposal for a new target for food waste in SE is formulated as “at least 40 % of food waste 
from households, restaurants, caterers and retailers should be treated in such a way that nutrients are brought back to the soil” (see question 1 of the 
previous section). The choice of the treatment method should be up to the Member States/local authorities in accordance with local conditions. 

- DS similarly states that the target formulation should emphasise that AD and composting are examples of bio-waste recycling, leaving room for technology 
development and choice of the optimal treatment method by local authorities/Member States. 

- FEAD suggests the elaboration of a target on the minimum recycled matter content in growing media, soil improvers and fertilisers. For fertilisers the target 
should include a minimum level of N, P or K from renewable sources, while for growing media, account should be taken of the need to save non-
renewable organic matter as peat and keep the soil organic matter content stable. Such a target would address the need to protect soils and recycle 
limited nutrient resources such as phosphorous and would stimulate the demand for bio-waste products, acting as a catalyst for infrastructure 
development.  

- According to AFLRA binding EU legislation on national planning and target setting for bio-waste would be useful. 

- GAIA suggests a progressive ban on incineration to 0 % incineration of bio degradable waste by 2025. 

- Various stakeholders point to the potential of revising the Landfill Directive. (COSLA, WD, SE) WD states that if further progress is wished, a broadening of 
the scope of the landfill diversion targets, increasing these targets or even a ban on the landfilling of biodegradable wastes could be considered. SE 
suggests sharpening the targets in the Landfill Directive, introducing a ban on landfilling bio-waste from 2021 onwards. 



 

- Several respondents believe that co-existence between recycling and energy recovery is desirable for a sustainable waste management policy and therefore 
suggest to set recovery targets. (NL, VDMA) VDMA however states that setting reasonable targets for different technologies, possibly including quality 
standards, could also be a valuable solution.  

- Merseyside suggests to move away from tonnage based waste recycling targets, towards a better measure of the total environmental impact of waste, 
incorporating carbon and resource use. 

- Insinkerator states that the leading principle should be to try to best suit to the local conditions such as population density, soil needs, compost markets, 
renewable energy production. A more effective incentive might therefore be to stipulate a compulsory minimum landfill tax to be charged by each 
Member State. 

- FNE & CNIID are of the opinion that the recycling target should only cover food waste, not green wastes. All households produce food waste, also those 
who do not have a garden for home composting.  

- Various respondents suggest to formulate the target as a maximum organic waste content of residual waste, in % (AICA) or in kg per capita per year (FNE 
&CNIID) This kind of target would cover both prevention and recycling.  

- Several stakeholders would prefer home and community composting to be considered as prevention, not recycling (CEEB &FoE CZ, ECN, Arge, KGVÖ). CEEB 
&FoE CZ adds that a separate prevention target would be welcomed.  

Several remarks are added: 

- VKU stresses the importance of local flexibility in choosing the optimal treatment method and opposes to imposing a comprehensive list of process 
requirements or measures for recycling or separate collection. Minimal requirements are set by the BREF and the unilateral promotion of certain 
technologies, impairing other types of material use, should be avoided. Separate collection and high quality recycling/recovery should be the general 
rule, but exemptions must be allowed based on local sustainability. 

- A recycling target should be complemented by a percentage of separately collected bio-waste and digested bio-waste, to allow for comparisons between 
Member States’ performances/strategies. (GE) 

6) 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.  

The following barriers to separate collection are reported: 



Technical/knowledge barriers 

- Difficulties in finding outlets for compost (NO), especially when the quality is low. (NL) (see question 7) 
- Lack of experience and knowledge about successful collection schemes (ES), cost and fee structures, basic requirements of biological treatment 

technologies, compost quality, use and markets. (Arge, ECN, KGVÖ, Novamont) Perceived additional cost of collection. (CIWM, REA, FNE & CNIID, EEB) 

- Lack of experience and knowledge of authorities, operators (Novamont), or citizens (REA) about the benefits of separate collection (MTK) and biological 
treatment. 

- The unavailability of sufficient infrastructure to treat the bio-waste. (UK, MTK, AfOR, CEEB & FoE CZ) Market confidence is needed for new facilities to be 
built. (AfOR) 

- Lack of an unambiguous definition of separate collection. It is unclear whether comingled collections of food and garden waste are allowed, while many 
technologies adequately deal with a combination of garden and food waste. (COSLA, LGA) 

- The existence of a number of technologies, which can adequately treat mixed waste and extract bio-waste. (LGA)  

- The availability of free capacity in other waste treatment and disposal installations such as mixed MSW treatment facilities, incineration plants or landfills 
(BDE, BGK, DS, Novamont, BVOR, FNE & CNIID), which are in many cases the most cost-effective options once the investments has been made. (CEEB, 
EEB) 

- The presence of vacuum collection systems (food waste disposers). (WD) 

- Physical limitations to the storage of multiple containers in certain housing types (WD). 

- Lack of adequate collection equipment. (MTK, REA) 

- The fact that separate collection does not always guarantee high quality treatment results: a part of the bio-waste cannot be used for composting/AD due 
to quality issues. (FR) 

- Lack of substantiated and exhaustive data on the pros and cons of separate collection throughout the EU. (FNADE) 

Financial barriers 

- The economic uncertainty of the business. (MTK) 
- The cost of separate collection (CC, LGA, AS, AfOR), which exceeds  the cost of mixed collection. (FR, SE, COSLA, Insinkerator) (see also question 11)  Account 

needs to be taken of the collection bins, the transport costs, the vehicle costs (AfOR), the cost of the source separation activity and the cost of space 



 

for dedicated separate collection. (MWE) The type of housing influences the costs of separate collection. (WD) FR reports an additional cost of 30 %. CC 
notices that the pressure on collection cost may lead to reduction of the collection frequency or the introduction of comingled collections of e.g. food 
and garden waste. This may increase the potential for contamination.  

- Despite the demand for feedstock for anaerobic digestion, this is not reflected in the prices paid for these materials. (SFRF) 

- Biological treatment of separately collected bio-waste is currently not cost-effective in DE. However, a waste management system might be more cost-
efficient with separate collection than without. (VKU)   

- The costs of awareness-raising campaigns may be significant. (COSLA) 

- The costs of switching may be significant. (WD) 

Organisational barriers 

- Separate collection is challenging in several areas such as rural or very densely populated areas/high rise buildings. (cf. the answers to question 2) (DE, NL, 
UK)  

- Problems to adapt the existing collection contracts to the new requirements. (ES, Arge, ECN, KGVÖ, AfOR) 

- Municipalities need to be able to fluctuate the frequency of separate collection when appropriate. E.g. in some cases in summer amounts of bio-waste 
collected decrease due to citizens wanting to avoid a bad smell, while in other cases amounts decrease in winter time, since less garden waste arises. 
(NL) WD adds that climate conditions influence the necessary collection frequency. 

- When different authorities are responsible for collection and waste treatment, a holistic approach, taking advantage of integrated collection and treatment 
cost management, is hindered. E.g. in FR municipalities are responsible for collection and another administrative level for the treatment. (FNE & CNIID, 
EEB)  

Social barriers 

- The acceptance of separate collection by citizens may be difficult (COSLA, Insinkerator, CIWM, EEB), despite many awareness-raising campaigns. (NL) 
- There is a lack of trust in the willingness and ability of citizens to participate in separate collection schemes. (Novamont, FNE & CNIID) 



- Consumer behaviour is influenced by many factors (WD), which require a specific approach. (UK) Several studies in the UK9 10 point out that the main 
barriers to household participation in food waste collections are: 

o concerns about potential hygiene, odour or vermin issues, although these were considered less important by participants, indicating that 
these are often perceived issues rather than reality. 

o the perception of not producing enough food waste, although evidence shows that all sectors of the population generate food waste. 

o using food in other ways (home composting, pet feeding), although most households are also likely to produce a quantity of food waste 
that cannot be used that way. 

o not wanting to make the effort. 

o having a low interest in recycling generally. 

Participation tends to be lower amongst young people, students, unemployed people, very small or very large households, some minority ethnic 
households and those living in conversion flats and private rented property. Places with concentrations of private rented property and high residential 
mobility are identified as areas where it will be especially difficult to achieve high participation in food recycling.  

Yields also proved to be dependent on the frequency of the collection and the containers used. The yields obtained with collection schemes comprising 
weekly food waste collections and fortnightly refuse collections were generally higher in comparison to trials with weekly refuse collections. Some 
trials experienced a drop-off in participation, which emphasises the importance of engaging with householders in order to maintain participation levels. 

In order to improve collections, additional research is needed, the specific problems of inner city areas are to be recognised and continuous support for 
developing a social norm on sustainable food behaviour, including communications, is believed to be indispensible. 

- Health and safety at home, during the bio-waste collections and during the processing might constitute a barrier. (CC) 

- There is an a priori poor acceptability of compost produced from household bio-waste. (CEEB & FoE CZ, CEEB, EEB) 

Political barriers 

                                                            
9 Defra (2009). Enhancing Participation in Kitchen Waste Collections. Defra Waste & Resources Evidence Programme WR0209, 38 p. Available at: 

http://randd.defra.gov.uk/Document.aspx?Document=WR0209_8618_FRP.pdf 
10 WRAP (2009). Evaluation of the WRAP Separate Food Waste Collection Trials – final report –updated June 2009. 



 

- The resulting gains can only be perceived on the long term and cannot easily be translated into economic benefits, while political decisions mainly consider 
the short term and prioritize immediate economic benefits. (ES) Integrated, strategic and progressive planning is needed. (Novamont, AfOR)Lack of 
commitment of the national/local authorities, (LIPOR, CEMBUREAU) not wanting to disappoint their electors (SEPANSO, FNE & CNIID). 

- The need for financial support for the introduction of separate collection schemes (materials, awareness-raising campaigns, vehicles, etc.), due to the 
difficulty to impose the real costs to citizens. (ES) 

- Low landfill fees (ES, Insinkerator) and taxes which do not reflect the external/environmental costs. This creates a biased economic competition. (Arge, ECN, 
KGVÖ, Novamont) 

- Lack of technicians in local governments, which makes adequate dimensioning of the waste management services difficult. (ES) 

- Licensing requirements for biological treatment plants, which increase the costs. (Arge, ECN, KGVÖ) 

- Insufficient budget for education and awareness-raising. (Arge, ECN, KGVÖ, Novamont, AfOR) 

- Contracting schemes which leave the collection and treatment framework to pure market forces, only taking account of economic and not ecological 
criteria. (Arge, ECN, KGVÖ) 

- Subsidies diverting bio-waste towards other treatment methods. (Novamont) E.g. European funding programmes (cohesion/structural funds) favouring 
large scale and costly treatment facilities such as incineration plants, MBT installations and landfills. (Arge, ECN, KGVÖ) 

- An uncertain legislative framework (Novamont), lack of legislative push to create market and investor confidence (BVOR) and lack of effective pressure to 
implement national waste management plans with separate collection systems. (CEMBUREAU) 

- The split of waste management responsibilities between local and regional/national authorities: it is difficult for municipalities to invest in biological 
treatment options and separate collection if a higher administrative level favours another waste treatment method. (GAIA) 

7) 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?  

Many stakeholders mention that market issues occur when compost quality is insufficient. 

The following examples of quality issues are provided: 



- The UK reports that quality issues of some biodegradable waste derived materials have undermined the confidence in and markets for quality composts in 
Scotland. 

- AFLRA mentions that municipal bio-waste composts have mainly been used for landfill cover or landscaping, rather than for agricultural purposes. This is 
because the agricultural sector so far has shown a negative attitude towards these product and likewise towards wastewater treatment plant sludges. 
Only recently this attitude has been changing.  

- BGK notes that DE has learned from past experiences with mixed municipal waste composting. Compost quality failed consumer expectations, which led to 
a bad image for composts. Now, after approximately 20 years of composting separately collected bio-wastes with a recognised quality assurance 
system, markets of compost are well-developed. 

- FNE & CNIID report that in several areas in FR, where mixed waste compost has been applied for several years, farmers discover many visual soil 
contaminants, particularly plastics. In these areas it appears to be difficult to rebuild confidence in compost. High quality composts on the other hand 
are seen as valuable resources and transported across FR or even imported from DE. 

- GAIA provides an example from Barcelona, where due to lack of experience and installations, separately collected bio-waste has been mixed with bio-waste 
from an MBT installation. It is reported that both wastes have ended up being anaerobically digested, processed into RDF and burnt in incinerators and 
cement kilns.  

Various respondents point to competition with manure as a fertiliser. Some examples are given: 

- in Jutland (Western part of Denmark) manure is said to compete heavily with composts and other organic materials. Due to this kind of competition, Danish 
compost often finds other markets than the agricultural and is used e.g. in parks, greenhouses, soccer and golf courses etc. However, bio-waste and 
manure are also digested together in biogas plants (75 % manure, 25 % organic waste), the resulting product being popular as a fertilizer in DK.  

- BVOR reports that in the past competition with manure has led to compost marketing problems in NL. Since a few years the demand for compost exceeds 
the production, even though farmers pay to get rid of animal manure. 

NO mentions that difficulties are experienced in finding outlets for compost. New biogas plants seem to take this issue into consideration when locating their 
businesses, making early agreements with farmers for digestate use. 

As for transportation issues: 

- SE mentions that transportation costs are a major problem for digestate recycling. Actions are taken to reduce the costs e.g. studies on the dewatering of 
digestate are ongoing, pipelines for transporting digestate to arable land are/will be installed (AS).  



 

- GAIA indicates that examples in Catalonia (ES) and Campania (IT) demonstrate that composting infrastructure is not always well located. Municipalities 
sometimes have to send their separately collected organic fraction to installations at more than 150 km distance. 

Apart from the above issues, several other factors contributing to market failures are described: 

- Several respondents report that competition arises with other biodegradable waste derived materials, which need to find a market such as sewage sludge 
(FR), paper sludge waste, shredded green ‘waste’ and compost-like outputs of MBT. (UK) CIWM notices that competition with sewage sludge will 
probably increase when a sewage sludge ban from landfill will be established.  

- Also restrictions imposed to nitrate vulnerable zones are expected affect the market for bio-waste derived materials. (CC, CIWM) 

- Arge, ECN and KGVÖ state that the main starting point failure is the belief that the market will establish itself. As for all new products, market development 
is indispensable. Compost and digestate thereby face the specific challenge of waste derived products: creating confidence by high quality, quality 
control/assurance and reasonable application information is key. 

- GE points to the fact that the Council Regulation EC 834/2007 on Organic Production and Labelling of Organic Products prohibits the use of digested 
slaughterhouse waste in organic farming. Hence, it becomes increasingly difficult to find outlets for the digestates originating from these products. As 
such, also the production of biogas for vehicle fuels is impaired. 

- AfOR mentions that barriers from food assurance schemes on the use of bio-waste derived products are still significant. E.g. Quality Meat Scotland bans the 
use of food waste derived compost to farm assured land for livestock production. Green waste derived compost is not allowed to be used on grazing 
land either. These products are believed to entail unacceptable bio-security risks. 

- SEPANSO points out that the low prices of chemical fertilisers constitute an important reason for farmers not being interested in composts. 

Some further issues mentioned are: 

- Lack of knowledge and experience of operators as well as potential clients. (Novamont) 
- Unsuitable CN-ratios of the composts. (CC) 

- Unfavourable overall mass and energy balances. (CC) 

- Unpleasant odours. (CC) 

Several examples of well-functioning compost markets are provided:  



- DE reports that a stable compost market is present, as consumer acceptance is very high and strict legislation guarantees safe use and quality. Quality 
assurance has been in place for a long time. High distances are not a major problem, among others because bio-waste is often treated by farmers, who 
either use the compost/digestates themselves or have good contacts with colleges.  

- In DK,  ecological farmers have decided to fade out the use of conventional manure as a fertilizer. Therefore they are in search of alternative organic 
fertilizers and separately collected household waste and compost have been given high priority. Thus, a new market for compost is under 
development. The Danish Government plans to install 60 new biogas plants, 10 of which will mainly digest biodegradable waste from households, 
restaurants and catering, the digestate being destined for ecological agriculture. (DS) 

- NL reports that, although compost markets and prices fluctuate, no structural market-problems occur. The benefits of good quality composts are well 
recognised and demand exceeds supply. (BVOR) 

- In FR, finding outlets for compost is not a problem in general, since the agricultural area is significant and prices for compost are limited. Local authorities or 
industry first assess the demand before deciding to produce composts from bio-waste. (FNADE)  

- SE reports that compost is mainly used as a fertilizer in parks, not for agricultural purposes. 

Some general suggestions and comments are made:  

- Many stakeholders repeat that ensuring high compost quality is essential for increasing user confidence and developing a stable market. An elaborated 
marketing strategy is believed to be indispensable. It is generally acknowledged that product differentiation could contribute to market development.  

- Several respondents believe that the elaboration of End-of-Waste criteria for compost and digestate may help to overcome distance issues and contribute 
to boosting compost/digestate markets.  (FR, NL) 

- Arge, ECN and KGVÖ feel that distance issues should be seen in perspective: composting and digestion plants are normally situated outside city centres with 
arable land within a reasonable distance. Hence, a local market is present nearly everywhere, besides a few areas in Europe with high density of 
livestock inducing competition with manure. Even in urban areas compost can be used for e.g. hobby gardening and landscaping. Interest in compost-
based growing media is increasing, especially when reference to the local source of the compost is made in the marketing. BDE adds that in DE, the 
majority of the composts is marketed within a regional area of about 25 km. EEB notes that synergies created with large producers (restaurants, 
farmers) can contribute to reducing transportation distances/costs and increasing acceptability. Farmers could even be involved in the management of 
composting plants. 

- A number of respondents emphasise that the manure issues are actually based on a misunderstanding: composts are soil improvers and rarely contain 
sufficient nutrients to be classified as a fertiliser. In many cases composts and fertilisers/manure are complementary. (FNE & CNIID, CEEB, EEB) 



 

- EEB believes that setting staged objectives, maintaining a certain flexibility to Member States, is a way to mitigate the risk linked to the current limited 
compost markets. Member States can start where existing markets can be anticipated or exist and build on these experiences to eventually create 
extended markets for compost.  

- According to Arge, ECN and KGVÖ in all countries where a mature market for compost/digestate exists, the demand for high quality products exceeds the 
supply.  

- AfOR notes that the rising costs of fertilizer will undoubtedly strengthen markets for compost and digestate. A recent report from the Soil Association11 
indicates that mined phosphorous, which is widely used by farmers as a fertiliser, will run out after 2033. As a result, compost will become a more 
valuable commodity.  Additionally, the potential demand will be amplified due to the need for sustainable soil amendments. 

- Insinkerator points out that all parameters influencing compost markets should actually be taken into account in an impact assessment before deciding on 
investments in a specific bio-waste treatment methodology. 

- Some stakeholders stress that most compost related market problems also hold for digestate (MWE) and  for manure (VDMA). 

8) 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 stories12). While this statement was sometimes 
contested, would you have examples of a failure of separate collection systems and reasons behind such failures?  

Several stakeholders are not aware of any examples of complete failures. (DE, UK, Arge, ECN, KGVÖ, BDE, BGK, AS,  SEPANSO, AICA) However, it is repeated that 
some schemes are more successful than others and therefore local optimisations are necessary e.g. voluntary/mandatory separate collection, collection fees, 
collection scheme, bin/bag types and volumes. The systems used must be clean and easy for householders to improve participation. (UK, DS, Insinkerator) 

VKU mentions that the success story report does not include the experiences of countries and regions, which have a long term experience in developing bio-
waste management systems. 

Various positive experiences were reported: 

- AFLRA provides reference to some examples of the successful introduction of collection schemes in FI.   

                                                            
11 Soil association (2010). A rock and a hard place – Peak phoshorous and the threat to our food security. Available at: 

http://www.soilassociation.org/LinkClick.aspx?fileticket=eeGPQJORrkw%3D&tabid=57 
12 see e.g. http://ec.europa.eu/environment/waste/publications/compost_success_stories.htm 



- CEEB & FoE CZ provides examples of positive experiences with the introduction of home composting and community composting systems and separate 
collection:  

o A small village with 600 inhabitants started a community composting programme in 2009. 6 community composters were located near the 
apartments in the village centre and waste bins as well as biodegradable bags were provided. Compost may be used by all householders 
and for public areas, the contributing householders receiving a 10% price reduction. 

o In a town of < 30 000 inhabitants, home composting was encouraged offering home composters of recyclable plastic at a reduced price to 
more than 900 households. It is reported that this saved the city 80 000 CZ crowns. In 2008 separate collection was introduced by means of 
road containers for kitchen waste and garden waste, available from April to November. This is considered the more economically 
advantageous option since the price difference with mixed collection and landfilling would amount to 1661 CZ crowns per tonne. 

- CEEB refers to successful practices in Flanders, where municipal companies organise actions to distribute compost to citizens at discounted prices or for 
free.  

- AICA mentions several success stories in villages and big cities (quarters of Turin, Rome, Naples) throughout Italy (north, centre, south, islands). 

A number of examples of separate collection failures were provided: 

- ES reports that in Catalonia 700 municipalities have introduced separate collections, and only three have abandoned it so far. Two of these re-introduced 
the collection systems once they managed to overcome their problems. Several factors explain these failures: bad dimensioning of the collection 
system, high management costs of the bio-waste fraction, lack of political consensus, limited implication of the competent authorities, inadequate 
awareness raising campaigns, collection contract issues. These problems are similar to those encountered for separately collection other waste 
fractions and have been gradually solved. 

- FR mentions that in various communities low collection yields and quality compromise the profitability of the waste treatment installations, especially 
anaerobic digestion plants (Le Robert, Montpellier, Lille,..). In other cases quality issues call for additional treatments (Varennes-Jarcy). The 
introduction of weight based collection tariffs for households is expected to improve the quantitative performance of the collection systems. 

- NL refers to the obstacles experienced by several municipalities and mentioned in the response to question 6: inner city issues, the need to fluctuate the 
frequency of the collection, the participation rate, the lack of treatment capacity and problems with the marketing of the products. BVOR adds that the 
problems experienced in densely populated areas do not contribute significantly to the overall potential for separate collection and recycling, since the 
overall amount of bio-waste produced in these areas is relatively small.  



 

- CC provides an example of an AD plant in Ludlow (a part of the New Technology Demonstrator Programme of the UK Government Department Defra) that 
functioned well with weekly kitchen waste collections but was recently closed down. For cost saving reasons (225 000 £/year), food, garden and 
cardboard waste will be collected together and brought to a composting plant as this will be the more appropriate treatment for the new feedstock. 

- COSLA refers to the findings of the Scottish Food Waste Trials, which – similar to the English ones – show a clear decrease in yield over time. The results 
demonstrated that 60 % of the participants become more aware of the amount of food waste they produce and 30 % had made positive changes to 
reduce this amount13.  This is regarded as a failure in terms of long-term viability of the separate collection of food waste. CC adds that the success of 
waste prevention campaigns makes future forecasting of the available quantities of feedstock for biological treatment difficult and could pose 
problems for the access of AD/composting plants to suitable feedstock. 

- LIPOR reports an unsuccessful experience of separate collection in apartments, where quality issues occurred. Therefore, they decided to set up a collection 
scheme for one-family housings only and invest in communication and best practice workshops. 

- WD relates the experience of the city of Aarhus (DK), where a separate collection system was introduced in 2001. This system included the supply of the 
necessary equipment, free of charge, and widespread launching campaigns. Collection yields and quality did not meet the expectations and after a year 
an action programme was set up. Surveys were conducted to assess the users’ satisfaction. In 2004 an environmental and economic assessment was 
carried out and the separate collection scheme was abolished. 

- Insinkerator reports that in DE, the level of physical contaminants in kerbside collected bio-waste is reported to have increased from an initial 4 % to 20 % 
as citizens’ enthusiasm for separate collection declined14. Furthermore, according to Insinkerator, SE has had difficulties to achieve a 35 % recycling 
target by kerbside collections. Swedish cities such as Malmö and Stockholm are reported to having achieved this target by encouraging FWD. 
Rotterdam (NL) and Aarhus (DK) have changed from composting separately collected food waste to incineration.  

- AfOR states that examples where separate collection has resulted in problems include the collection of comingled green waste and paper/cardboard. Two 
reasons are provided: paper and cardboard are likely to include other contaminants (plastic films, staples, etc.) and in winter months, low amounts of 
nitrogen in the green waste stream lead to unsuitable CN-ratios of the feedstock, hindering an effective composting process.  

                                                            
13 Apart from this prevention effect, the drop-off in participation after initial enthusiasm, as experienced English food trials (see question 6), might contribute to this 
decrease  in yield. 

14 Riedel, F. (2008) Turning contaminated waste into clean renewable energy and PAS 110 compost – an overview of the Inter Engineering bio-waste process. Proceedings of the 13th European 

Biosolids & Organic resources Conference & Workshop. Aqua-Enviro, Wakefield. 



- FNE & CNIID as well as EEB report that in FR a number of attempts to organise comingled kitchen and garden waste collection have led to mainly green 
waste being collected. This green waste was previously managed in the garden. 

- AICA refers to cases where quality issues arose when bio-waste was collected by means of road containers or LDPE bags15.  

- MTK reports that in FI, cases are known of separately collected bio-waste ending up on landfill sites, due to the unavailability of processing facilities or 
quality issues.  

- CEMBUREAU reports that examples can be found in the press of countries with a poorly developed national waste supply chain, such as Bulgaria, Romania 
and Greece. 

9) 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? 

Several stakeholders state that there are no country-specific factors, which could prevent Member States from bio-waste recycling and meeting the Landfill 
Directive targets. (SE, Arge, ECN, KGVÖ, VDMA) Various respondents refer to their answers to previous questions, notably to question 6 on barriers to 
implement separate collection and question 1 of the previous section on national measures taken to encourage separate collection. 

Among others, the following factors are believed to affect a Member State’s performance as regards bio-waste recycling and diversion from landfill: 

- Differences in local/national political ambitions and practices: a good positive political will, coupled with financial and legislative drivers is needed. (ES, SE, 
Arge, ECN, KGVÖ, CIWM, AfOR)  

- Different mixes of instruments contribute to landfill diversion and bio-waste recycling. Mentioned are:  

o Landfill taxes and landfill bans (FR, NL, SE, DK, AfOR, BEEB), which should assure that landfill is not the cheapest waste treatment method 
(VDMA) 

o Financial support: investment programmes and funding (ES, SE, Arge, ECN, KGVÖ)) 

o Effective fee systems (VDMA) 

o Effective fiscal drivers (AfOR) 

                                                            
15 Low Density Poly Ethylene 



 

o Ambitious targets e.g. for separate collection or recycling. (BDE, CEEB) The only region with a well-developed separate collection system in 
ES is Catalonia, which has an ordinance stipulating mandatory separate collection of bio-waste. (GAIA) 

o Oligatory treatment (CEEB) 

o Quality assurance systems (BDE, AfOR) 

o Environmental regulations, which force sustainable waste management and the environmentally sound use of waste-derived products. 
(BGK) 

- Guidance and a framework to work towards are indispensable. (AfOR)  

- Some Member States take EU legislation more seriously than others. (BVOR) 

- A progressive planning system, with a positive perception of waste management leads to advanced levels of recycling. (AfOR) 

- Member states with high recycling rates have established an integrated approach covering the whole process from separate collection to treatments, 
quality assurance systems and uses. This increases user confidence and gives legal certainty to investors. (ES) Integrated cost management also makes 
separate collection and recycling more cost-effective (CEEB) 

- Long-term experience in bio-waste collection and recycling leads to efficient systems for bio-waste management e.g. in DE bio-waste composting started 30 
years ago and quality assurance exist since more than 20 years. (BDE, BGK, CEEB) 

- Experience in the use of compost and digestate to improve soil conditions is a driver for recycling that some Member States have over others. (CIWM)  

- Recognition of the benefits of bio-waste recycling is key. Communication to a wide audience, as done by WRAP in the UK, results in great appreciation of 
collection, treatment and use of bio-waste derived materials. (AfOR) Education/communication must target citizens, as well as local decision makers. 
(CEEB) 

- A long lasting tradition of using other waste management practices leads to less advanced recycling practices. An example of this is the tradition of mixed 
waste incineration for energy recovery in DK (DS) and of incineration/MBT plants in FR. (FNE & CNIID) A new role needs to be defined for these 
facilities.  

- Long-term experiences with environmental legislation and interest in environmental and health issues contribute to the presence of advanced 
environmental practices. (BVOR) 

- Lack of space contributes to the successful diversion of organic waste from landfills. (NL) 



- In PT the existence of different waste management strategies allows for comparison of performances and identifying best practices. (LIPOR) 

- In SE almost all cities have district heating systems, which have facilitated the introduction of highly efficient CHP installations using waste as a fuel (10 % of 
the district heating systems) thereby diverting waste from landfill. It is however believed that there is a demand for heat everywhere, so the demand 
side for energy recovery from waste should never really be an issue. (SE) 

- Leaving householders the choice for different bio-waste management options enables to maximize recycling. E.g. kerbside collection or FWD (Insinkerator)  

- Garden waste is limited in Mediterranean areas. (Arge, ECN, KGVÖ) 

- The presence of effective collection systems and monitoring systems is key. (VDMA) 

- The responsibilities of waste generators, collectors, disposers, etc. need to be clearly defined 

10) 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?  

FR and SE mention the rapid development of AD for the treatment of agricultural wastes, household waste/food waste or even kitchen waste of restaurants. 

A few stakeholders mention that some promising techniques and treatment methods have not been discussed. Examples are:  

- The biochar process, which is still at lab scale. (Arge, ECN, KVGÖ, BVOR) 
- The Danish REnescience® technology, which will shortly be scaled up to industrial capacity. (WD, DS) The technology enables the achievement of 

significantly higher electrical efficiencies from waste than the thermal treatment of waste in a waste-to-energy plant. Waste sorting is not required. 
The process consists of several phases and produces solid recyclables, a solid fuel consisting of mainly low-grade plastics and a bio-liquid, which is 
highly suitable for biogas and/or bio-ethanol production. The Technical University of Denmark is currently evaluating the environmental aspects. 

- Gasification and pyrolisis (DS) 

- Wet oxidation (DS) 

- Auto Thermal Aerobic Digestion (ATAD) and Combined Heat and Aerobic Composting (CHC) (AfOR) 

- Treatment of biological residues by bacteria or algae to transform it into e.g. fish feed (SFRF) 

Furthermore, it is reported that the use of the resulting bio-waste derived products should be thoroughly investigated. Nutrients and biogas must be used for 
any environmental benefit of biological treatment to occur. (MWE, VKU)  



 

SFRF notes that possible synergies between different biological waste streams should be addressed. Focussing on a specific bio-waste sub-stream may not 
hamper the treatment and use of other organic waste streams.  

CC points to the issue of weighing the mass balance against the energy balance, the issue of producing composts/digestates versus electricity, heat and fuels. 
Furthermore, some technical difficulties of the AD  process are highlighted, such as the need for pre-preparation such as screening, shredding  and pulping 
when using kitchen waste as a feedstock, the potential contamination problems with e.g. bioplastics, bin liners, non-plain cardboard packaging, the need for de-
packaging equipment, the changes in feedstock and treatment requirements following the adapted ABPR rules on hygienisation and disinfection etc.  

Insinkerator reports that food waste disposers have not been considered. Their potential for recycling or for maximizing recycling in conjunction with other 
collection options should be assessed. 

CEMBUREAU emphasises the role of co-processing of bio-waste in the production of cement. The European cement industry uses approximately 20 % of pure 
biomass in its fuel mix as well as some alternative fuels containing a bio-waste fraction. This substitutes important quantities of non-renewable resources and 
lowers GHG emissions. This practice could further be developed provided bio-waste remains accessible. 

AfOR points to the advantage of composting as compared to other treatment processes in terms of the lower associated gate fees. As a result of the current 
economic downtown in the UK and the anticipated competition for feedstock, this advantage might even be exaggerated. 

NL refers to their detailed comments to the draft ARCADIS/Eunomia study. The weaknesses discussed mainly consider: 

- The financial side, notably the monetisation of environmental impacts. 
- The approach to accounting for CO2-emissions. 

- The assumptions made and associated uncertainties. 

- The analysis is considered unbalanced, favouring biological treatment methods over others.  

- The side effects of treatment options such as the risk of contaminants are not fully assessed. 

- The assumption of full and correct implementation of the existing EU legislation does not reflect reality. NL feels that the benefits to be achieved with full 
implementation of the existing legislation might be higher than the additional benefits of any new bio-waste related legislation. To quantify these 
benefits, both the actual situation and the situation of full implementation need to be described.  

- Some other treatment methods such incineration with energy recovery and promising developments such as biorefinaries are not considered  

- The relationship with other EU policy fields notably the contribution to EU goals with regard to waste prevention and renewable energy should be taken 
into account. 



- Differences between Member States are not treated consistently 

11) 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)?  

 

Please note that the statements provided below reflect the opinion of the different stakeholders and do not necessarily represent the view of the consultant. 

In general, many stakeholders did not directly answer the question, as they did not provide new evidence as they were asked for, they rather provided their 
impressions and opinion. Please note therefore that, if not clearly indicated, the statements are not based on studies. 

The following main topics were approached by the stakeholders: 

Cost increase 

Several stakeholders estimate that separate collection creates additional costs: SE states that separate collection is more expensive, LGA states that it would 
especially increase costs for local authorities.  

A list of logistical elements which contribute to the cost of separate collection (which according to them cannot render separate collection cost-neutral) is given by 
two actors (Insinkerator, CC): bins, liners, more frequent collections, adapted vehicles, staff training, awareness and education campaigns etc. 

According to AS, a study showed that in Sweden households with separate collection of kitchen waste paid 11 % more (per year) for waste collection than 
household with mixed household waste.  

Cost neutrality 

Some stakeholders consider the costs of separate collection as neutral (AICA, FNE + CNIID), at least ywhen the collection is optimised. Another actor (MWE) 
however that even if separate collection may be neutral, the costs for source or secondary separation (burdening households, businesses etc.) are not included.  

Assessment of collection costs 

ECN thinks that it is not the right way to have a look at mass related unit costs for separate collection as they do not demonstrate the effective cost savings of the 
entire waste collection scheme per household or inhabitant which could be achieved with the introduction of a separate collection.  

Lack of integrated collection 



 

Both CEEB and EEB criticise the inability to take advantage of cost savings by integrated collection (which can be due to a lack of knowledge on how to optimize 
collection). 

Local context and conditions 

Several stakeholders (FNADE, WD, VKU) mention that the costs are largely dependent on the local context and conditions, e.g. the local costs of treatment, the type 
of housing etc. 

Education and awareness raising measures 

Several stakeholders (COSLA, Novamont) explain that apart from purely logistical costs for separate collection, necessary education and awareness raising measures 
also have to be taken into account. 

Future studies/assessments 

FR indicates that a study comparing, among others, the costs of separate and mixed waste collection will be published in 2012. 

 

Please find below all statements organised by stakeholder group. 

 

MEMBER STATES 

The Member States who answered this question did not provide any new evidence in terms of cost assessments or studies which had not already been analysed in 
the ARCADIS/Eunomia study (see UK and DE, studies already cited in the study). Without referring to any assessment/study, SE states that separate collection is 
more expensive, but that municipalities offer preferential fees in order to not burden the households. FR indicates that a study comparing, among others, the costs 
of separate and mixed waste collection will be published in 2012. 

The remaining Member States not cited here have not provided an answer to this question or state that they are not aware of any new cost assessments. 

 

SE: The treatment costs are comparable for incineration and biological treatment in Sweden. However, the cost of collection is higher for biowaste which is to be 
treated biologically than biowaste that is to be incinerated. That does not necessarily mean that the households have to pay more for separate collection. On 
the contrary, many municipalities offer lower fees if the households separate the biowaste from the rest than if all waste is collected for incineration. 

 



UK: In 2007 WRAP published a report prepared by Eunomia Research and Consulting that looked at the comparative costs and benefits, including monetised 
environmental costs and benefits, of different approaches to managing household bio-wastes (garden and food waste).  The study looked at different collection and 
treatment systems including schemes in which food and garden wastes were collected separately from one another and schemes in which they were collected 
mixed. Different levels of home composting uptake and promotion were also considered in the various options examined.   

The main finding was that the design of the food collection system and the frequency with which the refuse is collected will influence the amount of material 
captured and will have implications for how it is treated, which in turn will impact on overall costs and the diversion of material from the residual waste stream.  
In 2008 the research was updated to reflect changes in some of the underlying assumptions used in the original research such as gate fees and better data on 
operations of collections following the WRAP trials.  The findings endorsed the earlier findings and strengthened the case for separate collections of food waste.  
The 2008 update to this research can be found at:  http://www.wrap.org.uk/downloads/Update_to_Biowaste_CBA_Report.e774d58d.6164.pdf 

The costs will always differ across different areas because of local variations.  The costs should be used as indications and will vary depending on how well the 
services are delivered, received by residents, and local prices. 

 

DE: See study Cost analysis for the separate collection and treatment of bio-waste, 2006. In summary one can say that at the present high price level 
for residual waste disposal in  Germany,  in  most  areas  consequent  separate  collection  of  bio-waste  will  lead  to significant cost savings. 

 

FR: Une étude comparant les coûts de traitement biologique (incluant la collecte) d’installations recevant des biodéchets triés à la source ou des 
déchets en mélange est en cours de lancement, mais ses premiers résultats ne seront disponibles que courant 2012. 

(A study comparing the costs of biological treatment installations (including collection), receiving bio-waste from source separation or from mixed waste is currently 
being launched, the first results will however only be available in 2012.) 

LOCAL AND REGIONAL ADMINISTRATION 

For the local and regional administrations, only COSLA referred to new evidence: a study conducted by SQW (see a short summery in chapter Error! Reference 
source not found. of this report),  mentions that the additional costs for separate collection might increase less than for other collection strategies, pointing 
however out that this would only be possible with a specific level of source separation which would not be attained with certainty. It also draws attention to the 
fact that the costs of education and awareness raising measures would also have to be taken into account. MWE states that costs for separate collection may be 
neutral, but that the costs for source or secondary separation (burdening households, businesses etc.) are not included. In the opinion of LGA however, separate 
collection targets would increase costs for local authorities. LGA fears that a reduced quantity of bio-waste that would feed into MBT could cause significant costs as 
they would make the plants less efficient.   



 

 

COSLA: 

Separate collection – barriers.  

a. The Scottish Government published a report undertaken by the consultants SQW examining the costs to local authorities of meeting EC and Scottish 
Government Waste targets. The report demonstrated that whichever strategy was pursued, the costs for waste collection authorities would significantly 
increase over the period to 2025 by between £1 – 1.5 billion over net present value. Indeed from the purely quantitative analysis it does appear that whilst 
costs will rise with greater separate collection such projected increased will be not as great as for other collection strategies.  

b. However, this conclusion is dependent on the successful implementation of a strategy based on significant separate collections. Again this significantly lower 
financial NPV cost is implicitly based on the assumed of high participation rates in food/bio waste collections which given the current Scottish evidence base 
shows is potentially difficult to assume with certainty. In addition it also could be argued that considering the avoidablility of food waste greater emphasis 
should be placed on the producers, regulators and consumers of the food/bio waste to avoid presentation of waste in the first instance. This could be a further 
example of a separate collection target stimulating the collection/recycling of a waste type rather than being dealt with further up the waste hierarchy through 
waste prevention measures. 

c. The SQW report despite outlining the significant difference in economic costs concludes with a statement that clearly identifies a significantly and potentially 
costly barrier to implementation: “If the EU and Scottish Government targets can be met with more source segregation and less residual processing [not 
including AD processing], investment costs can be reduced through less need for MBTs as illustrated in Scenarios 4 and 5. The 60% and 65% source segregation 
of Scenario 4 and 5 both delay the need for infrastructure, particularly MBT, and allow more time to plan for and establish infrastructure. However, it may have 
to be considered whether these levels of source segregation are achievable and if so, whether any additional cost would be necessary, e.g.education and 
public awareness campaigns.”  

 
d. Education and awareness measures will be an additional cost which need to be factored into any econometric analysis of the costs delivering a waste strategy 

utilising significant greater proportions of separate collections.   

Costs of separate collection.  

At a Scottish local authority level, Glasgow and Clyde Valley shared service group set up to develop 'Clyde Valley Waste Management'. The initiative utilised 'low-
level' local cost assessments for separate/co-mingled collection of bio-waste which is in complete contrast with the 'cost neutral' assumption - although COSLA is 
unsure whether the document has been published in the public domain or further work is required, it does provide potential further evidence for a lack of cost 
neutrality in some instances and the need for further micro scale evaluation of Macro-scale econometric analyses such as the aforementioned SQW report before 
further changes in policy are considered. 



MWE:  

Separate collection – barriers.  

Cost for separate collection does not include the cost for source separation. The cost of the households, businesses and food processes or other sources of 
biodegradable waste, to provide the pre-treatment to facilitate separate collection is not included. Nor does it include the cost for space dedicated to separate 
collection, both in the private and public areas. 

Costs of separate collection.  

Costs for separate collection may be neutral, but the cost for source or secondary separation is not included. If a target only concerns bio-waste or even worse, 
only kitchen waste, the entire burden and cost for separation falls on individuals and households.   

 

LGA: The potential cost of rolling out separate waste collection service for biowaste in every local authority area would be prohibitive. At a time of cuts in public 
services, councils will be forced to do more with less rather than expand existing arrangements. Separate collection targets for biowaste would result in increased 
costs for local authorities having to introduce new waste management systems to meet these targets.  

Estimates of the cost of the introduction of new arrangements for biowaste from English local authorities range from a few hundred thousand to £1million in areas 
where they do not already collect biowaste. New rules for mandatory separate collections would potentially penalise proactive councils which have already 
established their own arrangements and entered into long term waste management systems. Exiting PFI agreements or even amending existing contractual 
agreements with contractors will come at a significant financial cost running into the hundreds of thousands of pounds.  

Mechanical biological treatment (MBT) relies upon a minimum biodegradable waste level to operate effectively. Its removal from the waste stream would cause 
significant financial costs for councils and the waste disposal authority, potentially rendering the plant redundant.  

Any new EU biowaste rules might radically change what constitutes the waste ‘baseline’ of a PFI contract. It could lead to large costs if waste arriving at sites fails to 
retain a minimum biological content. Any changes to PFI contracts in order to deal with the new EU conditions could cause difficulties either in exiting existing 
contracts or instigating  ‘change agreements’ which would come with unknown associated legal fees and cost increases.  

Heavy targets to avoid waste going to landfill are already imposed through the Landfill Directive and additional targets would simply impose new and unnecessary 
financial burdens on local authorities. 
 

ENVIRONMENTAL AND CONSUMER ORGANISATIONS 

Among the environmental and consumer organisations, AICA sees the costs of separate collection as neutral, while. In the same tenor, FNE + CNIID, basing 
themselves on a study conducted by the French ADEME (see short summary of the study in chapter Error! Reference source not found. of this report), say that 



 

separate collection does not have to be more expensive overall (especially if the collection frequencies are optimised). Both CEEB and EEB criticise the inability to 
take advantage of cost savings by integrated collection (which can be due to a lack of knowledge on how to optimize collection). 

 
AICA: AICA monitored the costs of more than 200 municipalities and in the majority of them, the costs are neutral because the bio-waste collection 
costs are covered by the gain of reducing the frequency of residual waste collection; at the same, in the majority of cases, industrial composting is 
cheaper than landfill disposal.  
 
 
EEB: 

Separate collection – barriers.  

One important barrier to separate collection is the split in responsibility between collection and treatment. In France, for example, municipalities are 
responsible for collection, and another administrative level is responsible for treatment. Each level tries to optimize its own cost at the expenses of the overall 
management. The benefits of integrated management cost can not be realized. 

Another barrier is the existing treatment facilities (incineration or MBT), which are the most cost effective options once the investments have been decided). 
Starting a separate collection may not bring any benefits if the subsequent treatment does not require it. 

A third barrier is the lack of knowledge on how to optimize collection taking advantage of biowaste separate collection – or the remaining apriori that collecting 
separately is anyway most costly.  

A fourth barrier is the a priori poor acceptability of the compost produced from household biowaste, resulting in resistance to start a separate collection. 

An additional element, that is sometimes considered a barrier, is the so called reluctance by citizens to intensify further the sorting. EEB does not find any evidence 
of such reluctance if appropriate schemes are implemented and appropriate containers are provided. 

According to EEB, the inability to take advantage of the integrated collection&treatment management cost is the strongest obstacle.  

By setting legal drivers, the biowaste recycling targets will oblige to acknowledge the conditions and gain knowledge to an optimized management cost. 

CEEB :  

Separate collection – barriers.   



The   poor   a   priori   acceptability   of   compost   produced   from household  biowaste  is  considered  a  barrier,  resulting  in  resistance to   start   separate   
collection.   Such   low   acceptability   could   be interpreted as a lack of waste management economics knowledge.   

The  inability  to  take  advantage  of  the  integrated  collection  and management  treatment  costs  are  strong  obstacles.  By  setting  legal drivers,  the  
biowaste  recycling  targets  will  oblige  to  acknowledge the conditions and gain knowledge to optimise management costs. 

FNE + CNIID: 

Separate collection – barriers.  

The main barrier in France is the political posture of local authorities against the development of separate biowaste collection. This dogmatic position is based 
mainly on a fear of increasing costs, despite the 2008 ADEME study results which show that it is not necessarily more expensive overall. In order to introduce a 
new biowaste collection without increasing costs, it is often appropriate to reduce existing collection frequency. This is possible since the residual waste no 
longer contains the smelly biodegradable waste. The collections need to be optimised with a global vision of streams. In France, the fact that often different 
structures are responsible for collection and for treatment of the waste does not facilitate a holistic approach or 'joined-up thinking'. 

The allergy of French municipalities to separate biowaste collection is also based on a reluctance to overload their electors with too many obligations, and a 
conviction that people are incapable of such a complex sorting system. This is despite survey results showing that the majority of households are prepared to 
increase their sorting efforts. The prejudices held by the local authorities are very similar to those held before the sorting of packaging waste started in 1992; these 
proved quite unfounded. 

In France the fact that MBT (mixed-waste composting) is still an option, and that the government despite not supporting this technology has not taken a clear 
enough stand against it, means that it appears (falsely) as a simpler answer for those collectivities not wishing to spend time and effort on educating their 
inhabitants. It is also encouraged by salesmen and by consultancies which receive a percentage of the costs of building the large and costly MBT plants. 

Costs of separate collection.  

A 2008 ADEME report: “Analyse technico-économique des opérations de gestion biologique des déchets”. 

ACADEMIA 

The only individual answering the questionnaire lists different factors increasing the costs of implementation of separate collection, food waste bins, liners (a 
burden for households or the Local Authorities), dedicated vehicles, staff training as well as communication programmes to raise awareness. 

 

• Professor Chris Coggins (CC) - independent resource management consultant (Luton) 

 



 

Handling and logistics 

 Households will need to store food waste in kitchen caddies (c. 5 litres), and if caddy bags/liners are used these will be an extra cost to the household and/or the 
collection operator. There is an ongoing debate as to whether caddy bags/liners should be provided by Local Authorities (as in various trials schemes) or have to be 
purchased by households, perhaps at discounted prices (typical web prices are £4.00 for 3, each lasting 3-4 months). There is also the debate about whether such 
caddy bags/liners are compostable (with EU/UK certification) or biodegradable such as starch or including bioplastic which require higher temperatures and longer 
retention times to break down. 

 Caddy liners may cause operational problems by blocking pipes and pumps. 

 A food waste bin (20-50 litres) for kerbside collection will add to the collection cost and number of waste bins for each household, together with dedicated 
collection vehicles and weekly collections, preferred to reduce odours and engage household participation. Staff training will be needed to check for contamination 
and liaison with households alongside a dedicated communications programme. 

 Some companies have introduced bespoke vehicles to collect food waste, with separate compartments for packaged and unpackaged  (wet) food waste, leading to 
extra costs. On-farm AD facilities taking food waste from urban areas may increase traffic problems on narrow country lanes. 

 A 2009 report by the Association of Public Service Excellence quoted 90% of its 260 members collecting dry recyclables and green waste  but only 23% collected food 
waste. The average participation rate was 66%, with wide variation, and an average of 1.9 kg collected per household per week. 

 Weekly collection of food waste may offset problems (odour and flies) with alternate weekly collection of residual waste, but will need additional vehicles and 
crews. The operation of the Biocycle/Greenfinch AD plant in Ludlow in South Shropshire (part of Defra’s New Technology Demonstrator Programme) worked best 
with weekly collections of kitchen food waste, but in August 2010 South Shropshire District Council decided to stop collections in October 2010. Households will 
instead be encouraged to put food  and cardboard into bins for garden waste. The council's waste contractor Veolia will send the material for in-vessel composting, 
as a more appropriate technology than AD as there will be more silt in the feedstock. The council says the move will save it £225,000 a year.  

 With the background financial squeeze and Coalition government plans to reduce public debt, cuts in Local Authority spending in the October 2010 Spending 
Review ranging from nearly 1% to 8.9%. Councils will face more challenges to reduce costs and this will affect service provision, both operational and facilities – a 
number of Councils are already planning to move to alternate weekly collections and comingled collections to save money, and some have also proposed closing 
civic amenity sites/Household Waste Recycling Centres (partly due to the wider introduction of kerbside collections). 

 Pressures on collection costs may also increase the potential for contamination, for both household and commercial sources of AD feedstocks. 

Introduction of food collections will also require tailored communication programme(s), which will also cost money to implement 



However, the move does not appear to make sense environmentally and can also be questioned economically. South Shropshire is collecting 2.17 kilograms of food 
waste per household per week under its existing collections, according to a report for the Waste and Resources Action Programme (WRAP) on collections it helped 
finance. In contrast, fortnightly collections of mixed food and garden waste only get an average 0.55kg/hh/wk of food, according to other WRAP research. This is 
because householders find mixed collections confusing and are unwilling to leave food in bins for a fortnight. 

 INDUSTRY TRADE WASTE MANAGEMENT 

One stakeholder (FNADE) also cites the previously mentioned ADEME study, deducing from it that it is difficult to assess the general cost as it will depend on local 
conditions and costs of treatments. WD mentions that studies have been conducted by some of their member companies on behalf of numerous municipalities, 
showing that the type of housing influences the costs associated with the introduction of separate collection of biowaste and that therefore the cost for marginal 
selection vary largely (from largely to marginal). ECN thinks that it is not the right way to have a look at mass related unit costs for separate collection as they do not 
demonstrate the effective cost savings of the entire waste collection scheme per household or inhabitant which can be achieved with the introduction of a separate 
collection. ECN also criticises the biased economic competition with biological treatment. AfOr refers to a study assessing the costs of separate food waste 
collection trial (see a short summary of the study in chapter 4.3 of this study). Insinkerator lists several additional elements required for separate collection 
(multiple bins, more frequent collections, adapted vehicles, awareness and education campaigns) which, according to them, cannot render separate collection cost-
neutral. Novamont says that the need to invest in education and communication should not be underestimated. AS cites a Swedish report mentioning that 
households with separate collection of kitchen waste paid 11 % more (per year) for waste collection than household with mixed household waste. VKU states that 
separate collection and treatment of bio-waste is yet not possible in a cost-efficient way allover Germany, but depending on the local circumstances it can also be 
less expensive.  

FNADE: 

Costs of separate collection.  

In France, separate collection of bio-waste is not established on the whole territory but only some local authorities chose to implement it. According to the 
conclusion of a 2008 ADEME’s report (based on 2006 data), the kind and the cost of treatment existing for biowaste streams and residual waste streams influence 
the financial balance of the overall waste management. The report underlines that other factors have to be taken into consideration as the possibility for the cost 
structure of the overall waste management to absorb the additional costs (incurred by reorganisation of the collection and transfer of charges to one kind of 
treatment to another). The involvement of residents in the process is also important.  

It is therefore difficult to assess the general cost as it will depend on local conditions and costs of treatments.  



 

A specifically French phenomenon regarding the high density of civic amenity sites (1 for 15 000 inhabitants against  1/ 100 000 inhabitants in Germany) has a large 
impact on bio-waste collection. Most of the yard trimmings are brought directly within those facilities, so the door to door bio-waste collections are hardly over 50 
kg/hab/year. Therefore, it becomes difficult to absorb any over-costs due to a dedicated bio-waste collection. 

WD:  

Separate collection – barriers.  

Thorough studies conducted by some of our member companies on behalf of numerous municipalities show that the type of housing (apartment buildings, 
individual houses, summer houses, etc.) influences the costs associated with the introduction of separate collection of biowaste. In some areas, the added costs 
related to separate collection may be considered as marginal; in other areas they are substantial. Therefore, the assessment made by Eunomia and reflected in 
the present question that “separate collection should provide better waste management at comparable cost” is not valid in all cases. 

Further to the economics mentioned above, some of the barriers to the introduction of separate collection schemes are: 
o The physical limitations to the storage of multiple containers in specific housing types 
o The adhesion of households to sorting at source determining the quantities being separately collected as well as the quality of the input materials delivered 

for treatment 
o The climatic conditions influencing the collection frequency necessary for the hygienic management of biodegradable waste 
o Some cities are equipped with a vacuum collection system that is not appropriate for separate collection of biowaste 
o The switching costs 

ECN: 

Separate collection – barriers.  

1)  Existing contracts and traditional local networks of powerful waste companies with municipalities and regional administration 

2)  Lack of experience and knowledge about successful collection schemes (differentiated for household/commercial food waste, garden & park waste, industrial 
waste streams etc.), cost and fee structures, basic requirements about composting technologies,  compost quality, use and markets in conjunction with insufficient 
infrastructure for biological  treatment, missing reliable waste collection and waste sorting data 

3)  Mass related unit costs for separate collection do not demonstrate the effective cost savings of the entire waste collection scheme per household or 
inhabitant which are achieved with the introduction of a separate collection scheme for organic household waste e.g. by the resulting reduction and lower 
frequency of residual waste collection. 



4)  Misleading European funding programmes (cohesion/structural funds) which favour large scale and costly treatment (waste incineration, landfills, MBT) facilities 

5)  Cheap / subsidised incineration and low dumping/landfill costs without environmental taxes and levies which do not reflect the entire 
external/environmental and post-care costs. Creates biased economic competition with biological treatment. 

6)  Contracting schemes which leave the collection and treatment framework to pure market forces - only economical and no ecological criteria. 

7)  Biased permits/licensing requirements for biological treatment plants which increase infrastructure costs to unnecessary high levels 

8)  Insufficient budget for awareness rising, information and education of the households. We need to change the day-to-day behaviour of the population which 
needs a lot of efforts. 

Costs of separate collection.  

Coll i Gelabert, E.; Giró i Fontanals, F. et al (2008) Manual Municipal de Recollida slectivia a Porta a Porta a Catalunya (Manual for Municipalites about the source 
separted door-to-door  collection in Catalunya, Spain ), downloadable pdf at www.portaaporta.cat (in Catalan language) 

AfOR: 

Separate collection – barriers. 

• Cost of collection: new bins for residents, available money covering the additional waste stream, proximity principle, vehicles (additional, 
retrofitting, fuel)  

• Currently the UK is under very tight financial constraints particularly within local Government. With reduced budgets certain activities including 
biowaste collection could be affected.   

• Access to treatment facilities: currently not all areas within the UK supported (lead in times for development of additional facilities required). In 
order for new facilities to be built, there needs to be market confidence to underpin future investment in the sector.  

• Existing contracts between waste collection and disposal authorities (if a two tier authority).  

• Supply of information to the public can be costly but is a requirement for successful and continuing participation 

Costs of separate collection.  

• The following reports provide evidence   

• Food Waste Collection: Update to WRAP Biowaste Cost Benefit Study 



 

•  http://www.wrap.org.uk/downloads/Update_to_Biowaste_CBA_Report.67a8cd45.6164.pdf   

• Evaluation of the WRAP Separate Food Waste Collection Trials 

• http://www.wrap.org.uk/downloads/Evaluation_of_the_WRAP_FW_Collection_Trials_Update_June_2009.224aecff.7271.pdf 

• Waste and Resources Assessment Tool for the Environment (WRATE) 

http://www.environment-agency.gov.uk/research/commercial/102922.aspx 
 

INSINKERATOR: 

Separate collection – barriers. 

Separate collection is more expensive than mixed collection.  Multiple bins are  required,  more  frequent  collections  might  be  needed  and  special vehicles  
might  be  needed.    Landfilling  is  often  relatively  inexpensive unless  there  is  tax.    Some  citizens  resent  having  to  store  food  waste separately,  many  will  
only  participate  if  there  is  draconian  enforcement, which  politicians  may  be  unwilling  to  implement  because  it  is  unpopular.  On the other hand, FWD 
separates this most difficult fraction (food waste) conveniently,  hygienically  and  without  odour.    They  have  been  shown  to improve  the  yield  of  other  
recyclables. The  introduction  of  separate collection   should   only   be   based   on   the   conclusions   of   an   impact assessment  showing  that  this  option  is  
likely  to  achieve  the  highest recycling rate in a sustainable manner. 

Costs of separate collection.  

Separate  collection  involves  additional  bins  and  additional  or  adapted vehicles  and  to  be  successful  involves  intensive  and  continuing  citizen awareness 
and education campaigns.  It is therefore very unlikely ever to be cost-neutral.   

Novamont: 

Separate collection – barriers. 

o Lack of strategic, integrated waste management planning, both at national and local level;  
o Uncertain legislative framework;  
o Waste management costs are still largely externalized;  
o Competition by subsidies diverting bio-waste towards other – less environmentally sound - waste  

management methods;  



o Existence of other waste treatment and disposal infrastructures freezing the development of the most effective and efficient collection and 
treatment option (e.g. already existing low cost landfills or excessive incineration capacity);  

o Lack of knowledge and experience on the benefits of composting by decision-makers and operators.  
o This, among others, reinforce the myth that separate collection is always more costly than other options.  
o Lack of trust in the willingness and ability of citizens in participating in the separate collection schemes. This is often coupled with the 

under-rating of the need to invest in education and communication. 
 
DAKOFA: 

The latest Danish costs assessments referring to separate collection are stated below (not available in English/and or not directy related to costs): 

• ”Plan for behandling af organisk affald” med tilhørende notat. Trekantsområdets affaldsselskaber I/S, 2008. Attached.  

• ”Miljøøkonomisk undersøgelse I Holbæk, Kalundborg og Odsherreds Kommuner – todelt dagrenovationsindsamling”. Rambøll for Kara/Noveren 
2007. Attached.  

• ”Kombineret bioforgasning og kompostering af kildesorteret organisk dagrenovation i batch-anlæg”. Miljøprojekt nr. 1002, Miljøstyrelsen 2005.  

• http://www2.mst.dk/udgiv/publikationer/2005/87-7614-610-3/pdf/87-7614-611-1.pdf   

• “Skal husholdningernes madaffald brændes eller genanvendes?”. Samfundsøkonomisk analyse af øget genanvendelse af organisk dagrenovation, 
Miljøprojekt nr. 814, Miljøstyrelsen 2003.  

• http://www2.mst.dk/common/Udgivramme/Frame.asp?http://www2.mst.dk/Udgiv/publikationer/20 

• 03/87-7972-685-2/html/helepubl.htm$   

AS:  

One report from Swedish Waste Management about waste fee for 2009 showed that household with separate collection of kitchen waste (food waste) paid 11 % 
more (per year) for waste collection, than household with mixed household waste.   The report can be found here (in Swedish): 
http://www.avfallsverige.se/fileadmin/uploads/Rapporter/Utveckling/U2010-09.pdf 

VKU:  



 

Separate collection – barriers  

Derzeit  ist  die  getrennte Sammlung  und Verwertung  von  biologisch  abbaubaren Abfällen,  speziell  Bioabfällen,  in  Deutschland  nicht  kostendeckend  möglich. 
Abhängig  von  den  örtlichen  Bedingungen  kann  das  gesamte  System  der Abfallbewirtschaftung    mit    getrennter    Sammlung    des    Bioabfalls    jedoch 
kostengünstiger sein als ohne. 

 (Separate collection and treatment of bio-waste is yet not possible in a cost-efficient way in Germany. Depending on the local circumstances, the whole waste 
system with separate collection of bio-waste can be less expensive than without separate collection.) 

CIWM: CIWM is aware that collection methods in place need to be assessed fully, not just as they operate currently but how they may have to change to 
incorporate new collection schemes, or extended collection schemes for biowaste. 

 

12) 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? 

This question has generated very few answers, most of them covering topics also discussed in the responses to previous questions:  

- The bio-waste recycling industry is a regionally embedded infrastructure, which provides jobs to low-skilled and medium-skilled workers in the regions 
where waste is being generated. Hence, this might create more employment as compared to the treatment of mixed waste in large centralized 
installations and contributes to the socio-economic benefits of the waste industry. (BVOR, ES)  

- EEB adds that involving local farmers in composting facilities may provide a complementary revenue and ease the acceptability of compost. 

- MWE states that all treatable organic waste, also from non-municipal origins, should be included when assessing the potential of different treatment 
technologies. It must also be kept in mind who will face the responsibility when a specific target is set:  if only kitchen waste is considered, the 
responsibility entirely belongs to individuals and market functioning is not taken into account.  

- BDE and DS emphasise the future agricultural need for carbon and fertilizer, especially phosphorous, as a consequence of climate change, fertilizer scarcity 
and increasing prices as well as an increasing focus on ecological farming.  BDE adds that besides a target for separate collection, it might be useful to 
set a target for phosphorous recycling, cf. the renewable energy target. 

- DS states that an assessment of interactions between different EU directives and regulations needs to be carried out.  



- FNADE points to the complexity of separate collection. An exhaustive study on the technical, economical and practical pros and cons of separate collection, 
throughout the EU should be is deemed necessary.  

- Insinkerator stresses the difficulty of accurately measuring the accomplishment of bio-waste recycling targets.  This is expected to be expensive, subject to 
sampling errors and have health implications. Obliging a landfill tax does not require such difficult and expensive measurements and is believed to be 
an effective measure to implementing the most optimal diversion strategy for local circumstances. According to Insinkerator, some allowance would 
have to be made for the quantity of bio-waste per FWD if there were to be bio-waste recycling/collection targets.  

- AfOR adds that  a robust recording scheme would need to be adopted or included in the existing methods. 

- CIWM claims that  without incentive the most economically optimal solutions will be chosen and many Member States are not likely to embrace bio-waste 
processing. 

- GAIA believes that little attention has been paid to positive externalities of bio-waste treatment such as cleaner collection of other fractions, which would 
lower the costs for preparation for recycling and increase the quality of the recycled materials.  

 


