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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

E.1.1 Introduction 

A key task of the Project A Comprehensive Assessment of the Current Waste Management 
Situation in South East Europe and Future Perspectives for the Sector Including Options for 
Regional Co-Operation in Recycling of Electric and Electronic Waste, funded by DG 
Environment, and undertaken by a Consortium led by Eunomia Research & Consulting Ltd.,1 
is the development of a National Waste Assessment and Roadmap for improving waste 
management in Kosovo.  

The Roadmap was developed by means of a 13-stage approach:  

 Stage 1 – Develop assessment criteria; 

 Stage 2 – Gather baseline information and data; 

 Stage 3 – Develop overview of waste management situation; 

 Stage 4 – Assess country performance; 

 Stage 5 – Identification of issues;  

 Stage 6 – Consultation on key issues; 

 Stage 7 – Development of the Roadmap; 

 Stage 8 – Define sequencing of selected measures; 

 Stage 9 – Review of financing sources; 

 Stage 10 – Submission of draft Roadmap to the European Commission; 

 Stage 11 – Consultation with Ministry officials; 

 Stage 12 – Discussion at national workshop; and 

 Stage 13 – Produce final version of country Roadmaps. 

Further details about the approach taken to developing Kosovo’s Roadmap for improving 
solid waste management are provided in Section 3 of the Main Report. 

E.1.2 The National Waste Assessment 

The National Waste Assessment for Kosovo indicates that although some progress is being 
made in introducing waste legislation, and improving planning for waste management, in 
reality, relatively little has changed in concrete terms, and progress towards meeting the 
objectives set out in the EU waste acquis is slow. The Waste Framework Directive has not 
been fully transposed, and the relevant measures and targets for packaging, waste electrical 
and electronic equipment (WEEE) and batteries are absent. The details of the National 
Waste Assessment are presented in Sections 4 to 15 of the Main Report – each Section 
explores a different theme of the waste management system in Kosovo (e.g. key 
organisations involved in waste management, performance of the regulatory system, status 

                                                      

 

1 The other consortium partners are EMS, LDK, and IVL. 
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of planning and strategy documents, waste data and infrastructure, and approach to 
extended producer responsibility). 

Key observations include the following: 

1) Roles and responsibilities for central and local government have been set out in law 
but, for historical reasons, are not clearly delineated in practice. 

2) Planning at the national and local level is such that decisions which are more 
appropriately taken at the local level appear to be being taken at the national level. 
In addition, not all municipalities have waste management plans in place. 

3) In terms of landfill infrastructure, there are eight landfills that were supposed to be 
operated in accordance with EU standards. These sites are not in a good state and 
their performance is not in line with the conditions set out in the Landfill Directive. 
The fact that the landfill gate fees were set by the Water and Waste Regulatory 
Office before it was abolished in 2012 does not help as prices are kept too low (and 
at levels which could not cover the full costs of operation, including aftercare of the 
landfill site once it has closed). Notwithstanding these points, illegal landfilling 
remains fairly widespread with around 400 illegal dumpsites believed to be in 
operation. 

4) The inspection services which are central to the regulation of the sector, are 
inadequately staffed and resourced. Inspection is also split between the 
environmental inspectorate of the Ministry of Environment and Spatial Planning and 
the municipalities’ own municipal inspectors. Furthermore, the inspection and 
permitting functions are separated. 

5) Administrative capacity at the state and local level is weak, with capacity gaps in 
terms of both resourcing and skills being evident. Very few municipalities have 
dedicated waste management staff. 

6) Formal collection services for waste are yet to reach many of the households in rural 
areas and small towns, thereby exacerbating the problem of improper disposal, 
though coverage is much better in the urban centres. 

7) The quality of data is poor. There has been no standardised reporting of waste in the 
past, though a new Waste Information System may improve matters in that regard. 
The poor quality of the data at present means that, among other things, it is difficult 
to make accurate projections for planning purposes and to measure recycling 
performance.   

8) In general, implementation of the priority ordering of the waste hierarchy is not 
evident. The hierarchy is not accurately transposed, and there is no meaningful 
waste prevention plan. Recycling rates remain at a low level (and some key targets 
remain to be established), with much of the activity accounted for by the informal 
sector. In the absence of other measures, the low level of disposal costs is 
insufficient to drive activity further up the waste hierarchy. 

9) It is not clear that systems being considered for improving municipal waste recycling 
rates (at the national level) will deliver the outcomes expected of them. Little 
attention is being given to the specifics of the country in proposing suitable 
collection infrastructure.  

10) Although producer responsibility legislation has been drafted for the key waste 
streams there have been issues with its implementation. At present, there are no 
producer responsibility schemes delivering meaningful results on the ground. 
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11) Management of hazardous wastes is problematic. Kosovo is not a party to the Basel 
Convention and given its lack of suitable treatment / disposal facilities, there is a 
need to export hazardous waste. Its status in the Convention makes this more 
burdensome than would otherwise be the case, and most likely, entrenches the 
resort to inadequate storage for an indefinite period. There is a need also to deal 
with legacy wastes of a hazardous nature, a result of past industrial activities. An IPA-
funded project is underway for the construction of hazardous waste storage / 
management capacity, but the facility is not yet developed. 

A list of the full range of issues raised by stakeholders can be found in Section 15 of the 
Main Report.  

E.1.3 The Roadmap 

Many of the above issues are closely related and, therefore, need to be addressed in a 
holistic manner. The objective is to unlock the system such that implementation of 
collection and, where appropriate, treatment systems can develop in line with 
implementation of the waste hierarchy, and in the manner best adapted for the country’s 
circumstances. Alternative ways of addressing these issues were considered as a means to 
identify potential ways for achieving sustainable solid waste management practices in 
Kosovo. This led to a set of recommendations being identified. These were, in turn, 
developed into a timetable of measures to be undertaken as set out in Figure E- 1. The key 
recommendations emerging from the Roadmap are highlighted below. A detailed discussion 
of all of the recommendations is presented in Section 16 of the Main Report. 

E.1.3.1 Clarifying Roles 

The lack of clarity with regards to certain roles and responsibilities should be addressed. In 
light of this, the following recommendations have been made:  

1) Within the Law on Waste, the relative responsibilities for planning – for example, 
which decisions should be taken at national level, and which at the local level – need 
to be further clarified. 

2) Consideration should be given to the matter of who will operate landfills in future 
(the role of the Kosovo Landfill Management Company vis a vis the private sector). 

3) The Ministry of Environment and Spatial Planning and Ministry of Finance should 
establish a joint working group to support municipalities, and work with potential 
funding bodies, to package appropriate projects. 

E.1.3.2 Regulating the Disposal of Waste  

The fact that waste is still allowed to be disposed of in landfill sites that are not compliant 
with the Landfill Directive jeopardises the environment and undermines the economics of all 
other waste management options. The political attraction of low cost disposal is that it 
relieves any pressure to increase fees for households that are levied for the purpose of cost 
recovery. We have recommended a range of measures aimed at achieving the closure of old 
dumpsites and development of alternative approaches to treatment and disposal. The key 
recommendations include the following: 

1) Review of existing sites should be undertaken to identify the need for upgrading of 
sites, or the need for remediation actions / closure. 
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2) Ensure landfill pricing reflects full costs, including those of aftercare. 
3) Procure new (and upgrade old) sites using suitable project structures. 
4) Take the necessary enforcement action to prevent new illegal sites from emerging 

(this applies to all forms of waste, including municipal waste and construction, 
demolition and excavation waste). 

5) Within the Law on Waste, consideration should be given to the application of 
retrospective fines for illegal landfilling / operation of illegal landfills. 

6)  Inspectors must follow through and execute fines where necessary and the courts 
should support this by dealing with cases in a timely manner (potentially requiring 
training within the judicial system). 

7) All relevant requirements in the Landfill Directive on the operation of landfills should 
be included within operators’ permits. 

8) As well as properly regulating construction and demolition wastes, landfill sites for 
accepting inert excavation, demolition and construction waste should be identified 
and constructed 

E.1.3.3 Moving Waste up the Hierarchy 

There is no reason, in principle, why a country like Kosovo should not have a high recycling 
rate in future. Although there are no doubt challenges to increasing recycling performance 
we have proposed a number of mechanisms for addressing some of these challenges. This 
should help to enable the country to achieve the EU waste management targets over time. 
The key recommendations include the following: 

1) Cascade national targets down to the municipal level (or region where more than 
one municipality collaborates for the purpose of planning) and instigate fines for 
failure to meet targets. 

2) Set minimum standards of service provision for municipal waste collections and for 
collections from commercial premises. 

3) Develop campaign materials for information provision and awareness raising on 
issues around waste prevention, recycling, the safe disposal of certain products (e.g. 
batteries and waste electrical and electronic equipment). 

4) Introduce a deposit refund scheme. 
5) Introduce product taxes on single-use bags and disposable items. 
6) For industrial wastes, use the Industrial Emissions Directive to reduce hazardous 

waste generation. 
7) For construction & demolition wastes, instigate a voluntary initiative working with 

major developers. This could be supplemented with the use of refundable 
compliance bonds linked to site waste management plans. 

E.1.3.4 Cost Recovery 

A key challenge to be overcome will be to ensure that costs are fully recovered as waste 
management becomes more expensive. It is important for waste management to be on a 
sound financial basis, so that it does not lead to a build-up of public sector deficits. The issue 
of costs may be assumed to be one reason why enhanced services are not already in place. 
Measures above have been proposed with a view to incentivising municipalities to act. If 
they are to act without creating a financial deficit, then the matter of cost recovery has to 
be addressed. The following recommendations are made: 
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1) In line with the Law on Waste, Municipalities must set fees (and recover these fees) 
in such a way as to ensure that the full costs of waste management services are 
covered and that investments can be made to improve service provision over time.   

2) Implementation of producer responsibility should ensure that producers fully 
support the relevant services which municipalities provide. 

If the above happens, and if services are improved, then the financial responsibility of 
municipalities shifts to the provision of services for the collection and the treatment and 
disposal of biowaste and residual waste. The more material is recycled under producer 
responsibility schemes, the lower is the financial burden remaining on municipalities.   

E.1.3.5 Capacity Building 

There is a need to build capacity in most areas affecting waste management at the state and 
regional level. However, the implementation of the EU waste acquis also rests significantly 
on staff at the local level. Key recommendations in terms of capacity building are: 

1) The environmental inspectorate of the Ministry of Environment and Spatial Planning 
should take responsibility for all inspections and the total number of inspectors 
should be increased. 

2) The Ministry of Environment and Spatial Planning’s staff numbers for waste should 
be increased from 4 to at least 10. 

3) Municipalities should gear up their staffing for waste management. As a guideline, 
the staffing levels for a well-functioning system may need to be of the order 1-2 for 
each municipality. 

4) Ministry staff should be trained in procurement. 
5) A concerted programme of targeted, and ongoing, training and support for 

municipalities should be developed. 
6) The Ministry of Environment and Spatial Planning should initiate a programme of 

engagement with all municipalities (this could take the form of a national forum for 
sharing of experience and knowledge). 

7) Key staff managing / operating waste treatment and disposal infrastructure should 
have appropriate certificates of professional competence. The certificates could be 
provided by appropriate educational institutes that already exist in Kosovo.     

E.1.3.6 Extended Producer Responsibility 

Kosovo has developed producer responsibility legislation for the key waste streams. 
However, as noted above, it has not been implemented and is therefore not providing a 
means for helping municipalities to cover some of the costs of waste management. A 
number of lessons have been learnt from the application of extended producer 
responsibility across Europe and these have been reflected in the recommendations in 
relation to packaging. The key recommendations put forward on producer responsibility 
included the following: 

1) For packaging that arises in the municipal waste stream it is recommended that: 
a. There is one producer responsibility organisation (PRO), with not-for-profit 

status, and Board representation from producers. 
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b. Municipalities are compensated by the PRO for the services they provide in 
accordance with an agreed approach (to be established between the Ministry 
of Environment and Spatial Planning, municipalities and the PRO). 

c. A representative of the PRO has the right to influence the service offered by 
the municipalities / their contractors and sits on the Board of related 
municipal procurements. 

d. The PRO takes ownership of, and is responsible for, the marketing of 
materials collected (with revenues used to offset the costs of the system to 
be supported by producer fees). 

2) For waste electrical and electronic equipment (WEEE), the emphasis on recycling of 
small WEEE should lie with the retailer take-back system. Sites akin to civic amenity 
sites / container parks should be developed with some support from the producer 
responsibility scheme. 

3) For batteries, the system should be based on retailer take-back, with allowance 
made for other collection routes (such as through door-to-door collection services). 

E.1.3.7 Other Measures 

A range of other measures have been proposed, but the above Sections highlight the key 
ones. The full set of measures and the proposed timing for them is shown in Figure E- 1 
below.  
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Figure E- 1: Timing and Sequencing of Recommendations 
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  Roles and Responsibilities                                       

1 
Within the Law on Waste, the relative responsibilities for 
planning – which decisions should be taken at national level, 
and which at the local level – need to be further clarified. 

                   

2 
Consideration should be given to the matter of who will 
operate landfills in future (the role of Kosovo Landfill 
Management Company vis a vis private sector). 

                   

3 

The Ministry of Environment and Spatial Planning and Ministry 
of Finance should establish a joint working group to support 
municipalities, and work with potential funding bodies, to 
package appropriate projects. 

                   

  Regulatory Matters                    

1 
Review of existing sites should be undertaken to identify the 
need for upgrading of sites, or the need for remediation actions 
/ closure. 

                   

2 
Remediation actions should be designed, depending on the 
size, location and the composition of the waste in the site. 

                   

3 
For those sites deemed capable of being operated safely in 
future, undertake upgrading. 

                   

4 
Ensure landfill pricing reflects full costs, including those of 
aftercare. 

                   

5 
Close all sites which offer inadequate environmental 
protection. 

                   

6 
Procure new (and upgrade old) sites using suitable project 
structures. 

                   

7 

Take the necessary enforcement action to prevent new illegal 
sites from emerging (this applies to all forms of waste, including 
municipal waste and construction, demolition and excavation 
waste). 

                   

8 
Within the Law on Waste, consideration should be given to the 
application of retrospective fines for illegal landfilling / 
operation of illegal landfills. 

                   

9 
Inspectors must follow through and execute fines where 
necessary and the courts should support this by dealing with 
cases in a timely manner. 
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10 
If decision is taken to keep landfills under the Kosovo Landfill 
Management Company, the structure and operations of the 
public company should be reviewed. 

                   

11 
All relevant requirements in the Landfill Directive on the 
operation of landfills should be included within operators’ 
permits. 

                   

12 
Permitting and inspection functions should be brought together 
(a national service with permitting and inspection functions 
linked). 

                   

13 
As well as properly regulating construction and demolition 
wastes, landfill sites for accepting inert excavation, demolition 
and construction waste should be identified and constructed 

                   

  Legislation                    

1 
Review the current state of transposition of the relevant EU 
Directives. 

                   

2 Ensure full transposition of the Directives into law.                    

3 
Put in place implementing measures designed to achieve the 
outcomes of the Directives, including those mentioned within 
this Roadmap. 

                   

  Waste Management Planning                    

1 
The waste management plan should be re-developed to be fully 
compliant with Article 28 of the Waste Framework Directive. 

                   

2 
As part of this process, a waste prevention programme should 
be developed. 

                   

3 
Planning at a regional (more than one municipality) basis 
should be driven primarily by mutuality of interest on the part 
of the municipalities. 

Timings provided above 

  Administrative Capacity                                       

1 
The environmental inspectorate of the Ministry of Environment 
and Spatial Planning should take responsibility for all 
inspections.  

                   

2 The number of inspectors should be increased.                    

3 
The Ministry of Environment and Spatial Planning’s staff 
numbers for waste should be increased from 4 to at least 10. 
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4 

Municipalities should gear up their staffing for waste 
management. As a guideline, the staffing levels for a well-
functioning system may need to be of the order 1-2 for each 
municipality. 

                   

5 Ministry staff should be trained in procurement.                    

6 
A concerted programme of targeted, and ongoing, training and 
support for municipalities should be developed. 

                   

7 

The Ministry of Environment and Spatial Planning should 
initiate a programme of engagement with all municipalities 
(this could take the form of a national forum for sharing of 
experience and knowledge). 

                   

8 

Key staff managing / operating waste treatment and disposal 
infrastructure should have appropriate certificates of 
professional competence. The certificates could be provided by 
appropriate educational institutes that already exist in Kosovo.     

                   

  Waste Data                    

1 
Implement a comprehensive data capture and monitoring 
scheme. 

                   

2 
Attempts should be made to account for the activity of the 
informal sector. 

                   

3 
Those managing data should seek to account for the 
incomplete coverage of the collection services in anticipation of 
more complete coverage. 

                   

  Targets and the Waste Hierarchy                    

1 
For municipal wastes the following recommendations are 
made: 

                   

1a 

Cascade national targets down to the municipal level (or 
region where more than one municipality collaborates for 
the purpose of planning) and instigate fines for failure to 
meet targets. 

                   

1b 
Set minimum standards of service provision for municipal 
waste collection, to be achieved within a specified time 
horizon. 

                   

1c 
Support reuse at recycling sites (civic amenity sites / 
container parks) and develop new sites where necessary. 
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1d 

Set standards for service provision for commercial 
premises. This would be linked to requirements upon 
commercial producers to sort wastes once services are in 
place. 

                   

1e 

Develop campaign materials for information provision and 
awareness raising on issues around waste prevention, 
recycling, the safe disposal of certain products (e.g. 
batteries and waste electrical and electronic equipment). 

                   

2 Introduce a deposit refund scheme.                    

3 
Introduce product taxes on single-use bags and disposable 
items. 

                   

4 
For industrial wastes, use the Industrial Emissions Directive to 
reduce hazardous waste generation. 

                   

5 

For construction & demolition wastes, instigate a voluntary 
initiative working with major developers and supplement this 
with refundable compliance bonds linked to site waste 
management plans. 

                   

6 Develop expertise in Green Public Procurement.                    

  Cost Recovery for Municipal Waste                    

1 

In line with the Law on Waste, Municipalities must set fees (and 
recover these fees) in such a way as to ensure that the full costs 
of waste management services are covered and that 
investments can be made to improve service provision over 
time.    

                   

2 
Responsibility for fee collection should be placed with 
municipalities, with commitments to pass on collected 
revenues to the public utility companies / contractors. 

                   

3 
Implementation of producer responsibility should ensure that 
producers fully support the relevant services which 
municipalities provide. 

Recommendation linked to Recommendation 3 under the theme of Legislation  

  Producer Responsibility                                       

1 
Implementing measures should respect the proposed Article 8a 
of the Waste Framework Directive. 

Recommendation linked to Recommendation 3 under the theme of Legislation  

2 
For packaging that arises in the municipal waste stream it is 
recommended that:  
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2a 
There is one producer responsibility organisation (PRO), 
with not-for-profit status, and Board representation from 
producers. 

Recommendation linked to Recommendation 3 under the theme of Legislation  

2b 

Municipalities are compensated by the PRO for the 
services they provide in accordance with an agreed 
approach (to be established between the Ministry of 
Environment and Spatial Planning, municipalities and the 
PRO). 

Recommendation linked to Recommendation 3 under the theme of Legislation  

2c 
A representative of the PRO has the right to influence the 
service offered by the municipalities / their contractors 
and sits on the Board of related municipal procurements. 

Recommendation linked to Recommendation 3 under the theme of Legislation  

2d 

The PRO takes ownership of, and is responsible for, the 
marketing of materials collected (with revenues used to 
offset the costs of the system to be supported by producer 
fees). 

Recommendation linked to Recommendation 3 under the theme of Legislation  

3 

For waste electrical and electronic equipment (WEEE), the 
emphasis on recycling of small WEEE should lie with the retailer 
take-back system. Sites akin to civic amenity sites / container 
parks should be developed with some support from the 
producer responsibility scheme. 

Recommendation linked to Recommendation 3 under the theme of Legislation  

4 
For batteries, the system should be based on retailer take-back, 
with allowance made for other collection routes (such as 
through door-to-door collection services). 

Recommendation linked to Recommendation 3 under the theme of Legislation  

5 

For packaging, it is suggested that a suitable time horizon 
would be for the targets in the existing Directive (94/62/EC, 
with various amendments) to be met by 2025, with the revised 
targets being set for 2029, 2033 and 2037. The shorter intervals 
between later targets are justifiable because: a) the targets are 
known well in advance; and b) the evolution in technology and 
packaging materials is likely to have progressed in line with 
what happens in other EU Member States. 

Recommendation linked to Recommendation 3 under the theme of Legislation  

6 

For WEEE, it is suggested that a suitable time horizon would be 
as follows: a. The collection rate target in Article 7 of Directive 
2012/19/EU for 2016 to be deferred to 2022, and the target for 
2019 to be deferred to 2025; and b. The recovery rates ought to 
require less of a derogation in time. We suggest those in Part 1 
of Annex V of the Directive should be met by 2020, with the 

Recommendation linked to Recommendation 3 under the theme of Legislation  
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targets in Part 2 being met between 2020 and 2023, and the 
targets in Part 3 met thereafter. 

7 
For batteries, it is proposed that the collection targets in Article 
10 of Directive 2006/66/EC are deferred by 10 years – that is, to 
2022 and 2026 respectively. 

Recommendation linked to Recommendation 3 under the theme of Legislation  

8 

For end-of-life vehicles (ELVs), it is suggested that targets for 
reuse and recovery and reuse and recycling in Article 7a of 
Directive 2000/53/EC are met by 2020, and that the targets in 
Article 7b are met by 2025. 

Recommendation linked to Recommendation 3 under the theme of Legislation  

  Hazardous Waste Management                                       

1 
Industrial facilities should be encouraged to implement best 
available techniques to minimise the generation of hazardous 
waste associated with their processes 

                   

2 
Consideration should be given as to how the tariff will be set for 
the IPA-supported facility and how the costs of operation and 
aftercare will be recovered 

                   

3 

A review of the need for hazardous waste treatment, in 
anticipation of the IPA-funded treatment facility for hazardous 
waste, should be undertaken taking into account the expected 
flows of hazardous waste in the future. 

                   

4 

The countries of the region should seek to agree some limited 
exceptions to their ban on the import and transfer of hazardous 
waste to facilitate its passage to appropriate treatment facilities 
overseas. 

                   

5 
On the basis of a review of the nature and capacity of required 
treatment for medical wastes, facilities for treatment should be 
procured with support from central government 
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E.1.4 Estimated Costs 

Some of the costs associated with a number of elements of the Roadmap have been 
estimated where it was possible to do so. Some key figures are reported here with 
regard to potential out-turns if the country meets a 50% recycling target for municipal 
waste (measured as the percentage by weight of all municipal waste recycled). Table E-1 
indicates that if vehicles are capitalised, then it is the capital cost of collection 
equipment that dominate the overall capital investment required to achieve 50% 
recycling of municipal waste. One of the issues which has been problematic in some EU 
Member States has been the channelling of grants and soft loans for capital towards big-
ticket investments, often those at the base of the waste hierarchy. These results indicate 
that if considered as capital items, then collection infrastructure is where investment is 
most needed. If one adds to this the capital required to support treatment facilities for 
source segregated biowastes (by far the largest fraction of the municipal waste stream), 
then the need to focus capital at the upper tiers of the waste hierarchy becomes clear. 

Table E-1: Estimated Range in Capital Investment Costs over 10 years 
(million €, 2016 Real Term Prices) to Achieve 50% Municipal Waste 
Recycling 

Capital Item Low Estimate High Estimate 

Collection 

Collection Vehicles € 19 € 46 

Collection Containers € 16 € 22 

Vehicle Depots € 3.9 € 23 

Sorting Plants € 0 € 22 

Recycling Centres / Container Parks € 0.62 € 0.97 

Treatment / Disposal     

Composting (low estimate), Anaerobic Digestion (high estimate) € 14 € 56 

Landfill € 24 € 32 

Totals     

Total Collection € 40 € 114 

Total Treatment / Disposal € 38 € 88 

Grand Total € 77 € 202 
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Table E- 2 presents the capacity required for additional biowaste treatment and sanitary 
landfill capacity required at an assumed municipal waste recycling rate of 50% in 2026. 
The variation in the capacity required in the low and high estimates is due to different 
assumptions around the future growth of waste arisings. We also show the total amount 
of residual waste required to be managed in 2026. If it is assumed that longer term 
targets under the proposed circular economy package are to be met, then the maximum 
amount of treatment capacity of residual waste that should be considered in the 
medium- to long-term is between 325k and 369k tonnes per annum.  

Table E- 2: Estimated Treatment and Disposal Capacity Required to Achieve 
50% Municipal Waste Recycling in 2026 (Thousand Tonnes per Annum 
Assuming no Reduction in Existing Capacity) 

Item Low Estimate High Estimate 

Sanitary Landfill 118 191 

Composting / Anaerobic Digestion 162 185 

Total Residual Waste Treatment / Disposal 
Required 

542 615 

 

Given the issues associated with cost recovery for the municipal waste management 
service, we modelled the changes in municipal waste management costs that might be 
expected in moving from current recycling rates to 50% recycling: municipalities need to 
know what they can expect in years to come, and to understand that additional revenue 
will be required. The costs presented in Table E- 3 assume all capital is annualised (in the 
form of ‘gate fees’). They indicate that a net change of the order €68 per household 
might be expected if the recycling rate is achieved and if all residual waste is sent to 
sanitary landfills that recover their costs in full. This can be reduced somewhat – down to 
around €53 per household – if the producer responsibility schemes are configured, as we 
recommend they should be, to support the services which municipalities or their 
contractors deliver. See Section 18 of the Main Report for further details on the cost 
estimates presented here.  
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Table E- 3: Estimated Total Costs per Household, Current and 50% 
Recycling, € 2016 Real Term Prices (all costs annualised) 

Cost Current @ 50% Recycling Net 

Collection € 20 € 43 € 23 

Treatment / Disposal € 32 € 77 € 45 

Sub-Total € 52 € 120 € 68 

Contribution from Producer 
Responsibility Organisations 

  -€ 15 -€ 15 

Total Cost to Municipalities € 52 € 105 € 53 

 

It should be noted that we have assumed that efficient systems are in operation now 
and in future. The key point is that municipalities have to find a way to recover more of 
the cost of their services, and recognise that the costs they need to recover will rise in 
future. There has, perhaps, not been enough honesty around this point thus far. 

Note that these costs assume that residual waste continues to be landfilled for the time 
being, and that the 50% recycling rate is met using the most challenging of the 4 
methods allowed under the existing European legislation.2  Kosovo could seek to meet 
the recycling target using one of the easier approaches, such as Method 1; however, the 
ongoing discussions at the EU level suggest this will not be possible in the longer-term.  

E.1.5 Funding Sources 

As part of the study, a range of funding sources were reviewed. Several donors and 
funders are active in the region and have funds available on various terms. Quite apart 
from funders’ concerns that cost recovery is inadequate, there are other concerns 
related to the ‘fit’ between what funders offer, and what is really required to support 
the country (and the region as a whole) in delivering the acquis. If Kosovo is to meet high 
recycling rates in future (and maintain space to achieve the recycling rates envisaged in 
the European Commission’s proposals under the revised Circular Economy package), 
then there needs to be a shift in the focus of projects from the large, capital intense, 
residual waste treatment facilities and towards projects aimed at increasing recycling 
rates.  

In our view, this suggests a role for dialogue between funders and the recipient countries 
on how best they can work to ensure that projects aimed at moving towards high 

                                                      

 

2 See Commission Decision 2011/753/EU Establishing Rules and Calculation Methods for Verifying 
Compliance with the Targets set in Article 11(2) of Directive 2008/98/EC of the European Parliament and 
of the Council, http://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/?uri=celex:32011D0753 

http://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/?uri=celex:32011D0753
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recycling rates can be packaged in a manner that makes them attractive to funders. This, 
in turn, will require governments to work closely with municipalities to develop projects 
which are appropriate for the funders, potentially aggregating these to meet minimum 
capital requirements of the funders. Further details on possible funding sources can be 
found in Section 19 of the Main Report.    
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1.0 Introduction 

Within the EU environmental acquis, waste is one of the most demanding sectors in 
terms of the resources – both human and financial – needed for the transposition of the 
relevant EU legislation, and the implementation of measures designed to achieve the 
outcomes sought. The Commission’s Annual Progress Reports for each of the Western 
Balkan countries underline the efforts that still need to be made in this sector in order to 
achieve full compliance before accession to the EU.3 Sound waste management policy 
contributes to "promoting a resource efficient economy", as envisaged by the Europe 
2020 Strategy, and reduces negative environmental and health impacts over the life-
cycle of resources. 

Previous enlargements have shown how important it is for the European Commission to 
work closely with the countries throughout the accession process, helping them to 
transpose and implement correctly the environmental acquis by the date of accession. 
This project has been undertaken with this in mind and sets out a Roadmap for Kosovo4 
to move towards full compliance with the EU waste acquis. The recommendations 
included in the Roadmap are intended to provide a clear way forward for making 
improvements to the waste management system over the medium- to longer-term. 

This report is subdivided into two parts:  

1) Part 1 presents the findings from a detailed assessment of the waste 
management situation in Kosovo. The information gathered as part of this 
National Waste Assessment was used to identify a number of core issues which 
were consulted upon with relevant stakeholders. Recommended measures for 
addressing each of the issues were put forward by the project team before being 
consulted on more widely. These formed the basis for developing the draft 
Roadmap for improving waste management in Kosovo.  

2) This Roadmap makes up Part 2 of the report and provides a list of 
recommendations, with estimates of associated costs, and a proposed scheduling 
of activities. Stakeholders were consulted on the recommendations included in 
the draft Roadmap before it was finalised and signed off by the European 
Commission. The final version of the Roadmap is presented in this report. 

The methodology behind the development of the Roadmaps, which follows the Terms of 
Reference for the project, is presented in Section 3.0. An overview of the report 
structure and the basic contents of each section is provided in Table 1-1.  

                                                      

 

3 European Commission (2016) Strategy and Reports, Date Accessed: 6th May 2016, Available at: 
http://ec.europa.eu/enlargement/countries/package/index_en.htm  
4 This designation is without prejudice to positions on status, and is in line with UNSCR 1244/1999 and the 
ICJ Opinion on the Kosovo declaration of independence. 

http://ec.europa.eu/enlargement/countries/package/index_en.htm
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Table 1-1: Overview of the Report Structure and Summary of Contents 

Report Section Description 

Section 2.0 
Provides some additional context by presenting relevant background information 
about Kosovo and comparing key statistics with the other five countries included in 
this study. 

Section 3.0 
 

Outlines the methodological approach that was taken to develop the National 
Waste Assessment and the approach taken to arriving at the recommendations 
included within the Roadmap. This section should be read as it provides an 
explanation for the rationale behind the process and some of the challenges faced.   

PART 1: NATIONAL WASTE ASSESSMENT 

Section 4.0 
Introduces the key organisations involved in waste management, outlining their 
roles and responsibilities, before assessing their overall performance, and 
identifying key issues. 

Section 5.0 Reviews the performance of the regulatory system.  

Section 6.0 
Identifies the waste legislation that has been adopted and assesses progress that 
has been made in transposing the EU waste acquis.  

Section 7.0 

Key to implementing the requirements and waste management targets set out in 
the EU waste acquis is an effective system for developing robust waste 
management plans that cover the whole country. This section introduces the main 
planning / strategy documents in Kosovo and assess the extent to which they 
adequately account for how the country may move towards achieving full 
compliance with the relevant regulations.  

Section 8.0 

Provides an overview of the waste data that is currently available and the key 
limitations associated with it. Accurate data on waste arisings and its subsequent 
management is essential for forward planning and measuring performance against 
waste management targets. 

Section 9.0 

Introduces the waste management targets that have been introduced at each tier of 
the waste hierarchy. The extent to which these are compliant with EU targets is 
assessed, as well as whether data is being collected which would allow accurate 
reporting against these targets.    

Section 10.0 

Assesses whether producer responsibility systems, or equivalent measure to meet 
targets, are in place to ensure that producers of packaging, electrical and electronic 
equipment, vehicles, and batteries and accumulators are in place and funded by 
producers. 

Section 11.0 
Reviews the collection infrastructure in place to manage municipal, industrial and 
construction and demolition waste.  

Section 12.0 
Reviews the treatment infrastructure for treating / disposing of municipal, industrial 
and construction and demolition waste. 

Section 13.0 Outlines the approach to managing hazardous waste. 
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Report Section Description 

Section 14.0 Identifies key achievements that have occurred in recent years.  

Section 15.0 
Provides a summary of the issues that emerged from the National Waste 
Assessment and identified in the preceding sections.  

PART 2: ROADMAP FOR IMPROVING WASTE MANAGEMENT  

Section 16.0 

Discusses, where relevant, the alternative approaches that could be taken to 
addressing the issues presented in Section 15.0. This section forms the core 
component of the Roadmap and provides a number of recommendations for how 
each of the issues may be addressed or mitigated. These recommendations clearly 
outline, for the different waste streams, how the waste management situation may 
be improved and brought in line with the requirements set out in the EU waste 
acquis. 

Section 17.0 
Provides an outline of the suggested sequencing and timing of the 
recommendations identified in Section 16.0. 

Section 18.0 

Quantifies, where feasible and relevant, some of the financial costs of the proposed 
recommendations. This includes some estimates of the capital and operational costs 
for municipal waste services which will allow Kosovo to achieve full compliance with 
the existing 50% preparation for reuse and recycling target and the landfill diversion 
target for biodegradable municipal waste. 

Section 19.0 

Although full cost recovery for waste management services needs to be achieved, 
there remains a need for external funding in the short- to medium-term. This 
section describes the sources of funding available, provides some examples of 
organisations that are funding waste related projects in the West Balkans, and some 
of the challenges to obtaining funding.  
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2.0 Background Information 

On 27 October 2015, the EU signed a Stabilisation and Association Agreement (SAA) with 
Kosovo. This is a milestone on Kosovo's path towards a European future. The SAA 
constitutes the first contractual relationship between the EU and Kosovo and means that 
the EU has formed agreements with all six of the West Balkan countries covered by this 
study. The SAA provides a comprehensive framework for closer political dialogue and 
economic relations between Kosovo and the EU, including opening EU markets to 
Kosovo products.5 

Kosovo is located around the centre of the Western Balkan’s region (Figure 2-1). The 
Former Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia lies to the south, Albania and Bosnia & 
Herzegovina flank the western border, whilst Serbia borders the country to the north 
and east. Kosovo experiences continental climatic conditions with both Alpine and 
Mediterranean influences. Rainfall and temperature variations across the country are 
somewhat significant owing to the uneven topography in certain parts.  

The following applies to the administrative definition of Kosovo: 

“This designation is without prejudice to positions on status, and is in line with 
UNSCR 1244/1999 and the ICJ Opinion on the Kosovo declaration of 
independence.” 

Kosovo is a small country with a size of around 11,000km2 and a population of 1.8 million 
in 2013.6 The country declared independence from Serbia in 2008 and the capital is 
Prishtina, Kosovo’s largest city.  

The European Commission’s 2015 report on Kosovo’s accession processes included the 
following statement in relation to waste management: 

“On waste management, the Ministry of Environment and Spatial Planning should 
step up efforts to finalise a master plan for waste management and increase 
opportunities for investment in this sector. Basic waste management definitions 
and concepts such as recycling and recovery of different waste streams are not 
sufficiently supported by current legislation, limiting opportunities for private 
sector involvement. Both investment funding and the capacity of municipalities 

                                                      

 

5 European Commission (2015) Commission Staff Working Document: Kosovo 2015 Report, Accompanying 
the Document Communication from the Commission to the European Parliament, the Council, the 
European Economic and Social Committee and the Committee of the Regions EU Enlargement Strategy, 
November 2015, http://ec.europa.eu/enlargement/countries/package/index_en.htm  
6 World Bank Data (2015) Global Economic Prospects, Data Downloaded on: 7th January 2016 
http://data.worldbank.org/indicator/SP.POP.TOTL  

http://ec.europa.eu/enlargement/countries/package/index_en.htm
http://data.worldbank.org/indicator/SP.POP.TOTL
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and operators to implement the 2012 Law on Waste remain very low. The high 
number of illegal landfills needs to be addressed urgently.”7 

Figure 2-1: Western Balkan Countries 

 

Source: Eunomia 

Kosovo had a GDP per capita of €3,054 in 2014, as compared with the EU-28 average of 
€27,394 per capita in the same year. Kosovo’s industries accounted for 29% of GDP.8 Key 

                                                      

 

7 European Commission (2015) Commission Staff Working Document: Kosovo 2015 Report, Accompanying 
the Document Communication from the Commission to the European Parliament, the Council, the 
European Economic and Social Committee and the Committee of the Regions EU Enlargement Strategy, 
November 2015, http://ec.europa.eu/enlargement/countries/package/index_en.htm  

8 World Bank Data (2015) Global Economic Prospects, Data Downloaded on: 7th January 2016 
http://data.worldbank.org/indicator/SP.POP.TOTL 

http://ec.europa.eu/enlargement/countries/package/index_en.htm
http://data.worldbank.org/indicator/SP.POP.TOTL
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industries in the country include mining (ferrous and non-ferrous metals), motor vehicle 
assembly, textiles, tobacco products, ammunition and tourism, although no breakdown 
of their contribution towards GDP is available. Estimated unemployment rate in 2014 
was 43.9%.9 Key exports include mining and processed metal products, scrap metals, 
leather products, machinery, appliances, prepared foodstuffs, beverages and tobacco, 
vegetable products, textiles and apparel.10 

With a surface area of 10,887 km2, Kosovo is the smallest of the West Balkan countries 
included in this study. Key facts for each of the six countries, along an EU-28 average, are 
provided in Table 2-1.  

Table 2-1: Key Country Statistics for the West Balkans (2014)1 
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Population  
(million) 2.89 3.82 1.82 2.08 0.62 7.13 3.06 - 

Surface Area (km2 ) 28,750 51,210 10,887 25,710 13,810 77,4742 34,640 - 

Population density 
(people per km2)  

105.6 74.9 167.4 82 46.2 81.5 92.93 120 

Internet Users (per 
100 people) 

60 61 - 68 61 54 61 78 

Mobile Phone 
Subscriptions (per 
100 people) 

105 91 - 106 163 122 117 123 

Sources:  
1. World Bank Data (2015) World Development Indicators, last updated 05/02/2016, Data 

Downloaded on: 6th May 2016, Available at: 
http://databank.worldbank.org/data/reports.aspx?source=world-development-indicators#  

2. Excludes Kosovo as per Central Intelligence Agency (2014), The World Factbook: Serbia, 20 June 
2014, Accessed 5th May 2016, https://www.cia.gov/library/publications/the-world-
factbook/geos/ri.html  

 

  

                                                      

 

9 World Bank Data (2012) World Development Indicators, Accessed 29th April 2016, Available at: 
http://data.worldbank.org/country/kosovo  
10 CIA (2016) The World Factbook, Date Accessed 29th April 2016. Available at: 
https://www.cia.gov/library/publications/resources/the-world-factbook/ 

http://databank.worldbank.org/data/reports.aspx?source=world-development-indicators
https://www.cia.gov/library/publications/the-world-factbook/geos/ri.html
https://www.cia.gov/library/publications/the-world-factbook/geos/ri.html
http://data.worldbank.org/country/kosovo
https://www.cia.gov/library/publications/resources/the-world-factbook/
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3.0 Methodology 

The development of the Roadmap for improving waste management in Kosovo required 
an extensive amount of research and stakeholder engagement over a period of 16 
months (January 2015 to April 2016). The approach adopted reflected the project’s 
Terms of Reference (ToR). This section outlines the methodology and provides important 
contextual information for understanding the basis behind the approach taken to 
conducting the National Waste Assessment. The National Waste Assessment is 
presented in Part 1 of this document (i.e. Sections 4.0 – 15.0) and was used to inform the 
development of the recommendations included in the Roadmap, which makes up Part 2 
of this report (i.e. Sections 16.0  – 19.0).  

For the sake of clarity, this study covers the main waste streams, including: 

 Municipal solid waste (MSW); 

 Commercial & industrial (C&I) waste; 

 Construction & demolition (C&D) waste; 

 Packaging waste; 

 Waste electrical and electronic equipment (WEEE); 

 End-of-life vehicles (ELVs); 

 Batteries and accumulators; and 

 Hazardous waste. 

Kosovo’s Roadmap was developed by means of a 13-stage approach. The stages are as 
follows:  

 Stage 1 – Develop assessment criteria (Section 3.1); 

 Stage 2 – Gather baseline information and data (Section 3.2); 

 Stage 3 – Develop overview of waste management situation (Section 3.3); 

 Stage 4 – Assess country performance (Section 3.4); 

 Stage 5 – Identification of issues (Section 3.5); 

 Stage 6 – Consultation on key issues (Section 3.6); 

 Stage 7 – Development of the Roadmap (Section 3.7); 

 Stage 8 – Define sequencing of selected measures (Section 3.8); 

 Stage 9 – Review of financing sources (Section 3.9); 

 Stage 10 – Submission of draft Roadmap to the European Commission 
(Section 3.10); 

 Stage 11 – Consultation with Ministry officials (Section 3.11) 

 Stage 12 – Discussion at national workshop (Section 3.12); and 

 Stage 13 – Produce final version of country Roadmaps (Section 3.13). 

The interrelationship between each stage is summarised in Figure 3-1. 
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Figure 3-1: Summary of Approach Taken 
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3.1 Develop Assessment Criteria 

The ToR required criteria to be developed including: 

 Existence of an adequate network of waste treatment facilities (existing and 
planned, including for specific waste streams, compared to existent and 
forecasted waste generation); 

 Compliance with the waste management hierarchy; 

 Fulfilment of reuse, recycling and recovery targets as well as the targets for 
diversion of biodegradable waste from landfills; 

 Existence of effective waste prevention policies and tools; 

 Existence of high quality waste management plan or plans; and 

 Contribution of waste management to sustainable materials management 
and resource efficiency. 

The ToR also required the screening of practices to involve “at least the following 
elements”: 

 Analysis of the national strategies, policies, action plans, waste management 
plans and (where available) waste prevention programmes; 

 Analysis of the current state of alignment (transposition and implementation) 
and compliance with the legal requirements of waste legislation (including 
the Waste Framework Directive with its waste hierarchy, environmentally 
sound waste management, targets, separate collection, sufficiency and 
adequacy of waste infrastructure, as well as the targets on waste collection, 
preparation for reuse, recycling and recovery laid down by waste stream 
directives, etc. It was noted that the EU Landfill Directive and the Industrial 
Emissions Directive should also be considered as part of the work); 

 Analysis of the existing and planned waste management infrastructure 
against current and forecasted waste generation; 

 Assess available data on the projections of generation and management of 
waste; 

 Proper enforcement of waste legislation (including inspection capacity and 
deterrent measures such as penalties etc.); and 

 Central, regional and local administrative capacity in this sector. 

These two sets of requirements were used as a basis for the development of a list of 
objective criteria against which the performance of the waste management sector in 
Kosovo could be assessed. The list was intended to:  

1) Identify key issues with the current approach to waste management in the 
country concerned, taking into account the requirements set out in the ToR, and 
notably, with a focus on moving towards complying with the EU acquis; 

2) Identify less significant issues, but ones which were worthy of highlighting in the 
context of the review; and 

3) Assisting in the development of recommendations as to how to resolve the issues 
identified.  
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This list of criteria was mapped to the requirements of the ToR to ensure complete 
coverage of the relevant matters.  

The list was reviewed by DG Environment and a final was version signed off. The list of 
criteria, as per the ToR, was developed within an Excel based Waste Assessment Tool for 
the Commission to use after the conclusion of the contract (Figure 3-2). The project 
team, including the national experts, was given a walk-through of the Tool at an early 
stage at a team meeting. The Tool, with inbuilt user guidance developed to support its 
application, was then shared with the project team’s national waste management 
experts Kosovo. These experts then used it to gather all pieces of relevant information 
under Stage 2. 

Figure 3-2: Screenshot of the Waste Assessment Tool 

 

 

3.2 Gather Baseline Information and Data 

Using the Waste Assessment Tool, the national experts gathered available information 
and data on the performance of the waste management sector in each country. In 
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addition to assessing the country against each of the criteria agreed in Stage 1, the 
national experts also gathered information, where available, on the following: 

 Historic waste data; 

 Waste composition; and  

 Future projections of likely waste arisings. 

As far as possible, information was sought on each of the waste streams listed above. 
The reality, as with most European countries, was that the quantity and quality of 
available information and data varied substantially across waste streams. For example, 
information relating to municipal waste was more readily available than for smaller 
waste streams, such as, batteries, or for streams where businesses typically make their 
own arrangements for waste management (such as industrial wastes, and construction 
and demolition wastes).   

3.3 Develop Overview of Waste Management Situation 

In order to cover the themes in the Assessment Tool, the National Waste Assessment is 
split into the following sections:  

 Key organisations involved in waste management (Section 4.0); 

 Performance of the regulatory system (Section 5.0); 

 Status of waste legislation (Section 6.0); 

 Status of planning and strategy documents (Section 7.0); 

 Quality of data on waste management (Section 8.0); 

 Transposition of targets and current performance (Section 9.0); 

 Implementation of producer responsibility (Section 10.0); 

 Adequacy of waste collection infrastructure (Section 11.0); 

 Adequacy of waste treatment and disposal infrastructure (Section 12.0); and 

 Management of hazardous waste (Section 13.0). 

The national experts, along with international experts, drew on the baseline information 
contained in the Waste Assessment Toolkits to develop an overview of the waste 
management sector for each of the above themes. Where necessary, additional research 
and consultation was undertaken to clarify points of uncertainty.  

The results of this work are presented in the ‘Overview’ Sub-sections of the National 
Waste Assessment (i.e. Part 1, Sections 4.0 – 15.0). This combined body of work provides 
a comprehensive overview of the key components of the waste management system in 
Kosovo. 

3.4 Assess Country Performance 

The ToR required evaluation criteria to be developed as a basis for assessing country 
performance. Based on the long-list of criteria developed in Stage 1, a range of key 
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criteria was identified, against which, country performance was scored. The criteria were 
scored on a scale of 1 to 3, where: 

 Score 1 designates situations where no action has been taken to address the 
item under consideration, or the prevailing circumstances mean that there 
are serious concerns about the sustainability / operability of the system;   

 Score 2 designates a situation where noticeable action has been taken to 
improving the waste management system, but with some concerns remaining 
that may prevent the country from achieving full compliance with EU waste 
acquis; and 

 Score 3 designates a situation where current, or firmly planned, measures are 
believed to be sufficient to allow the country to be fully compliant with EU 
waste acquis. 

The results of the assessment exercise are presented in the ‘Summary Assessment’ Sub-
sections of the National Waste Assessment. The above scoring system is tailored slightly 
for each section to ensure that it relates to the items being evaluated.  

3.5 Identification of Issues 

Based upon the outcomes of the above work, a list of issues was identified in relation to 
the likelihood of the countries meeting the main objectives and provisions of the Waste 
Framework Directive (2008/98/EC) and the targets laid down by the individual waste 
stream Directives. These issues are presented in Section 15.0. 

The identification of these issues played an important role in helping to draw out more 
detail in conceptualising the challenges faced by Kosovo in improving its waste 
management system and how these challenges may be overcome.  

3.6 Consultation on Key Issues 

As well as ongoing consultations undertaken by the national experts through their 
existing networks, consultations were carried out with key stakeholders regarding the 
issues that had been identified by the project team. These consultations were used to 
verify, or modify as appropriate, the nature of the issues as they had been described. 

These issues were then grouped into sub-sets of issues, in line with the Section headings 
of the National Waste Assessment. The issues are presented in Section 15.0. This stage 
effectively marks the end of the National Waste Assessment and the basis for the 
elaboration of the Roadmap.  

3.7 Development of the Roadmap 

The Roadmap proceeded through the following approach. For each sub-set of issues (as 
modified by the above consultation process), where appropriate, a range of alternative 
approaches (e.g. those already in place in the Member States) were considered as a 
means to rectify the issue.  
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Instruments considered included: 

 Economic and fiscal instruments (e.g. landfill/incineration fees/taxes or bans, 
resource efficiency taxes, producer responsibility schemes, 'pay-as-you-
throw' schemes and other relevant instruments); 

 Legal instruments (modification of national laws); 

 Administrative instruments, including change of administrative procedures; 
and 

 Information and educational campaigns. 

Based on these, a set of recommendations were made for Kosovo, taking into account its 
specific circumstances.  

For the package of measures proposed, broad indications of the infrastructure needs, 
including estimated investment costs, were estimated. Other costs were also identified 
where it was possible to do so. These costs are intended to provide a high-level estimate 
of the likely costs associated with the various measures. The methodology underpinning 
these calculations is described separately and presented in Appendix A.2.0.  

3.8 Define Sequencing of Selected Measures 

Consideration was given to the sequencing of the measures proposed to give an 
indicative timescale for the measures being proposed. These timings are not set in stone, 
but were developed based on an expert understanding of the sector, and of how long it 
may take to implement certain measures, or build waste infrastructure. It is worth 
noting, however, that the timings do assume that countries begin to make efforts to 
implement the measures at an early opportunity.  

3.9 Funding Sources 

The availability of various sources of funding was also considered through desk based 
research and interviews. Contact details were obtained for relevant IFI desk officers and 
EU funding bodies operating in the West Balkans. The following organisations were 
contacted for interviews: European Bank for Reconstruction and Development (EBRD), 
Instrument for Pre-Accession Assistance (IPA), European Investment Bank (EIB), KfW, 
Small Enterprise Assistance Funds, the European Commission’s Technical Assistance and 
Information Exchange (TAIEX) instrument, and the World Bank. In total, 65 individuals 
were identified and contacted – nine people agreed to be interviewed or provide 
additional information. Because many of the funding streams have no country-specific 
allocations, the work is essentially reported for the region as a whole. This was sufficient 
to obtain a good sense of the available funding avenues and some of the key challenges 
faced in securing funding. The results of this work are presented in Section 19.0.          

3.10 Submission of Draft Version of Country Roadmaps 

A draft of the Roadmap was then submitted to DG Environment for comment and 
approval prior to undertaking further consultation.    
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3.11 Consult with Ministry Officials 

The approved Roadmap was discussed at a meeting with officials from the Ministry of 
Environment and Spatial Planning, and amended accordingly in the light of the 
discussions.  

3.12 Discussion at National Workshop  

Following the meeting with Ministry officials, an executive summary of the revised 
Roadmap was shared with a range of stakeholders ahead of a national workshop which 
was held in Pristina on 26th October 2016 (the list of workshop attendees is presented in 
Appendix A.1.0). The primary aim of the national workshop was to have a detailed 
exchange of views between the project team and those present at the workshop. The 
discussions at the workshop focused on the key issues and priority recommendations 
that were proposed in the draft Roadmap. The feedback from the workshop was 
summarised by the project team and shared with all attendees. The workshop summary 
outlined how some of the Roadmap recommendations would be amended in light of the 
discussions held at the workshop. New recommendations that were discussed at the 
workshop, and deemed to be of relevance, were also included in the workshop 
summary. Attendees were given the opportunity to provide further comments on the 
workshop summary or to highlight any points that they felt were missed or inadequately 
covered at the workshop. 

3.13 Produce Final Version of Country Roadmaps 

The workshop feedback and subsequent comments were compiled and used to finalise 
the recommendations included within the Roadmap. The finalised Roadmap was then 
shared with the European Commission to obtain final approval and signoff of the 
document. 

 

 

  



15 

   

 

PART 1: NATIONAL WASTE ASSESSMENT 
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4.0 Key Organisations Involved in Waste 

Management Legislation, Policy and 

Planning 

4.1 Overview 

4.1.1 National Level 

The main national body with responsibility for the country’s waste management sector is 
the Ministry of Environment and Spatial Planning (MESP), and in particular, its 
Environmental Protection Department, which works closely with the Kosovo 
Environmental Protection Agency (KEPA). The Government of Kosovo and Parliament of 
Kosovo also have policy and legislative powers within the sector. MESP has responsibility 
for all waste streams but works closely with other Ministries, for example, the Ministry 
of Health, the Ministry of Trade and Industry, and the Ministry of Agriculture, in relation 
to matters covering clinical waste, industrial waste, and agricultural waste respectively. 

At the local level in Kosovo, municipalities – of which there are 38 – also have important 
responsibilities in respect of waste management. The responsibilities in respect of waste 
collection have, however, been transferred from municipalities to ‘regional waste 
collection companies’ (see below). 

Duties and responsibilities of each body are presented below:  

 Ministry of Environment and Spatial Planning (MESP) – Determines policies 
on waste management; develops Kosovo’s Waste Management Strategies 
and Plans; is the Authority competent for hazardous waste11; and issues 
licenses for waste operators. 

 Ministry of Economic Development (MED) – Custodian of Publicly Owned 
Enterprises (POEs), including Kosovo Landfill Management Company (KLMC); 
appoints board of directors; sets waste disposal tariffs for KLMC; submits 
investment proposals to the Ministry of Finance; and monitors performance 
of POEs.  

 Ministry of Finance (MoF) – Sets sectoral budgets; drafts national budget; 
and approves investment plans.   

 Kosovo Environmental Protection Agency (KEPA) – Monitoring of pollution 
with respect to waste; monitoring of sanitary landfills; monitoring of waste 
streams; identification of waste hotspots; consolidation of Monitoring 

                                                      

 

11 Hazardous waste is an area over which the Ministry, according to Law on Waste, has considerable scope 
to influence, directly, the storage, transportation and management of the waste generated. 



17 

   

Information System (MIS); prepares and issues reports on the state of the 
waste sector. 

 Kosovo Environmental Protection Inspectorate (KEPI) – this is the Central 
Inspectorate in MESP; amongst other duties, the Inspectorate verifies and 
controls the implementation of Waste Management Plans, operations and 
activities in collection, transportation and handling of waste. The Inspectorate 
is also responsible for enforcing waste legislation. According to the Law on 
Waste, KEPI is required to ensure that the provisions of this Law – and other 
related laws – are implemented and adhered to. When violations of the 
regulations occur, and constitute a criminal act under the Penal Code, KEPI, 
through MESP as well as the municipal inspector, through the relevant mayor, 
can bring criminal charges. 

 There are additional line ministries that cooperate with MESP in relation to 
matters covering specific waste streams:  

o Ministry of Health – Responsible for medical waste;  
o Ministry of Trade and Industry – Responsible for industrial waste; and 
o Ministry of Agriculture – Responsible for agricultural waste. 

 Ministry of Local Government Administration (MLGA) – Responsible for local 
government advancement by working with municipalities – for example, 
through coordination, empowerment, assistance. In principle, it can support 
for the provision of an effective and responsive waste management service as 
close as possible to the citizens. 

 Kosovo Municipalities - Responsible for the provision of waste collection 
services which they operate through the RWCCs; they set fees for waste 
collection services; they collaborate with MED in setting waste disposal 
services for non-hazardous waste within their service area; they prepare 
waste management plans; they also organize collection of funds for municipal 
services. 

 Regional Waste Collection Companies (RWCCs) – The RWCCs are licensed by 
MESP and responsible for the provision of waste collection services which are 
undertaken by the municipalities themselves; directed by municipal board of 
directors; municipally owned and therefore report directly to the 
municipalities which are members, they estimate and submit their service 
tariffs to the municipalities. 

 Kosovo Landfill Management Company (KLMC) – KLMC is responsible for the 
provision of waste disposal services at national level. The company owns four 
sanitary landfills and a transfer station which have been constructed with 
European funds (i.e. Gjilani landfill, Prizreni landfill, Prishtina landfill, 
Podujeva landfill and the Ferizaj transfer station – other landfill sites are 
municipality owned and managed). KLMC is owned by the Government of 
Kosovo and under the custodianship of MED. KLMC is organised along 
corporate lines, with the board appointed by MED. The organisational 
structure includes an audit committee, office of the internal auditor and 
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customer care services. Customers are charged for services with tariffs as 
approved by MED. 

 Private Operators – Licensed by MESP for the provision of waste collection 
and recycling services; privately owned and not managed by MED, and not 
subject to tariff regulation (so free to establish their own tariffs). Private 
sector operators collect mostly commercial and industrial waste. However, 
they also collect household waste on behalf of a small number of 
municipalities. For example, in one municipality there is a public private 
partnership (PPP) with a private waste collector and there are few cases were 
licensed private companies provide waste collection in villages.   

4.1.2 Regional Level 

Municipal waste collection services are organised at the regional level through the 
RWCCs (at the time the assessment was undertaken, there were seven RWCCs operating 
in Kosovo).12 As noted above, RWCCs are incorporated and consolidated commercial 
entities which provide services such as municipal waste collection, street sweeping and 
public hygiene. They are organised along corporate lines, with a board of directors at the 
top of the organisation appointed by the municipalities that own the company. RWCCs 
are entitled to charge customers tariffs as approved by the municipalities. RWCCs’ 
organisational structure includes an audit committee, a committee for investment and 
an internal auditor (who reports directly to the board of directors).  

With the emergence of the new version of the Law on Waste, access has been opened to 
private operators in the waste collection and recycling sector. Private companies are 
licensed by MESP, but are (clearly) not governed in the same way as POEs.  

4.1.3 Municipal Level 

Municipalities represent the basic unit of local self-government in Kosovo, defined by 
the Law on Local Self Government. Kosovo currently has 38 municipalities. Municipalities 
are responsible for the provision of utility services within their administrative borders, 
including waste management services. As outlined above, municipalities are the owners 
of the RWCCs. In collaboration with MED, municipalities set fees and charges for the 
disposal of non-hazardous waste within their service area. Municipalities are assigned to 
prepare municipal waste management plans and other local development plans. 

Figure 4-1 provides a summary of the key organisations responsible for waste 
management in Kosovo. 

                                                      

 

12 Some documents state that there are eleven RWMCs as they include the seven official RWMCs and the 
four municipal companies in the Serbian enclaves. 
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Figure 4-1: Organisational Diagram 

 

Source: based on figure presented in Republic of Kosova Office of the Auditor General (2014) Municipal 
Waste System Management in Kosova, June 2014, www.oag-
rks.org/repository/docs/RaportiAuditimit_MMPH_2013_Eng_22389.pdf  

4.2 Summary Assessment 

An assessment of the key organisations involved in waste management is provided in 
Table 4-1. Performance against each of the criteria listed is scored on a scale of 1 to 3, 
where: 

RWCCs carry out the collection and 
transport of waste, draft the opperational 
plan, and set the timelines and manner of 

exercising the cleaning activity, which must 
be compliance with the municipal plan. 

Quality of service should be in accordance 
with the Service Standard for Bidders of 

Waste Collection Services.

MESP– develops legislation, sets overall environmental policies, monitors and inspects their implementation. 
The following main mechanisms have been established:

1. Environmental 
Protection Department -
develops policies, norms 

and environmental 
standardsin the area of 

waste.

2. Central Inspectorate - among 
other duties, verifies and controls 

the implementation of waste 
management plans, operations 

and activities in collection, 
transportation and handling of 

waste.

3. KEPA - monitors and 
informs the Government and 
the public on the situation of 

the environment and its effects. 
Local and central authorities 

who manage the waste should 
regularly report to KEPA.

MESP annually drafts a report on waste management in Kosovo and submits it to the Government in 
the second quarter of the following year. Through this report the Government informs the Assembly.

Citizens who benefit from cleaning 
services should dispose only in designated 

locations and pay for services provided.

Municipalities establish the waste management system on their territory, develop local plans for 
waste management in line with the national plan, and their implementation is ensured through local 

inspectorates. Municipal responsibilities extend to the selection of companies for collection, tariff 
setting, regulation of the system and conditions on the method and manner of waste collection.

The municipalities should produce an annual report on the execution of the local plan on waste 
management and submit it by 31 March of the following year.

RWCCs should produce an annual 
report on waste management and 

submit it to Municipalities and KEPA.

KLMC is responsible for the management 
and operation of 4 disposal sites and a 
transfer station in compliance with the 

guidelines and standards set by MESP. 
The company is placed under the authority 
of the Ministry of Economic Development.   

KLMC should produce an annual 
report on waste disposal and submit 

it to Municipalities and KEPA.

Enterprises that bring their waste to KLMC 
should enter into direct contractual 

arrangements.

http://www.oag-rks.org/repository/docs/RaportiAuditimit_MMPH_2013_Eng_22389.pdf
http://www.oag-rks.org/repository/docs/RaportiAuditimit_MMPH_2013_Eng_22389.pdf


20 

   

 Score 1 = a low level of performance due, for example, to a lack of clear 
responsibilities or overlapping / disjointed remits. 

 Score 2 = organisational functioning is acceptable, but with some limitations 
which could be improved upon. 

 Score 3 = organisations function well, with no major issues. 

Table 4-1: Assessment of Administrative Institutions  

Criteria Assessment 

Responsibilities for management of 
similar wastes are not spread widely 
over different institutions or 
departments 

Score 2 – most waste streams are under the control of MESP, 
but medical, industrial and agricultural wastes are under 
separate ministries. This is likely to be less of a problem with 
medical and agricultural wastes, but more of a problem with 
industrial wastes (because the facilities dealing with industrial 
wastes may also deal with other wastes). 

There are likely to be coordination issues between MESP, 
MED and MoF in developing and signing off key projects. 

Responsibilities’ for the various 
national institutions are clearly 
defined and understood by 
stakeholders 

Score 1 – The Law on Waste clearly defines the roles and 
responsibilities; however, the problem is that historically 
waste management was under the jurisdiction of central 
government and the competences have not yet been 
effectively transferred to local government who still have 
insufficient capacity to deliver the required services. The Law 
on Waste does not delineate sufficiently the responsibilities 
(in planning) between national and local / regional levels. 

Allocation of responsibilities does not 
lead to conflict of interest 

Score 2 – Ministry of Trade and industry responsible for 
industrial waste, the conflict arises because another aim of 
the ministry is to reduce costs to businesses while improving 
waste management may increase costs. 
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5.0 Performance of the Regulatory System 

5.1 Overview 

No specific sanctions have been set by the national and local authorities in order to 
achieve the targets set out in the Strategy of the Republic of Kosovo on Waste 
Management and the Plan of the Republic of Kosovo on Waste Management. The 
reasons why these sanctions are not in place are:                                                   

 The Kosovo Waste Management Plan sets ambitious targets and priorities for 
a five-year period between 2013 and 2017, but most investment activities set 
out in the Plan have been delayed due to lack of financing; 

 Although the Law on Waste and the National Strategy introduce the need for 
separate waste collection and recycling, and set specific targets, the 
regulatory environment is not conducive to large scale recycling (e.g. there is 
no extended producer responsibility scheme in place);  

 The system is characterized by ineffective coordination at various levels of 
government; and 

 Planning activities are not based on a common understanding of tasks and 
targets. 

With the amendment of the Law on Waste the responsibility for enforcing sanctions was 
passed to MESP. MESP is responsible for the issuing of licenses / permits for waste 
management facilities and operators. The separation of licensing / permitting activities 
from those of enforcement would appear to be inefficient. It would most likely make 
more sense for both activities to be carried out by a single department to ensure ease of 
communication and ensure consistency between those issuing the permits and those 
undertaking the inspections. 

The regulatory system is also hampered by a lack of administrative capacity at the 
national, regional and local levels. At the time of this assessment was undertaken, MESP 
employed four people in the waste department and five people were employed by KEPA. 
At the regional level, KLMC employed a total of 72 people. Of the 38 municipalities, only 
26 have environmental inspectors, with the remaining 11 only having environmental 
officers.  

According to a European Commission funded study, which looked at the protection of 
the environment through criminal law in Kosovo, there are a number of issues related to 
enforcing environmental regulations.13 They study highlights the lack of resources as 

                                                      

 

13 University of Granada (2015) The EU’s Promotion of Environmental Protection in Kosovo: A Case Study 
on the Protection of the Environment through Criminal Law in Kosovo, Report for the European 
Commission, January 2015, 
http://efface.eu/sites/default/files/EFFACE_The%20EUs%20promotion%20of%20environmental%20prote
ction%20in%20Kosovo_revised.pdf  

http://efface.eu/sites/default/files/EFFACE_The%20EUs%20promotion%20of%20environmental%20protection%20in%20Kosovo_revised.pdf
http://efface.eu/sites/default/files/EFFACE_The%20EUs%20promotion%20of%20environmental%20protection%20in%20Kosovo_revised.pdf
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being a key issue, along with weak governance, limited rule of law, and corruption. The 
study reported that: 

“After the declaration of independence in 2008, Kosovo has sought to reach EU 
legal thresholds of environmental protection. It has adopted a wide 
environmental legal framework that however is suffering from important 
problems of enforcement and compliance. The weak implementation is 
considered to be at the root of illegal practices that are openly carried out in most 
parts of Kosovo: illegal logging, illegal hunting, illegal waste management, illegal 
building, destruction of cultural heritage of minorities, etc.” 

The authors of the study, after examining the environmental laws in Kosovo and its 
Criminal Code, concluded that: 

 “The Kosovo legal system of protection of the environment is based on a 
variety of environmental statutes that foresee civil and administrative 
sanctions for environmental damage as well as the possibility of initiating 
criminal procedures. 

 The Criminal Code incorporates brand new environmental crimes that could 
serve to comply with EU Directive on Environmental Crime. However, this can 
only happen when the enforcement of environmental statutes is guaranteed 
by institutions abiding by law, at the administration and at the judicial level. 

 Kosovo like many Member States experiences serious problems of 
enforcement due to lack of human resources and expertise as well as 
corruption and weak governance. 

 Most environmental problems of Kosovo could be solved with education and 
training of the population, as well as a better formation of the central and 
local administration. Poverty and unemployment are some of the most 
important obstacles for the protection of the environment.”   

Due to weaknesses of the inspection and enforcement system and infrastructure 
deficiencies considerable quantities of waste ends up in illegal dumpsites. According to 
an MESP survey released in June 2014, there are approximately 400 illegal dumpsites 
covering an area of 300 hectares scattered across Kosovo. Municipalities are obligated to 
clear illegal dumpsites and maintain a register of illegal landfills within their territory. 
Some municipalities contract private companies to clear the dumpsites. Illegal landfills 
have been closed by the relevant government ministries with the support of 
international donor agencies. Many municipalities organise annual clean-up campaigns, 
as part of which they invite the whole community to participate, with the aim of 
improving use of waste collection services and reducing illegal dumping activities. 
Municipalities seek to employ various other approaches to tackling illegal dumping of 
waste, including beautifying the area, providing waste bins at strategic locations and 
using open spaces for projects that can be beneficial to residents. 

In 2014, KEPA, together with MESP, published an important Report on the State of 
Waste and Chemicals that includes a recommendation to “Prohibit the disposal of waste 
in illegal landfills” and “Complete legal framework and effective implementation of laws 
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in the waste and chemicals sector”.14 However, the report also states that “currently in 
Kosovo, landfill closure would not be an alternative solution to the problem, because it 
would consequently create even greater illegal landfills.” According to research 
conducted by the University of Granada a number of issues need to be considered in 
order to ensure that the illegal landfills can be closed down: 

“Considering the lack of infrastructures and the lack of management of municipal, 
mining and industrial waste, before initiating criminal investigations and 
procedures, the adoption of secondary legislation is required and it is necessary to 
provide local and central administrations with human and financial resources to 
manage this problem.”15  

Open burning of waste at dumpsites is a common practice to reduce the volume of 
waste. Current landfill management practices reduce the risk of open burning of waste 
by compacting the waste and covering it regularly. However, collection systems for 
landfill gas are often inadequately designed and mismanaged, and the gas pipes can 
become blocked with waste. Burning waste without permission of MESP (when the 
waste could be recycled or disposed) can be penalised with a fine of between €2,000 and 
€5,000 through Article 31 of the Law on Waste. The fines issued are publically accessible 
through MESP’s website and MESP reports that fines are being paid. However, there are 
approximately four inspectors at the national level and generally one inspector in each 
municipality tasked with preventing the abandonment, dumping or uncontrolled 
management of waste. Given the known scale of dumping of waste these resources may 
be inadequate to inspect and enforce against illegal activity. 

5.2 Summary Assessment 

An assessment of the regulatory system is provided in Table 5-1. Performance against 
each of the criteria listed is scored on a scale of 1 to 3, where: 

 Score 1 = substantive concerns about the effectiveness of the regulatory system. 

 Score 2 = regulatory system appears to be effective, but with some limitations / 
issues. 

 Score 3 = effective and functioning regulatory system, with no major limitations / 
issues. 

                                                      

 

14 Kosovo Ministry of Environment and Spatial Planning and Kosovo Environmental Protection Agency 
(2014) The State of Waste and Chemicals Report, http://www.ammk-
rks.net/repository/docs/Raport_Waste_and_Chemicals_2014.pdf  
15 University of Granada (2015) The EU’s Promotion of Environmental Protection in Kosovo: A Case Study 
on the Protection of the Environment through Criminal Law in Kosovo, Report for the European 
Commission, January 2015, 
http://efface.eu/sites/default/files/EFFACE_The%20EUs%20promotion%20of%20environmental%20prote
ction%20in%20Kosovo_revised.pdf 

http://www.ammk-rks.net/repository/docs/Raport_Waste_and_Chemicals_2014.pdf
http://www.ammk-rks.net/repository/docs/Raport_Waste_and_Chemicals_2014.pdf
http://efface.eu/sites/default/files/EFFACE_The%20EUs%20promotion%20of%20environmental%20protection%20in%20Kosovo_revised.pdf
http://efface.eu/sites/default/files/EFFACE_The%20EUs%20promotion%20of%20environmental%20protection%20in%20Kosovo_revised.pdf
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Table 5-1: Assessment of the Regulatory System 

Criteria Assessment 

Permitting and inspection activities are 
appropriately managed and are 
effective (WFD Article 23 to 26, 34) 

Score 1 – some activities and procedures are in place. 
However, inspection is separated from permitting which can 
cause operational problems. In addition, the resources 
allocated to inspection and oversight are inadequate. 

Necessary measures are being taken to 
prohibit the abandonment, dumping or 
uncontrolled management of waste. 
Effective, proportionate and dissuasive 
penalties are implemented (WFD 
Article 36) 

Score 2 – some relevant measures are in place in law: there 
are penalties and sanctions in place, and there is some 
evidence of attempts to close illegal landfills. However, 
dumping and burning of waste still occurs as the resources 
devoted to this activity are inadequate. 
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6.0 Status of Waste Legislation 

6.1 Overview 

The legislative framework for waste management in Kosovo is generally moving in a 
positive direction when considered alongside the related EU acquis. This is due to the 
orientation and efforts of the Kosovo Government over recent years. Waste 
management in Kosovo is governed by the Law on Waste (Law No.04/L-060) and more 
than 26 Administrative Instructions that regulate specific waste streams and waste 
management activities.  

Apart from the Law on Waste, there are other acts that regulate aspects of waste 
management and environmental protection. For example: 

 Law on Environmental Impact Assessment (No. 03/L-214); 

 Law on Environmental Protection (No. 03/L-025); 

 Law on Strategic Environmental Assessment (No.03/L –230) 

 Law on Integrated Prevention Pollution Control (No. 03/L-043); 

 Law on Air Protection from Pollution (No. 03/L-160);  

 Law on Waters of Kosovo (No. 04/L-147); 

 Law on Local Self Government (No. 2008/03-L040); 

 Law on Publicly Owned Enterprises; 

 Law on Constructions (No. 03/L –233); 

 Law on Medical Products and Medical Devices (No.03/L –188); and  

 Law on Biocide Products (No. 03/L-119).  

Each of these waste streams, along with the relevant Administrative Instructions, is 
introduced below.  

In relation to this work, the Law on Waste is the most relevant act. This Law came into 
force in 2012 and replaced the previous version of the Law on Waste, which was 
published in 2004. The Law on Waste covers technical, operational, regulatory and 
environmental aspects of integrated waste management in Kosovo. Broadly speaking, 
the Law on Waste deals with municipal, non-hazardous, and hazardous wastes. Sub-
classified categories of wastes include domestic waste, commercial waste, industrial 
waste, oil waste, bio waste, compost, inert waste, and medical waste.  

The Law on Waste is based on the underlying principles for effective and efficient waste 
management, and aims to align waste management with principles of sustainable 
development, the polluter pays principle, responsibility for waste generation, and 
prioritization of waste management action. As with the Waste Framework Directive, the 
Law on Waste aims to promote the waste hierarchy. The waste management activities 
governed by this Law include activities of waste collection, transport, treatment, 
processing, storage, final disposal, import and export.  
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Regulation of specific waste streams is enacted through the issue of subsidiary 
regulations called Administrative Instructions. They cover specific areas of waste 
management and include:       

 Administrative Instruction no.7/2014 on for Powers of Waste Holders, 
Manufacturers and Product Importers; 

 Administrative Instruction no.22/2013 on Instruction on the Management of 
Medical Human and Veterinary Waste; 

 Administrative Instruction no.13/2013 on State Waste Catalogue; 

 Administrative Instruction no.11/2013 on Specification of Technical 
Requirements and other Applications of Plastic Bags; 

 Administrative Instruction no.15/2012 on Waste Landfills Management;  

 Administrative Instruction no.10/2011 for Preventing Quantity Accidents 
Involving Hazardous Waste;  

 Administrative Instruction no.02/2011 on Wastes Management of 
Fluorescent Tubes Containing Mercury; 

 Administrative Instruction no.09/2010 on Waste Management License; 

 Administrative Instruction for License Requirements for Specific Types of 
Operations and Plants; 

 Administrative Instruction on Management of Biodegrading Wastes; 

 Administrative Instruction no.07/2009 for Management of Wastes Containing 
Asbestos; 

 Administrative Instruction no.06/2009, for Waste Tire Administration;  

 Administrative Instruction no.04/2009 In Control of Volatile Organic 
Compounds Emissions During Storage, Filling, Packaging and Transfer of 
Fuels,  

 Administrative Instruction no.02/2009 on Management of End-of-Life 
Vehicles and their Wastes; 

 Administrative Instruction on Poly-chloral Biphenyls and Three-phenyls; 

 Administrative Instruction no.01/2009 on Conditions for Selecting the 
Location of the Waste Storage Construction; 

 Administrative Instruction no.12/2008 for Elimination of Wastes from 
Medicinal Products; 

 Administrative Instruction no.06/2008 on Administration of Hazardous 
Wastes; 

 Administrative Instruction no.05/2008 on Administration of Medical Wastes; 

 Administrative Instruction in allowing on Norms of Hazardous and Harmful 
Substances, 

 Administrative Instruction no.12/2007 on Management of Electric and 
Electronic Equipment Wastes;  

 Administrative Instruction no.09/2007 on Packaging and Packaging Waste; 

 Administrative Instruction no.08/2007 on Competences of the Wastes 
Management Operator and Owner;  
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 Administrative Instruction No.05/2007 on Wastes from Construction and 
Demolition of Buildings;  

 Administrative Instruction no.03/2007 on Management of Used Oils; 

 Administrative Instruction no.02/07 on Waste from Battery and Expended 
Accumulators;  

 Administrative Instruction no /2007 on Emissions from Immovable Sources; 
and 

 Administrative Instruction no.22/2005 on the Cadastre of the Emission for 
Environmental Polluters. 

The other relevant Laws relating to waste management are described in more detail 
below:   

 The Law on Environmental Protection (No. 03/L-025 2009) requires that 
every activity that has an impact on the environment – including any waste 
management activity – must be subject to the requirement of an 
environmental permit. The environmental permit constitutes a written 
document that is issued by MESP. A permit must be requested for the 
purpose of the construction facilities, installations and machinery that have 
been subject to Environmental Impact Assessment.  

 The Law on Environmental Impact Assessment (No. 03/L-214 2010) 
determines procedures for the identification, assessment and reporting of the 
environmental impacts of certain proposed projects, including the 
administrative procedures to be followed for issuing environmental permits. 
Environmental impact assessments are mandatory for specified waste 
infrastructure projects such as waste treatment and disposal facilities. This 
includes installations for incineration, or landfilling of hazardous waste; 
facilities for municipal waste incineration with an input of waste greater than 
1 tonne per hour; landfills for non-hazardous waste with an input of waste 
greater than 30 tonnes per day (the full list is found in the Annex to Law No. 
03/L-214 2010, List no 8). 

 The Law on Strategic Environmental Assessment (No. 03/L-230) acts to 
ensure that, through strategic environmental assessment of certain plans and 
programmes, a high level of protection for the environment and human 
health is ensured. Strategic environmental assessments (SEAs) are a 
requirement for certain plans or programmes when there is the possibility 
that their realisation is likely to have significant impact on the environment. 
The drafting of SEA is obligatory for waste management plans and 
programmes (Article 3). In accordance with this law, SEAs shall be carried out 
during the preparation of a plan or programme and must be completed 
before its approval. The competent authority for reviewing SEA reports is 
MESP (Article 4). Every draft plan or programme for which an SEA report has 
been prepared is made available for the purposes of public consultation (both 
after and during its preparation). 
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 The Law on Integrated Prevention Pollution Control (No. 03/L-043) sets in 
place the laws governing the prevention and control of pollution arising from 
industrial activities, in particular, by preventing or reducing wastes, and 
reducing / abating emissions to air, water and land. 

 The Law on Air Protection from Pollution (No. 03/L-160) obliges operators of 
pollution sources to use these sources only as specified by technical 
conditions, and as laid down in the environmental permit. Operators are also 
required to promulgate internal technical guidelines and regulations which 
define the functions of the pollution source, and monitor emissions to the 
atmosphere for subsequent reporting to MESP (Article 9). The provisions of 
this Law are applied to combustion installations with thermal power greater 
than or equal to 50 MW (Article 10). Emission limit values for waste 
combustion plants are determined by the Kosovo government (Article 11).  

 The Law on Local Self Government (2008/03-L040) regulates issues related 
to local governance in Kosovo. It sets the competencies of municipalities to 
provide services, including those related to waste management (Article 17). 
This Law grants authority to municipalities over local economic development, 
urban and rural planning, land use and development, public health, and local 
environmental protection. All of these areas may have direct and cross 
cutting influences upon waste management. The Law also grants the 
authority to municipalities to set fees and levy taxes (Article 40). 

 The Law on Publicly Owned Enterprises (No. DL-039-2008) regulates 
corporate governance issues of public utility service providers in Kosovo, 
including public waste service providers. The Law defines the procedures for 
the appointment of the board of directors, managing director, committees, 
etc. It regulates the relationship between Government, MED, POEs and those 
municipalities serviced by the POEs. The Law distinguishes between regional 
and local POEs. Regional POEs are comprised of a minimum of three utilities, 
whereas local POEs are composed of one or two municipalities (Article 3: 
Ownership). According to Law No. DL-039-2008, there are seven RWCCs and 
four waste collection companies that are locally owned enterprises in Serbian 
enclaves. KLMC is the Central POE identified in Schedule I of the Law. Central 
POEs are owned by the Kosovo Government (Article 3: Ownership). 

 The Law on Constructions (No.03/L –233) sets forth the provisions governing 
the issuance of a construction permit, requirements for demonstrating 
compliance with the construction permit, and the issuance of an occupancy 
certificate within the territory of Kosovo. An occupancy certificate shall be 
issued when the following conditions have been met: the construction permit 
holder and/or its contractor have removed and disposed of all construction 
waste from the construction site to an adequate construction waste disposal 
site specifically designated for such purposes (Article 27: Occupancy 
Certificate). A construction permit is required for the demolition of existing 
construction works (Article 14: Types for which a Construction Permit is 
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issued). MESP is competent to issue construction licenses for construction 
works for:  

o Non-hazardous waste treatment plants employing combustion or 
chemical methods with a capacity of greater than 70 tonnes per day;  

o Hazardous waste treatment plants using combustion, thermal 
methods and/or physical, physico-chemical and chemical methods, 
central landfills and/or hazardous waste landfills; and  

o Regional landfills or landfills for areas with over 200,000 inhabitants 
dealing with non-hazardous waste (ANNEX No.1 Construction Permit). 

 The Law on Medicinal Products and Medical Devices (No.03/L –188) lays 
down the rules and procedures for manufacturing, quality control, 
classification, marketing authorization, registration, import, trading, 
pharmacovigilance, clinical trials, supervision of medicinal products and 
medical devices in Kosovo, in order to provide citizens with safe, effective and 
qualitative medicinal products. Medicinal products without either an Import 
license or marketing authorization, of suspect quality, with an expiry term, or 
stored or prepared in contradiction with stipulated conditions according to 
the requirements of good distribution practice (GDP), or obviously damaged 
or not completely consumed, must be disposed of, including their packaging, 
so as to prevent a threat to life and health of humans or animals or to the 
environment.  

Procedures for disposal of unusable medicinal products shall be set out in a 
sub legal act and in coordination with MESP, Ministry of Internal Affairs, 
Ministry of Agriculture, Forestry and Rural Development. Disposal of unusable 
medicinal products shall be performed by authorised legal entities in Kosovo, 
on the basis of a permit granted by the relevant authority (or in the case of 
radiopharmaceuticals, by the authority responsible for radiation safety) 
(Article 25: Medicinal Product Disposal). 

 The Law on Biocide Products (No. 03/L-119) determines and regulates 
conditions for placing on the market and utilisation of active substances for 
the production of biocide products. Procedures for waste management of the 
active substance contained in the products are (Chapter VIII):  

o Reuse or recycling;  
o Neutralization of effects;  
o Conditions for controlled discharge including leachate qualities on 

disposal; and 
o Conditions for controlled incineration. 

The Waste Framework Directive (2008/98/EC) has been transposed in Kosovo’s 
legislative framework, but some further changes and adjustments are necessary for full 
transposition. The transposition of the acquis communautaire in the waste management 
sector has not been completed. In particular, some specific directives governing the 
treatment of specific supply chains of waste and polluters have not yet been transposed. 
KEPA and MESP have recently included, in their State of Waste and Chemicals Report, a 
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recommendation to “Complete legal framework and effective implementation of laws in 
the waste and chemicals sector.”16 Thus, although positive progress has been made over 
recent years, additional efforts will be required to transpose the remaining pieces of EU 
waste legislation.   

A European Commission funded project to Support Waste Management in Kosovo has 
reviewed the status of transposition of the waste Directives in Kosovo and this is 
presented in Table 6-1.  

Table 6-1: Status of Transposition of EU Directives Waste in Kosovo 

No EU Waste Directive / Laws Transposition Status in Kosovo 

1 

Council Directive No. 75/439/EEC of 16 June 1975 
“on the disposal of waste oils” as amended by 
Directives No. 87/101/EEC, 91/692/EEC, 2000/76/EC 
and 2008/98/EC (repealed by Directive No. 
2008/98/EC as of 12.12.2010) 

Transposed 

2 

Council Directive No. 86/278/EEC of 12.06.1986 “on 
the protection of the environment, and in particular 
of the soil, when sewage sludge is used in 
agriculture” as amended by Directive No. 
91/692/EEC, Regulation No.EC/807/2003 and No. 
EC/219/2009 

Not transposed 

3 

Council Directive No. 91/689/EEC of 12.12.1991 “on 
hazardous waste” as amended by Directives 
No.94/31/EC and 2008/98/EC and Regulation 
No.EC/166/2006 (repealed by 2008/98/EC as of 
12.12.2010) 

Partially transposed through the Law on 
Waste and AI No. 1/2011 on “Waste 
management of fluorescent tubes 
containing mercury” 

4 

European Parliament and Council Directive No. 
94/62/EC of 20.12.1994 “on packaging and packaging 
waste”, as amended by Regulations No. 
EC/1882/2003 and EC/219/2009, and Directives No. 
2004/12/EC and 2005/20/EC 

Partially transposed: it is necessary to 
define separate collection targets and a 
system to improve the producer 
responsibility 

5 

Council Directive No. 96/59/EC of 16.09.1996 “on the 
disposal of polychlorinated biphenyls and 
polychlorinated triphenyls (PCB/PCT)” as amended by 
Regulation No. EC/596/2009 

Transposed. There is an AI 10/07 that 
defines how to collect and treat PCB oil. 

                                                      

 

16 Kosovo Ministry of Environment and Spatial Planning and Kosovo Environmental Protection Agency 
(2014) The State of Waste and Chemicals Report, http://www.ammk-
rks.net/repository/docs/Raport_Waste_and_Chemicals_2014.pdf 

http://www.ammk-rks.net/repository/docs/Raport_Waste_and_Chemicals_2014.pdf
http://www.ammk-rks.net/repository/docs/Raport_Waste_and_Chemicals_2014.pdf
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No EU Waste Directive / Laws Transposition Status in Kosovo 

6 
Council Directive No. 1999/31/EC of 26.04.1999 “on 
the landfill of waste”, as amended by Regulations 
No.EC/1882/2003 and EC/1137/2008 

Transposed. The AI on landfill 
management is similar to Dir. 
1999/31/CE. There is specific AI 
(01/2009) on criteria for landfill 
construction 

7 

Directive No. 2000/53/EC of the European Parliament 
and of the Council of 18.09.2000 “on end-of life 
vehicles”, as amended by Decisions No. 2002/525/EC, 
2005/63/EC, 2005/437/EC, 2005/438/EC, 
2005/673/EC, 2008/689/EC, 2010/115/EC and 
Directives No.2008/33/EC and 2008/112/EC 

Partially transposed in AI No.02/2009 on 
management of dumped vehicles and 
their waste 

8 

Directive No. 2002/95/EC of the European Parliament 
and of the Council of 27.01.2003 “on the restriction 
of the use of certain hazardous substances in 
electrical and electronic equipment”, as amended by 
Decisions No. 2005/618/EC, 2005/717/EC, 
2005/747/EC, 2006/310/EC, 2006/690/EC, 
2006/691/EC, 2006/692/EC, 2008/385/EC, 
2009/428/EC, 2009/443/EC, 2010/122/EU, and 
Directive No. 2008/35/EC 

Not transposed. Coordination with the 
Ministry of Trade and Industry is 
fundamental for the implementation of 
ROHS Directive 

9 

Directive No. 2002/96/EC of the European Parliament 
and of the Council of 27.01.2003 “on waste electrical 
and electronic equipment (WEEE)”, as amended by 
Directive No. 2003/108/EC, 2008/34/EC and 
2008/112/EC; 

Not transposed. It is necessary to issue a 
dedicated AI for WEEE management 

10 
European Standard EN 50419 “on marking of 
electrical and electronic equipment” in accordance 
with Article 11(2) of the WEEE Directive 

Not transposed. It is necessary to issue a 
dedicated AI for WEEE management 

11 

Council Decision 2003/33/EC of 19 December 2002 
establishing criteria and procedures for the 
acceptance of waste at landfills pursuant to Article 16 
and Annex II to the Directive 1999/31/EC 

Partially transposed in AI on Landfill 
management. Is necessary to adjust the 
AI in compliance with European Decision 

12 

Directive No. 2006/66/EC of the European Parliament 
and of the Council of 06.09.2006 “on batteries and 
accumulators and waste batteries and accumulators” 
and repealing Directive No. 91/157/EEC, as amended 
by Directive No. 2008/12/EC and Directive No. 
2008/103/EC; Commission Decisions 2008/763/EC, 
2009/603/EC, 2009/851/EC 

Partially Transposed on Administrative 
Instruction No.02/07 For waste from 
batteries and expended accumulators. It 
is necessary to define the separate 
collection targets. 
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No EU Waste Directive / Laws Transposition Status in Kosovo 

13 

Directive 2006/21/EC of the European Parliament 
and of the Council of 15.03.2006 “on the 
management of waste from extractive industries” 
and amending Directive No. 2004/35/EC and 
Regulation EC/596/2009, as amended by Commission 
Decisions 2009/335/EC, 2009/337/EC, 2009/358/EC, 
2009/359/EC, 2009/360/EC 

Partially transposed in TiO2 waste 
management AI, 

14 

Directive No. 2008/98/EC of the European Parliament 
and of the Council of 19.11.2008 “on waste” (in force 
as of 12.12.2010) (the so called “Waste Framework 
Directive”) 

Partially transposed more detailed 
information in ToC (Annex 1). 

 

6.2 Summary Assessment 

An assessment of whether the waste legislation is aligned with the principles set out in 
the EU waste acquis is provided in Table 6-2. The status of the country’s waste legislation 
is scored on a scale of 1 to 3, where: 

 Score 1 = legislation is not aligned with EU waste acquis. 

 Score 2 = legislation is partially aligned with EU waste acquis. 

 Score 3 = legislation is fully aligned with EU waste acquis. 

Table 6-2: Assessment of Waste Legislation 

Criteria Assessment 

Legislation is aligned with the principles 
set out in the EU waste acquis 

Score 2 – some directives have been fully transposed, 
several have been partially transposed, and a small number 
have not been transposed at all. Importantly, the Waste 
Framework Directive (2008/98/EC) is not fully transposed, 
and targets, and related implementation systems, for 
packaging, WEEE, batteries, are not yet in place. Whilst the 
Law on Waste sets out the principles of the hierarchy and 
producer responsibility, the hierarchy is not accurately 
transposed, and the producer responsibility mechanisms are 
almost completely absent. 
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7.0 Status of Planning and Strategy 

Documents 

7.1 Overview 

MESP has prepared two documents that will provide guidelines for all investments in the 
field of waste. The step-by-step development of a strategic concept for waste 
management in Kosovo will be achieved based on the vision set out in the Strategy of 
the Republic of Kosovo on Waste Management 2013 – 2022 (from here on referred to as 
the Strategy).17 The Strategy is supported by the Plan of the Republic of Kosovo on 
Waste Management, – a working document that presents an operational program for 
the implementation of the Strategy. 

The Strategy is the key planning document in Kosovo. It is authorised by the Law on 
Waste and builds on the principles outlined in the Law. For example, it focusses on 
alignment with economic development, appropriate prioritisation of waste management 
through the waste hierarchy (although the hierarchy does not appear to directly 
correspond to the one in the Framework Directive), the application of the polluter pays 
principle, and the implementation of extended producer responsibility principles which 
sees producers taking responsibility for the costs of managing their end-of-life products.  

The Strategy aims to be harmonised with the related EC legislative framework. The main 
actors for the Strategy's implementation are MESP and the municipalities, with MED and 
service providers playing an important role. At present, the Strategy indicates a heavy 
reliance on substantial donor support in terms of investment and capacity building.  

The main objective of the Strategy is to create a sustainable waste management system 
within Kosovo. The underlying principles for realising the Strategy's objectives are: 

 Reduction of waste arisings at source; 

 Reduction of the quantity of waste being disposed of; 

 Development of infrastructure for an integrated approach to waste 
management; 

 Reducing the risks through the proper management of waste; 

 Increasing employment; and 

 Training of personnel, officials and the public. 

                                                      

 

17 Kosovo Ministry of Environment and Spatial Planning (2013) Strategy of the Republic of Kosovo on Waste 
Management: 2013 – 2022, www.kryeministri-
ks.net/repository/docs/STRATEGY_OF_THE_REPUBLIC_OF_KOSOVO__on_WASTE_MANAGEMENT.pdf  

http://www.kryeministri-ks.net/repository/docs/STRATEGY_OF_THE_REPUBLIC_OF_KOSOVO__on_WASTE_MANAGEMENT.pdf
http://www.kryeministri-ks.net/repository/docs/STRATEGY_OF_THE_REPUBLIC_OF_KOSOVO__on_WASTE_MANAGEMENT.pdf
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The Strategy will fill the gaps of the Law on Waste and waste management subsidiary 
frameworks by setting quantifiable targets and establishing deadlines for their 
fulfilment.  

The Plan of the Republic of Kosovo on Waste Management 2013–2017 (from here on 
referred to as the National Waste Management Plan, or NWMP) is the next most 
important planning document authorised under the Law on Waste.18 It serves as a 
vehicle for implementing the Strategy through a concrete framework of action, budgets 
and sources of financing.  

The NWMP aims to act in compliance with the Strategy on Waste Management and the 
Law on Waste. The main objectives of the NWMP are to:  

 Strengthen the waste management system; and 

 Reduce the amount of waste being generated. 

The priorities of the NWMP are similar to those of the Strategy, and include:  

 Reducing waste generation and waste disposal; 

 Developing infrastructure for an effective waste management system; 

 Reducing risks from waste; 

 Contributing in increasing employment; 

 Capacity building for waste management; 

 Improving municipal waste collection services; 

 Education of the public, and raising of public awareness; 

 Drafting legislation and instructions for waste management; 

 Precise determination, and inventorying, of hazardous waste; 

 Managing inherited hazardous waste; and 

 Implementing extending producer responsibility for waste. 

The total cost of the planned investments amounts to €45 million. The projects are 
classified according to priority (short- and medium-term), level of funds (˂€1 million, €1-
€3 million, and ˃€3 million), and sources of financing (donor and Kosovo consolidated 
budget). The majority of investments are expected to be funded from donors (88%). The 
NWMP sets the criteria for the selection of priority projects that will be financed from 
the Kosovo budget and international financial institutions (IFIs). These criteria contain 
weight factors as follows: 

 Health Protection (30%);  

 Ecological Impact (30%); 

 Cultural and Historical sites (20%); and  

 Economic Productivity (20%).  

                                                      

 

18 Kosovo Ministry of Environment and Spatial Planning (2012) Plan of the Republic of Kosovo on 
Waste Management (PRKWM): 2012 – 2016, http://mmph.rks-
gov.net/repository/docs/+PRKMM_Ang_701821.pdf  

http://mmph.rks-gov.net/repository/docs/+PRKMM_Ang_701821.pdf
http://mmph.rks-gov.net/repository/docs/+PRKMM_Ang_701821.pdf
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The Ministry of Environment has also prepared a Master Plan for the Waste 
Management Infrastructure Priority Projects. This Master Plan sets quantitative and 
qualitative objectives and targets at the national and local level. The objectives of the 
Master Plan are waste prevention, waste separation, and recycling and treatment before 
disposal. The Master Plan sets out the priority projects that the authors of the plan 
believe will contribute to the realization of the objectives / targets.19 

At a local level, key documents are the Local Waste Management Plans. According to the 
Law on Waste, Local Waste Management Plans must be developed by each of the 38 
Kosovo municipalities, though The Law on Waste also allows the development of joint 
local waste management plans by more than one municipality. Municipalities shall 
provide a planning framework for the management of municipal and other specified 
wastes that fall within their local jurisdiction.  

It is intended that the Local Waste Management Plans shall establish an effective waste 
management system at a local level. Local Waste Management Plans provide guidance 
for the extension of municipal waste services, tools and practices for the minimization of 
waste generation, measures to attain compliance of services with standards set, 
development of local waste infrastructure, protection of waste and the environment 
from the negative impacts of wastes, the closure of illegal dumpsites, and budgets.  

At the time this assessment was undertaken, only 14 municipalities had developed their 
Local Waste Management Plans. The municipalities that had done so were: Prishtina, 
Prizren, Hani i Elezit, Viti, Deçan, Junik, Peja, Malishevë, Gracanica, Kllokot, Ranillug, 
Partesh, Novobërdë, and Kamenica. 

7.2 Summary Assessment 

An assessment of the planning and strategy documents is provided in Table 7-1.. The 
criteria listed are scored on a scale of 1 to 3, where: 

 Score 1 = fails to meet the assessment criterion.  

 Score 2 = partially meets the requirements of the assessment criterion. 

 Score 3 = meets the relevant criterion in full. 

Table 7-1: Assessment of Planning and Strategy Documents 

Criteria Assessment 

A set of recent and adequately 
consulted Waste Management Plans 

Score 1 – A National Waste Management Strategy (2013 – 
2022) and Waste Management Plan (2013 – 2017) have 
been published; however, many of the Local Waste 

                                                      

 

19 EPEM, SLR and ISPE (2016) Support Waste Management in Kosovo, An EU Funded Project Managed by 
the European Union Office in Kosovo, EuropeAid/133800/C/SER/X, Date Accessed: 6th May 2016, Available 
at: www.waste-management-kosovo.org/#!task-3/ch5h  

http://www.waste-management-kosovo.org/#!task-3/ch5h
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Criteria Assessment 

covering the whole territory is in place 
(WFD Articles 28, 30, 31) 

Management Plans are still not in place (only 14 of 38 
municipalities have Plans in place). 

All WMPs properly assess the need for 
new collection schemes and the need 
and location of other infrastructure 
requirements (WFD Article 28) 

Score 1 – the National Waste Management Plan includes 
some general references to improving recycling services or 
creating sorting centres where recyclables can be taken to, 
but there is very little specific information, and this does not 
properly assess the need for infrastructure required to meet 
the EU targets. At the local level, the absence of Plans for 
many municipalities, and the variable quality of those in 
place, mean that there is a lack of forward planning for new 
collection systems and infrastructure. The responsibilities 
for National and Local Plans would benefit from being 
clearly delineated in the Law on Waste (which effectively 
implies that all aspects mentioned in the Law are to be 
covered at both levels).  

A strategy for reducing biodegradable 
municipal waste (BMW) sent to landfills 
is in place (WFD Article 28) 

Score 2 – targets on the disposal of BMW to landfill are in 
place but there is not a credible strategy on how these 
targets are to be achieved. 

Waste prevention programmes are in 
place / activities are being carried out 
(WFD Articles 9 and 29) 

Score 1 – the National Waste Management Plan states the 
need to reduce the amount and risk of waste but no 
programme of activities is in place.  

 

 

  



37 

   

8.0 Quality of Data on Waste Management 

8.1 Overview 

KEPA has responsibility for collecting and reporting national data on waste management 
in Kosovo. In the State of Waste and Chemicals Report, published in 2014, KEPA and 
MESP recommended that efforts should be invested in the “Development of Waste 
Information System and data mapping”. A Waste Information System has subsequently 
been developed under the EC project Support to Waste Management in Kosovo.20 The 
hope is that the Waste Information System will standardise reporting requirements, 
definitions, units, and terminology at all administrative levels.21 KEPA is organising visits 
to all municipalities in order to train staff in how to use the online reporting system. 
Without training, KEPA doubts if municipalities and businesses will be capable of, or 
interested in, using the online reporting system, as it is felt they lack capacity and 
knowledge. 

The Waste Information System will include: 

 Waste records in the waste registry; 

 Data from reports on the implementation and achievement of the Strategy 
and plans for waste management;  

 Records from waste management plans by waste operators and producers;  

 A register of laboratories which examine the chemical and physical properties 
of waste; 

 A register and record of licenses issued for waste management; 

 A register and record of the issuance of permits for the import, export and 
transit of waste; 

 Data on the quantity and types of waste imported, exported and transported; 

 Notes of legislation, plans, projects and development directions of waste 
management; and 

 A set of environmental indicators for waste. 

The Law on Waste requires municipalities, waste owners, waste producers, and licensed 
persons dealing with waste to produce annual reports of waste management data. The 
reports must include details of the type, content, characteristics, quantity, origin, 
storage, transportation, treatment, processing, recycling, storage and disposal of waste. 
Data quality assurance is the responsibility of environmental inspectors in MESP and at 

                                                      

 

20 EPEM, SLR and ISPE (2016) Support Waste Management in Kosovo, An EU Funded Project Managed by 
the European Union Office in Kosovo, EuropeAid/133800/C/SER/X, Date Accessed: 6th May 2016, Available 
at: http://www.waste-management-kosovo.org/#!about2/c1oan  
21 Waste Management Information System (2016) Home Page, Date Accessed: 6th May 2016, Available at: 
http://192.185.90.120/~wwlogicp/waste/index.php/en/  

http://www.waste-management-kosovo.org/#!about2/c1oan
http://192.185.90.120/~wwlogicp/waste/index.php/en/
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the municipal level; however, given that there are few inspectors this is likely to suffer 
from under-resourcing.  

Centralised collection of information and database management is the responsibility of 
KEPA. The Agency receives information from municipalities, RWCCs, KLMC, and 
governmental / non-governmental organizations. In reality, the reporting system is 
weak, data collection is not prioritised, and the use of data to inform planning decisions 
is inconsistent. The national Waste Information System, if effectively rolled out, could 
help to improve the quality of reported data. However, it would still rely on the data 
being provided by, and processed from, waste generators, waste collectors, and 
operators of waste management facilities.  

A national list of wastes is used to classify wastes by type. The list differs from the EU 
lists of wastes and the government has issued guidance on how to harmonise the two. 

8.1.1 Municipal Waste 

Commercial waste is collected with household waste by the RWCCs. Municipal waste 
therefore includes both household and commercial waste. The total amount of 
municipal waste collected in Kosovo in 2012 was estimated to be 607,000 tonnes (Table 
8-1). Overall, 59% of municipal waste was collected by door-to-door collection systems 
in 2012, whilst 41% was collected from collective housing via bring systems. It is worth 
noting that these data were gathered by means of a survey rather than by direct 
measurement of actual waste arisings.22 The reported figures are therefore an 
approximation of likely arisings based on responses received through interviews with 
“managers of companies”. Also, it is not clear from the report whether or not the data 
were adjusted to reflect the proportion of premises which received no waste collection. 

Table 8-1: Amount of Municipal Waste Collected by Type of Collection, 2012 

Place of Collection 

Bring System / 
Collective 

Collections 

Door-to-Door 
Collections 

Total 

‘000 tonnes 

Pristina and Surrounding Region 99 149 248 

Other Regions in Kosovo 150 209 359 

Kosovo Total 249 358 607 

Source: Kosovo Agency of Statistics (2013) Municipal Waste Survey 2012, December 2013, https://ask.rks-
gov.net/ENG/enviroment/publications/doc_download/1141-municipal-waste-survey-2012  

                                                      

 

22 Kosovo Agency of Statistics (2013) Municipal Waste Survey 2012, December 2013, https://ask.rks-
gov.net/ENG/enviroment/publications/doc_download/1141-municipal-waste-survey-2012 

https://ask.rks-gov.net/ENG/enviroment/publications/doc_download/1141-municipal-waste-survey-2012
https://ask.rks-gov.net/ENG/enviroment/publications/doc_download/1141-municipal-waste-survey-2012
https://ask.rks-gov.net/ENG/enviroment/publications/doc_download/1141-municipal-waste-survey-2012
https://ask.rks-gov.net/ENG/enviroment/publications/doc_download/1141-municipal-waste-survey-2012
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Table 8-2: Amount of Municipal Waste Collected per Inhabitant, 2012 

Place of Collection 
Collected Quantity 

Population 

Waste Generated 
per Inhabitant 

‘000 tonnes kg 

Pristina and Surrounding Region 249 483,048 515 

Other Regions in Kosovo 358 1,332,522 269 

Kosovo Total 607 1,815,606 334 

Source: Kosovo Agency of Statistics (2013) Municipal Waste Survey 2012, December 2013, https://ask.rks-
gov.net/ENG/enviroment/publications/doc_download/1141-municipal-waste-survey-2012 

In Kosovo, the 2012 data show that an average 334kg of municipal waste was collected 
per inhabitant. Significant differences are observed between regions, while in Prishtina 
515kg of municipal waste was collected per inhabitant, the collected amount in the 
other regions was 269kg per inhabitant.  

The composition of municipal waste in Kosovo is sown in Figure 8-1. This composition is 
based on compositional analyses conducted in four Kosovo towns that used the 
information to inform their Municipal Waste Management Plans.23 

                                                      

 

23 The towns were: Prishtinë, Prizren, Viti and Hani i Elezit. 

https://ask.rks-gov.net/ENG/enviroment/publications/doc_download/1141-municipal-waste-survey-2012
https://ask.rks-gov.net/ENG/enviroment/publications/doc_download/1141-municipal-waste-survey-2012
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Figure 8-1: Municipal Waste Composition, 2012 (%) 

 

Source: Kosovo Ministry of Environment and Spatial Planning and Kosovo Environmental Protection Agency 
(2014) The State of Waste and Chemicals Report, http://www.ammk-
rks.net/repository/docs/Raport_Waste_and_Chemicals_2014.pdf 

The coverage of MSW collection services, shown in Figure 8-2, increased for all 
municipalities between 2009 and 2013, but in 2013 the national average was still only 
57%. The waste tonnages managed through those systems can be expected to rise with 
future expansions of waste collection services. The amount of MSW collected in Pristina 
and the other surrounding regions between 2007 and 2012 is shown in Table 8-3.   
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Figure 8-2: Increasing Coverage of MSW Collection Services 

  

 

Table 8-3: Municipal Waste Arisings in the Pristina Region vs Other 
Regions, 2007-2012 

 2007  2008  2009  2010³  2011  2012 

MSW arisings in ‘000 tonnes 

Pristina region  182  198  218  222  230  249 

Other regions  148  153  187  293  352  358 

Total for Kosovo 330  351  405  515  582  607 

MSW arisings kg per inhabitant 

Pristina region  364  396  436  511  488  515 

Other regions  93  96  117  226  278  269 

Total for Kosovo 157  167  193  297  335  334 

Source: Kosovo Ministry of Environment and Spatial Planning and Kosovo Environmental Protection Agency 
(2014) The State of Waste and Chemicals Report, http://www.ammk-
rks.net/repository/docs/Raport_Waste_and_Chemicals_2014.pdf 
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8.1.2 Industrial Waste 

According to a survey made by the Kosovo Agency of Statistics, in 2010 the quantity of 
industrial waste was 580,154 tonnes. Of this, 36,241 tonnes (6%) were hazardous were 
considered to be hazardous and the rest non-hazardous (94%).24 Table 8-4 indicates the 
sectoral origin of the waste as reported by KEPA. 

Table 8-4: Sectoral Origin of Industrial Waste (tonnes) 

Group Type of Industry 
Non-hazardous 

Waste 
Hazardous Waste 

14  Mines and quarries  172,689  35,501 

15-16  Food beverages and tobacco production,  297,182  550 

17-19  
Production of Leather covers; luggage, handbags, 
footwear, harness 

297 - 

20-22  Publication and printing  445  85 

23-25  Production of tires and plastic products  3,451  0.3 

26  
Production of other non-metallic mineral 
products  

94,490  34 

27-29  Production of machineries and equipment  415  0.2 

30-35  Production of transport equipment  0.5 - 

36  Furniture production  47 30 

37  Recycling  15,326 0.5 

40  Supply of energy, gas, and heat water.  11  - 

41  Water collection cleaning and distribution  244  - 

Total  580,154  36,241 

Source: KEPA 

8.1.3 Construction and Demolition Waste 

There are no data on the amount of C&D waste generated, recycled or disposed of in the 
country other than a somewhat dated estimate from KEPA based on an assumption of 

                                                      

 

24 Kosovo Ministry of Environment and Spatial Planning and Kosovo Environmental Protection Agency 
(2014) The State of Waste and Chemicals Report, http://www.ammk-
rks.net/repository/docs/Raport_Waste_and_Chemicals_2014.pdf 

http://www.ammk-rks.net/repository/docs/Raport_Waste_and_Chemicals_2014.pdf
http://www.ammk-rks.net/repository/docs/Raport_Waste_and_Chemicals_2014.pdf
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0.2kg per capita per day (giving rise to an estimated 167,900 tonnes of waste for 
2008/9).  

8.1.4 Other Waste Streams 

MESP and KEPA do not collect data on waste arisings, waste composition or recycling for 
specific waste streams such as WEEE, packaging waste, waste oils, etc.  

8.1.5 Waste Projections 

There are limited historic data upon which to base projections for MSW. Projections do 
not appear in either the Strategy or the NWMP. Two studies – one for the World Bank, 
the other funded by IPA – have made projections for MSW generation. The projections 
are actually the same. Interestingly, the projections for MSW are not based on the waste 
statistics from Kosovo reported above, but instead, they are based on: 

1) An estimate of the per capita waste generation in rural and urban areas; 
2) Projected rates of increase in these values; 
3) Changes in population, and the proportion of the population in rural and urban 

areas. 

Notwithstanding the 39% increase in waste generation forecast between 2015-2035 (see 
Table 8-5 below), the out-turn figures for 2035 are well below the Kosovo survey figures 
for 2012 (which are for collected waste only, as oppose to waste generation).  

Table 8-5: Basis for Projections for Municipal Waste Generation in Kosovo 

  Unit 2015 2020 2025 2030 2035 Change 

Population No. 1,827,231 1,876,250 1,913,467 1,931,282 1,934,790 5.9% 

Household 
Consumption  

€ / year 7,666 8,484 9,389 10,391 11,500 50.0% 

Urbanization  % 40 43 45 48 50 25.0% 

Urban 
Population 

No. 730,892 797,406 861,060 917,359 967,395 32.4% 

Rural16 % % 60 58 55 53 50 -16,7% 

Rural 
Population 

No. 1,096,339 1,078,844 1,052,407 1,013,923 967,395 -11.8% 

Urban SW  kg/cap/day 1 1 1 1 1 25.3% 

Rural SW  kg/cap/day 0 0 0 0 0 12.6% 

Urban Waste tonnes 240,098 277,141 316,621 356,888 398,182 65.8% 

Rural Waste tonnes 160,065 162,237 163,009 161,759 158,966 -0.7% 

Total Waste tonnes 400,164 439,377 479,630 518,647 557,149 39.2% 

Source: Based on the report of World Bank "Kosovo SWM Assesment Report"     

Not only, therefore, do they appear to be based on fairly sweeping assumptions, 
therefore (necessary in the circumstances), but the out-turn figures appear unreliable: 
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this is not to say that the survey figures are necessarily accurate themselves, rather that 
the basis for future planning seems rather shaky given the divergence of views as to how 
much waste is being generated today, let alone, how much might be generated 20 years 
hence.  

8.2 Summary Assessment 

An assessment of the situation in relation to the quality of waste data is provided in 
Table 8-6. Each of the criteria listed are scored on a scale of 1 to 3, where: 

 Score 1 = listed item has not been implemented or data is missing. 

 Score 2 = listed item is in place but some concerns about quality / accuracy. 

 Score 3 = listed item is adequate and fit for purpose. 

Table 8-6: Assessment of the Quality of Waste Data 

Criteria Assessment 

A national list of wastes is in place 
which is aligned with the European List 
of Wastes (LoW) and used in practice 

Score 2 – a national list of wastes is in place but it is not fully 
aligned with EU LoW. 

Data on the current and projected 
future generation of wastes exist to 
allow for sensible / reliable planning of 
waste infrastructure (WFD Article 28) 

Score 1 – there are projections for MSW in place to 2035 
which have been made (based upon inter alia population 
growth and urbanisation, the average growth rate is 2% 
which is reasonable). However, the out-turn figures are at 
odds with existing survey data, and there do not appear to 
be projections for other waste streams.  

Data exist to allow the accurate 
monitoring of progress towards MSW, 
C&D, EPR and landfill targets (WFD and 
Waste Stream Directives) 

Score 1 – there are no data to allow the accurate calculation 
of any of the targets. 

Data on hazardous waste quantities 
and management are present (WFD 
Article 17) 

Score 1 – some data exist, but data on management 
methods is poor. 

 

  



45 

   

9.0 Transposition of Targets and Current 

Performance 

9.1 Overview 

9.1.1 Waste Management Targets 

The Strategy of the Republic of Kosovo on Waste Management sets targets as presented 
in Table 9-1 and Table 9-2. These targets are not included in the Law on Waste which 
means that the legal basis for enforcing the targets at the regional / local level is very 
limited. The NWMP is expected to reflect the Strategy, and the Local Plans are expected 
to be aligned with the NWMP. If relevant targets are to be achieved, then it would help 
to ensure that there is a clear devolution of responsibility for meeting them, with 
effective sanctions in place to ensure that municipalities (and hence, RWCCs) take steps 
to improve their waste collection services.   

The Strategy sets out the intention that by 2021, 90% of inhabitants will receive a formal 
waste collection service (the latest reported level is, as noted above, around 57%). In 
addition, Kosovo is aiming to increase the percentage of municipal waste destined for 
further treatment and recycling to 40% by 2021.25 The last of the targets in Table 9-1 
partly reflects the Landfill Directive (1999/31/EC) target for diverting biodegradable 
municipal waste from landfill, but it has not been appropriately specified.  

Table 9-1: Quantitative Objectives for Achieving the Strategic Goals  

Objectives 2010 2013 2016 2020 

Population provided with municipal waste collection 
service 

50% 70% 80% 90% 

Separated municipal waste (as % total) 0% 20% 30% 50% 

Amount of treated (recycled or otherwise) waste 10% 20% 35% 40% 

The amount of waste disposed in landfills 90% 80% 65% 60% 

                                                      

 

25 Kosovo Ministry of Environment and Spatial Planning (2013) Strategy of the Republic of Kosovo on Waste 
Management: 2013 – 2022, www.mmph-
rks.org/repository/docs/Strategy_fo__Republic_Kosova_for_WM_2013-2022__eng._945753.pdf  
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Objectives 2010 2013 2016 2020 

The amount of biodegradable municipal waste 
landfilled 

95% 85% 70% 40% 

Source: Kosovo Ministry of Environment and Spatial Planning (2013) Strategy of the Republic of Kosovo on 
Waste Management: 2013 – 2022, www.kryeministri-
ks.net/repository/docs/STRATEGY_OF_THE_REPUBLIC_OF_KOSOVO__on_WASTE_MANAGEMENT.pdf 

The target for WEEE in Table 9-2 has been set in a manner which is not aligned with the 
WEEE Directive (2012/19/EU). It can be seen that the Waste Management Strategy has 
set targets for packaging waste, ELVs, WEEE, waste tyres, and waste oils. Kosovo has not 
yet set targets covering waste batteries and accumulators and C&D waste. Kosovo’s 
packaging waste target is also given as a single target rather than as separate targets for 
the different packaging materials, as is the case in the Packaging and Packaging Waste 
Directive (94/62/EC). It is also unclear why, for some waste streams, the Strategy has set 
lower targets for ‘recycling + reuse’ compared to ‘recycling’ only (this may be an error, 
but in any case, the implementation measures are lacking, as will become clear). 

Table 9-2: Objectives for Recycling and Reusing Specific Waste Streams 

Waste Deadline 
Rate (% by weight) 

Recycling + Reuse Recycling 

Packaging waste 2018 -2022 40 - 65 40 – 55  

Endof-Life Vehicles 2018 -2021 60 - 70  90 – 95 

Waste electrical and 
electronic equipment 

2018 -2021 70 - 80  80 – 90 

Waste tyres 2018 -2022 30 - 70 20 – 30  

Waste oils 2018 -2022 40 – 60  - 

Source: Kosovo Ministry of Environment and Spatial Planning (2013) Strategy of the Republic of Kosovo on 
Waste Management: 2013 – 2022, www.kryeministri-
ks.net/repository/docs/STRATEGY_OF_THE_REPUBLIC_OF_KOSOVO__on_WASTE_MANAGEMENT.pdf 

Table 9-3 shows the 2021 collection targets for dry recyclables from the municipal waste 
stream. 

Table 9-3: Allocation of Municipal Waste for Recycling  

Type of Material for 
Recycling 

Targeted Collection 
(%) 

Targeted Year  Actual Collection (%) 

Metal 80 2021 62 

Paper 30 2021 19 

http://www.kryeministri-ks.net/repository/docs/STRATEGY_OF_THE_REPUBLIC_OF_KOSOVO__on_WASTE_MANAGEMENT.pdf
http://www.kryeministri-ks.net/repository/docs/STRATEGY_OF_THE_REPUBLIC_OF_KOSOVO__on_WASTE_MANAGEMENT.pdf
http://www.kryeministri-ks.net/repository/docs/STRATEGY_OF_THE_REPUBLIC_OF_KOSOVO__on_WASTE_MANAGEMENT.pdf
http://www.kryeministri-ks.net/repository/docs/STRATEGY_OF_THE_REPUBLIC_OF_KOSOVO__on_WASTE_MANAGEMENT.pdf
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Type of Material for 
Recycling 

Targeted Collection 
(%) 

Targeted Year  Actual Collection (%) 

Plastics 30 2021 13 

Bottle/glass 20 2021 8 

Source: Kosovo Ministry of Environment and Spatial Planning (2013) Strategy of the Republic of Kosovo on 
Waste Management: 2013 – 2022, www.kryeministri-
ks.net/repository/docs/STRATEGY_OF_THE_REPUBLIC_OF_KOSOVO__on_WASTE_MANAGEMENT.pdf 

The planned targets stated in the Strategy for waste prevention, reuse and recycling are 
considered to be challenging, and the Ministry, supported by the Commission, is working 
on decreasing them / extending the timeframe for their achievement.   

9.1.2 Transposition of Targets and Measuring Performance 

The waste management targets relating to the waste streams covered by this study are 
shown in Table 9-4. Against each target, a ‘’ in the two right hand columns indicates 
that the target has either not been transposed into legislation or that, at present, no 

data is available to measure performance against the target. A ‘’ indicates that data is 
available – although, as noted in Section 8.0, there may be questions around the quality 
/ accuracy of the data – or that the listed target has been transposed into legislation (the 
deadline for the target is frequently after that set out in the EU waste Directives).  

As noted above, the waste management targets in Kosovo are set out in the National 
Waste Management Strategy and have not been implemented through legislation.  

As noted in 8.0, there is currently no robust waste data system in place. As a 
consequence, performance against most of the targets cannot be reliably measured. 
Indeed, data on municipal waste arisings has been collected indirectly via means of a 
survey which uses responses to a questionnaire to estimate national waste arisings. It is 
possible that as the Waste Information System begins to be rolled out, the amount of 
available data may improve over time. However, this will require that accurate data is 
captured and inputted into the Waste Information System. Information published by the 
World Bank suggests that the 2010 and 2013 targets for collection coverage were not 
met.26 

A key issue that will need to be addressed will have to be around the collection of 
reliable waste data to ensure that performance against the targets can be accurately 
assessed. Better quality data will also allow for improved planning and forecasting. 

It is worth highlighting the likely direction of travel over the longer-term given the 
proposed targets put forward by the European Commission in December 2015 as part of 

                                                      

 

26 World Bank (2015) Solid Waste Management Assessment Report, April 2015 

http://www.kryeministri-ks.net/repository/docs/STRATEGY_OF_THE_REPUBLIC_OF_KOSOVO__on_WASTE_MANAGEMENT.pdf
http://www.kryeministri-ks.net/repository/docs/STRATEGY_OF_THE_REPUBLIC_OF_KOSOVO__on_WASTE_MANAGEMENT.pdf
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the circular economy package.27 These targets have not yet been written into EU law and 
their transposition into national legislation is therefore not required at present. 
However, should the proposed legislative amendments be passed this could see 
municipal recycling targets increase to 65% and packaging waste recycling targets 
increasing markedly, too. The proposed amendments to the Landfill Directive also 
include a target to limit the amount of MSW being landfilled to no more than 10% of the 
total amount generated.  

 

                                                      

 

27 The Commission’s revised legislative proposals for six waste Directives can be found here: European 
Commission (2016) Circular Economy Strategy, Date Accessed: 7th May 2016, Available at: 
http://ec.europa.eu/environment/circular-economy/index_en.htm  

http://ec.europa.eu/environment/circular-economy/index_en.htm
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Table 9-4: Transposition of EU Waste Management Targets 

Target 
Material / 

Product 
Comments Target 

Deadline Set 
in EU 

Directive 

Target 
Transposed 

Data 
Available 

Municipal Solid Waste (MSW) 

MSW Recycling 
Targets in Waste 
Framework Directive 
2008/98/EC 

MSW 
Amount of municipal waste prepared 
for reuse and recycled as measured by 
one of four methods. 

50% 2020   

Biodegradable Municipal Waste (BMW) 

Diversion of BMW 
from Landfill 
(Landfill Directive 
1999/31/EC, Article 
5) 

BMW 
Target measured proportion (by 
weight) of BMW going to landfills 
against a predefined baseline year. 

75% 
+5 years +4 
derogation 

  

50% 
+8 years +4 
derogation 

  

35% 
+15 years +4 
derogation 

  
Construction and Demolition (C&D) Waste 

C&D Target (Article 
11 in the revised 
legislative proposal 
for the Waste 
Framework 
Directive) 

C&D waste 

Target measured as weight of non-
hazardous C&D waste prepared for 
reuse, recycled and backfilled excluding 
naturally occurring material defined in 
category 17 05 04 in the list of waste. 

70% 2020   

Packaging Waste  

Packaging Waste 
Recycling Targets 
(Packaging Waste 

Plastic 
 

22.5% 
December 

2008 
  

Wood 15% 
December 

2008 
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Target 
Material / 

Product 
Comments Target 

Deadline Set 
in EU 

Directive 

Target 
Transposed 

Data 
Available 

Directive 94/62/EC, 
Article 6) Metals 50% 

December 
2008 

  

Glass 60% 
December 

2008 
  

Paper & card 60% 
December 

2008 
  

Waste Electrical and Electronic Equipment (WEEE) 

Collection Rate 
Target (WEEE 
Directive 
2012/19/EU, Article 
7). Countries can 
choose between 
either target. 

 EEE 

Target based on weight of EEE placed 
on the market in the three preceding 
years. Countries can choose between 
this target and the one below. 

65% 2019    

 WEEE 
Target based on WEEE generated in 
given year. Countries can choose 
between this target and the one above. 

85% 2019    

Recovery and 
Recycling Targets 
(WEEE Directive 
2012/19/EU, Article 
11, Annex III) 

Category 1 

Target based on the weight of WEEE 
prepared for reuse or recycled divided 
by the weight of all separately collected 
WEEE for the specific category. 

> 85% shall be recovered 
> 80% shall be prepared 

for reuse and recycled 
August 2018  

Category 2 
> 80% shall be recovered 
> 70% shall be prepared 

for reuse and recycled 
August 2018  

Category 3 > 80% shall be recycled August 2018  

Category 4 
> 85% shall be recovered 
> 80% shall be prepared 

for reuse and recycled 
August 2018  
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Target 
Material / 

Product 
Comments Target 

Deadline Set 
in EU 

Directive 

Target 
Transposed 

Data 
Available 

Category 5 
> 75% shall be recovered 
> 55% shall be prepared 

for reuse and recycled 
August 2018  

Category 6 
> 75% shall be recovered 
> 55% shall be prepared 

for reuse and recycled 
August 2018  

End-of-Life Vehicles (ELVS) 

ELV Recovery and 
Recycling Targets 
(ELV Directive 
2000/53/EC, Article 
7) 

All ELVs 

 

> 85% shall be recovered 
> 80% shall be prepared 

for reuse and recycled 
January 2006  

ELVs produced 
before 1980 

> 75% shall be recovered 
> 70% shall be prepared 

for reuse and recycled 
January 2006   

All ELVs 
> 95 % shall be recovered 
> 85 % shall be prepared 

for reuse and recycled 
January 2015  

Batteries and Accumulators 

Collection Rate 
Target (Batteries 
Directive 
2006/66/EC, Article 
10) 

Batteries and 
accumulators 

All batteries collected for recycling 
should be recycled (Article 12(1)(b). 
There are some exceptions for portable 
batteries. 

25% 
September 

2012 
  

45% 
September 

2016 
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9.2 Summary Assessment 

An assessment of the country’s performance against the main waste management 
targets is provided in Table 9-5. The country’s performance against the targets for 
individual waste streams is scored on a scale of 1 to 3, where. 

 Score 1 = no target in place, or, where targets are in place, they have been 
missed or are likely to be missed. 

 Score 2 = targets are partially aligned with EU targets and some progress towards 
these targets is evident. 

 Score 3 = targets are in full alignment with EU targets and good progress is being 
made towards achieving these targets. 

Table 9-5: Assessment of Performance Against the Main Targets  

Criteria Assessment 

MSW Recycling Target 

Targets are in place 

Score 1 – targets are in place and in line with EU 50% in 
2020, but earlier targets don’t appear to have been met 
and nor are there any implementing measures in place. 

Targets are in line with EU Directives 

Targets are being met 

Well-functioning implementing measures 
are in place to ensure targets are met 

C&D Recycling Target 

Targets are in place 

Score 1 – no targets have been set. 

Targets are in line with EU Directives 

Targets are being met 

Well-functioning implementing measures 
are in place to ensure targets are met 

Packaging Targets 

Targets are in place 

Score 1 – targets are highlighted at a strategic level, but 
they are not implemented through legislation, and the 
existing targets appear not to have been met. No 
material specific targets have been established.  

Targets are in line with EU Directives 

Targets are being met 

Well-functioning implementing measures 
are in place to ensure targets are met 

Waste Electrical and Electronic Equipment (WEEE) Targets 
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Criteria Assessment 

Targets are in place 

Score 1 – targets are highlighted at a strategic level, but 
they are not implemented through legislation, and the 
existing targets appear not to have been met. 

Targets are in line with EU Directives 

Targets are being met 

Well-functioning implementing measures 
are in place to ensure targets are met 

End-of-Life Vehicles (ELV) Targets 

Targets are in place 

Score 1 – targets are highlighted at a strategic level, but 
they are not implemented through legislation, and the 
existing targets appear not to have been met. 

Targets are in line with EU Directives 

Targets are being met 

Well-functioning implementing measures 
are in place to ensure targets are met 

Batteries Targets 

Targets are in place 

Score 1 – no targets have been set. 

Targets are in line with EU Directives 

Targets are being met 

Well-functioning implementing measures 
are in place to ensure targets are met 

Biodegradable Municipal Waste (BMW) to Landfill Target 

Targets are in place 

Score 1 – targets are in place but not aligned with the 
Landfill Directive, and earlier targets do not appear to 
have been met nor are there any implementing 
measures in place to ensure the target may be met in 
the future. 

Targets are in line with EU Directives 

Targets are being met 

Well-functioning implementing measures 
are in place to ensure targets are met 

Current performance indicates the waste 
hierarchy is used as a priority order in 
legislation and policy (WFD Article 4) 

Score 1 – current performance indicates that the waste 
hierarchy is not being implemented in practice. 
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10.0 Implementation of Producer 

Responsibility 

10.1 Overview 

Producer responsibility legislation has been passed through a number of Administrative 
Instructions on packaging, end of life vehicles (ELVs), WEEE, and batteries and 
accumulators (see Section 6.0). However, the country has struggled with implementing 
this legislation and no meaningful results have been achieved in practice. The sections 
below set out the current approaches to dealing with the above waste streams.      

10.1.1 Packaging 

At the time the assessment was undertaken, no system of extended producer 
responsibility had been established for packaging waste. Deposit refund systems in the 
consumer sector are not in place at present, although such systems did exist throughout 
former Yugoslavia.  

Compared to other waste streams, the management of packaging waste shows a 
significant gap between ambition and reality. According to the Law on Waste, packaging 
waste is considered as a special case as it needs to be managed by licensed persons or 
firms. Manufacturers and importers of goods with a potential for generating waste from 
their products are obliged to take care of waste reduction in creating manufactured 
goods, and to develop technology to ensure products are reusable and recyclable. This is 
valid for all products based on the Law on Waste. Throughout the country, packaging 
waste is collected as part of the municipal waste stream and mainly as residual waste. 
However, in the big shopping markets, there are places that collect packaging materials 
and sell it to private collectors. 

10.1.2 End of Life Vehicles 

Kosovo is a typical ‘second hand’ market for any type of vehicles, both passenger cars 
and others. According to the Law on Waste, the management of ELVs needs to be 
undertaken by licensed persons, and the Minister determines with a sub-legal act the 
manner and criteria for its management. 

Despite the legislation, there is currently no formal ELV collection/treatment system in 
place. Instead, everyone who owns a car that reaches its end of life sells it on to a scrap 
metal merchant in exchange for its scrap value. Typically, these persons are not licensed 
to perform this activity. Abandoned cars are pointed by local authorities to the next 
larger scrap dealer (with a commercial license as a rule) who collects them: at high price 
levels for ferrous scrap, the collection is usually free of charge. 

These ‘premium’ scrap collectors and processors scavenge the wrecks for usable parts 
and export the remaining carcasses to neighbouring countries (for marketing 
destinations, refer to page 8, section Bio-waste materials, and secondary raw materials). 
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Usually fuels, oils, coolants, a certain portion of the tyres and finally the vehicle body 
itself are reused.  

According to the Kosovo Strategy for Waste Management there are no data on ELV 
arisings in the country. Despite this, the Strategy has set targets for the recycling of 
waste from ELVs at 60% - 70% by 2018 - 2021, respectively. The Plan of Republic of 
Kosovo for Waste Management sets the measures to achieve these targets. However, it 
is worth noting that although, for reuse and recycling, the target is set to 60%-70% by 
2021, the government, through an EC funded project “Support to Waste Management in 
Kosovo”, is working to reduce these ambitious targets. Also, according to Administrative 
Instruction, it is prohibited to sell on the market the parts that contain lead, mercury and 
hexavalent chromium and cadmium, except those that are listed in the AI.   

Figure 10-1: Truck Bodies Awaiting Further Scavenging (left photo), Scrap 
Press (Car Wreck Visible on Top) 

  

Source: © Martin Steiner by Courtesy of EUROSTEEL, Peja 

10.1.3 WEEE 

WEEE is managed in a similar manner to ELVs. Not all streams have a net value. 
However, the streams with a certain positive value (for instance, the processing 
company pays €0.17 per kg for a refrigerator, June 2015) are directed to a company such 
as the ones illustrated by the photos below.  
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Figure 10-2: Entrance Area (with Weighbridge at the Centre of Photo) of a 
Typical Major Processor of WEEE, ELV and other Recyclables 

 

Source: © Martin Steiner 

The various WEEE streams are manually dismantled to varying degrees. Operations are 
steered by the manual effort of single dismantling operations, and the material value of 
certain fractions (e.g. steel, aluminium, and copper). The photos in Figure 10-3 show 
(clockwise from top left): household appliances, ventilators, television screens and mixed 
items, boilers, weighing of dismantled components (aluminium foreground, and office 
appliances (copy machines)).  
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Figure 10-3: Various WEEE Fractions 

  

  

  
Source: © Martin Steiner 

Figure 10-4 shows an example of thermal processing of electric cables (not mechanical – 
by cutting items – as it is standard in Western and Central Europe): the insulation 
material (PVC in most cases) is simply burned off. The fumes (with extremely high 
chlorine to be expected when considering that 1 kg incinerated PVC results in about 
550g emission of chlorine) are not directly released to the atmosphere, but despite 



58 

   

being sent over a quencher tank, visible behind the stove, only a limited amount of the 
chlorine and other air pollutants are likely to be absorbed.    

Figure 10-4: WEEE Treatment – Stove for Burning off Insulations from 
Electric Cables 

 

Source: © Martin Steiner 

10.1.4 Batteries 

According to Kosovo’s Law on Waste, Batteries should be considered as a special waste 
stream and, therefore, only processed and treated by licensed persons. However, there 
is no special facility for the treatment of batteries in the country. Most of the batteries 
end up in MSW containers from where the waste pickers collect, and sell them to scrap 
collectors (not licensed) around Kosovo. There are also some sellers where citizens can 
bring old batteries and enjoy rebates for new batteries.  

There are no accurate data on the import and production, as well as the amount of 
batteries arising as waste. The Kosovo Waste Management Strategy does not define any 
specific targets for the reuse of batteries.  

10.2 Summary Assessment 

An assessment of the effectiveness of producer responsibility legislation for five waste 
streams is provided in Table 10-1. The effectiveness of the legislation covering each of 
the listed waste streams is scored on a scale of 1 to 3, where: 

 Score 1 = no EPR scheme, or equivalent measure to meet targets, is in place.  

 Score 2 = an EPR scheme, or equivalent measure to meet targets, is in place and 
funded by producers.  
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 Score 3 = an EPR scheme, or equivalent measure to meet targets, is in place and 
funded by producers.  

Table 10-1: Assessment of the Application Producer Responsibility 
Legislation for Special Waste Streams   

Criteria Assessment 

An EPR scheme for packaging and 
packaging wastes, or equivalent 
measure to meet targets, is in place and 
funded by producers (WFD Article 8) 

Score 1 – Legislation has been drafted but it has not been 
effectively implemented in practice. 

An EPR scheme for WEEE, or equivalent 
measure to meet targets, is in place and 
funded by producers (WFD Article 8) 

Score 1 – Legislation has been drafted but it has not been 
effectively implemented in practice. 

An EPR scheme for ELVs, or equivalent 
measure to meet targets, is in place and 
funded by producers (WFD Article 8) 

Score 1 – Legislation has been drafted but it has not been 
effectively implemented in practice. 

An EPR scheme for batteries and 
portable accumulators, or equivalent 
measure to meet targets, is in place and 
funded by producers (WFD Article 8) 

Score 1 – Legislation has been drafted but it has not been 
effectively implemented in practice. 
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11.0 Adequacy of Collection Infrastructure 

11.1 Overview 

11.1.1 Municipal Waste Collection 

According to the Law on Waste, municipalities are responsible for managing municipal 
waste. Commercial waste is collected by the same companies who manage household 
waste and it therefore considered to be municipal waste and is managed in the same 
way. The details presented in the sections below, therefore, cover both household and 
commercial waste. 

11.1.1.1 Overview of Collection Companies 

Collection, transport and, in some cases, disposal activities are carried out by seven 
RWCCs and four Municipal Waste Collection Companies which serve individual 
municipalities in the north of the country (mainly populated by Serbs, with North 
Mitrovica being the largest municipality). Peja, Mitrovica and Zvecan disposed of their 
own waste, whilst wlsewhere in the country disposal is undertaken by KLMC. The areas 
serviced by each RWCC is shown in Table 11-1. The same information can be seen in 
Figure 12-1. 

Table 11-1: Public Solid Waste Management Service Providers in Kosovo 

Regional Waste 
Collection Company 

Area Serviced  

Pastrimi Prishtina, Podujeva, Fushe Kosovo, Drenas, Lipjan, Obiliq, Gracanica 

Ambienti Peja, Klina, Istog, Decan, Junik 

Pastërtia Ferizaj, Shtime, Kacanik, Hani I Elezit, Shterpca 

Eco-Regjioni Prizren, Rahovec, Dragash, Suhareka, Malishena 

Eko Higjiena Gjilan, Viti, Novo Berdo, Kllokot, Ranilluk, Partesh, Kamenice 

Uniteti South Mitrovicë, Skenderaj, Vushtrri 

Çabrati Gjakovë                                                                             

Municipal Waste 
Collection Company 

Area Serviced  

Standard North Mitrovica 

Zveçan Zveçan 

Ibri Zubin Potok 

24 Novembar Leposaviq 
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At present, three private operators are engaged in the management of municipal waste: 

 Since 2012, Moser Group from Austria is part of a public-private partnership 
(PPP) with the local RWCC in Gjilani;  

 In Prizren, IS Company is operating; and 

 In Ferizaj, Mbrojtja e Ambijentit.  

The market share of the private sector in municipal waste management can be 
estimated to be no more than 20%. 

11.1.1.2 Collection Rate of Municipal Waste 

Collection rates – that is, the proportion of the population connected to a regular MSW 
collection service – are reported to be 100% in urban areas and 30% in rural areas (58% 
as a country average).28 It is noted that, at present, no comprehensive data on waste 
generation, collection, treatment, recovery, and disposal are reported, although some 
data on annual and daily waste generation for municipal waste can be found in reports 
published by KEPA and  Kosovo Agency of Statistics (see Section 8.0).29,30 

11.1.1.3 Collection Systems for Residual Waste 

Collection frequency in urban areas varies from daily, to two or three times per week, 
while the standard in rural areas is weekly. In both urban and rural areas, there is a 
mixture of door-to-door collection as well as collection from 1.1 m3 containers. An 
example is shown in Figure 11-4 which shows pictures from a central area in the 
country's capital which can be classified as urban (and, in relative terms, rather affluent). 
There is also no differentiation into households and other generators. 

Collection is often performed without a designated container, from sacks or bins placed 
on the street, as is shown in Figure 11-4. Steel bins with a volume of about 90 l have 
been eventually replaced by standard 240 l bins (not shown here).  

                                                      

 

28 Source of this data is the Kosovo Agency of Statistics (KAS) 
29 Kosovo Ministry of Environment and Spatial Planning and Kosovo Environmental Protection Agency 
(2014) The State of Waste and Chemicals Report, http://www.ammk-
rks.net/repository/docs/Raport_Waste_and_Chemicals_2014.pdf  
30 Kosovo Agency of Statistics (2013) Municipal Waste Survey 2012, December 2013, https://ask.rks-
gov.net/ENG/enviroment/publications/doc_download/1141-municipal-waste-survey-2012 

http://www.ammk-rks.net/repository/docs/Raport_Waste_and_Chemicals_2014.pdf
http://www.ammk-rks.net/repository/docs/Raport_Waste_and_Chemicals_2014.pdf
https://ask.rks-gov.net/ENG/enviroment/publications/doc_download/1141-municipal-waste-survey-2012
https://ask.rks-gov.net/ENG/enviroment/publications/doc_download/1141-municipal-waste-survey-2012
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Figure 11-1: MSW Collection in Prishtina 

 

 
Source: © Martin Steiner 

Figure 11-2 (left image) shows an underground collection system for MSW; in practice 
there are very few of these, relatively, more advanced systems in place in the country, in 
this case in front of a prominent building in Prishtina. The right image shows steel 
containers with a capacity of 1.1 m3 (with the common problem of missing wheels and 
lids with negative impact on both operation and appearance) which represent the 
majority of MSW collection services. 
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Figure 11-2: MSW Collection, Two Impressions from Prishtina, June 2015.  

  
Source: © Martin Steiner  

The top photo in Figure 11-3 shows a plastic bag bound to a steel waste container that 
contains stale bread. This bread is left for someone to collect before the garbage truck 
arrives; alternatively, it may even have been left for the formal collection service to be 
marketed as animal fodder. This provides just one example of the many informal 
recovery ‘systems’ in place in Kosovo.  
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Figure 11-3: MSW Collection in Prishtina 

 

 
Source: © Martin Steiner 

The white bag mounted on the rear of the collection vehicle in Figure 11-4 contains 
aluminium cans which are being separated out on the collection round. 31 The lower 
photo shows a further informal recovery service provided in parallel to formalised waste 
collection services (often by members of the Roma community).  The informal sector 
collects various recyclables, but mainly metal and cardboard. The small wheel loader 
depicts the consequence of an undersupply with collection volume (which can be seen 
as a general issue in the country). Waste placed next to the containers has to be 

                                                      

 

31 The split build-up – left box for residual waste, smaller right compartment for bio-waste – reveals that 
the vehicle is second hand (as most of the rolling stock operating in the country): Such split systems were 
in use in Germany and a few other countries in the 1990s. 
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removed by the waste collection operator which frequently requires an additional 
service and a substantial amount of effort. 

Figure 11-4: MSW Collection in Prishtina 

 

 
Source: © Martin Steiner 

The main collection vehicles in use are press plate compactors (see Figure 11-5, left-hand 
photo). Many of these vehicles are second-hand imports, or are received via donations. 
A recent delivery of 30 new vehicles (press plate system) donated from Japan are 
destined for Prizren, the country's second largest city. Institutional and certain 
commercial generators (with high waste yields) are served with 7 m3 containers (Figure 
11-5, right-hand photo) and the related vehicles (skip system) without a regular 
collection frequency; in this case the container is exchanged with an empty container 
when full.  
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Figure 11-5: Large Press Plate Compactor (left photo), 7 m3 Skip (right 
photo) 

  
Source: © Martin Steiner 

Collected materials are transported directly to landfills as a rule. At present, three 
transfer stations are reported in Ferizaj, Drenas (also named as Gllogovci32) and Gjakova 
(see Figure 12-1 for the location of these facilities), but none of them is used to compact 
waste prior to long haul. Some collection points in residential areas, such as the one 
shown in Figure 11-6, are to be classified as transfer stations as well. 

Figure 11-6: View of Ferizaj Transfer Station, 2007 (left photo), Transfer 
Station (Classified as Collection Point) in North Mitrovica (right photo) 

  
Source: © Martin Steiner  

                                                      

 

32 In this report the Albanian names of locations are given. For locations' Serbian names refer to Figure 
12-1.   
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11.1.1.4 Collection Fees 

The waste tariff applied to households in Kosovo is uniform by type. It is a flat rate per 
household which varies across the municipalities, but usually lies between €4.50 and 
€5.00 per household per month or €54 to €60 per household per year (this covers both 
collection and disposal costs). The fee collection rate appears to be significantly below 
100%. One report on Prishtina suggests a difficult situation in balancing budgets:33 

“The latest State of Environment Reports underlines in particular the problem of 
insufficient fee collection by the Pastrimi Company. At the moment the revenues 
from fees do not cover even the operational costs. For “Pastrimi Company, in 
years 2007 and 2008 following parameters have been determined: Billing ratio – 
71%, fee collection ratio – 59%, operating ratio – 97%. At least the last value is 
questionable, since in 2008 Pastrimi was unable to meet the costs for depositing 
the waste at the Regional Landfill Mirash. By the end of the year Pastrimi owed 
KLMC (Kosovo Landfill Management Company) about 800.000 EUR. Though in 
2006 Pastrimi outperformed the sector with a Revenue Collection Ratio (RCR) of 
70% (growth of 16.6%), throughout the surveillance by the EU project the average 
debtor’s month was still on the rise. Already in 2006 accounts receivable 
amounted to about 9 m EUR. Given that in 2007 and 2008 even in Prishtina’s 
noble district of Velania, Pastrimi’s revenue collection came up to only 55%, a real 
and sustainable improvement cannot be seen. Thanks to donations of equipment, 
capital costs were small. Financial gaps were closed by the government.”  

The Executive Summary of the Master Plan states:  

“Despite the improvement in bill collection rates, the Office of Auditor General 
reported an average bill collection rate of 54%, if prior years’ invoices are taken 
into consideration.” 

These indicate that cost recovery is at a low level, with revenue collection rates of 70% 
being above average and typical rates being closer to 50%. 

Generators classified as commercial, or institutional, pay according to the size of the 
container they use. Payment in this case is differentiated according to the two container 
types on offer: for example, €13 for servicing a 1.1 m3 container and €49 for a 7 m3 skip. 
Prices include VAT (at present 16%) and cover both collection and disposal.   

11.1.1.5 Contribution of the Informal Sector 

Informal waste pickers – and most likely, also, staff of the formal collection services – 
play an important role in the collection of recyclables and disposal (see Section 12.1.4). It 
is not possible to quantify collected amounts, nor the number of people involved. It is 
speculated that a figure of 2,000 persons engaged in the recovery of the full range of 

                                                      

 

33 I. Krasniqi (2010) Waste Management Plan for the Municipality of Prishtina, September 1st 2010. 



68 

   

recyclables throughout Kosovo is more likely than 200, but there are no documented 
sources which can verify the level of activity. 

The informal waste sector, which is present throughout the country, is primarily 
composed of individual waste collectors engaged in waste collection in an unorganized, 
ad-hoc manner. Most of the recyclable waste comes to private companies from the 
informal waste collectors who, after collecting waste they deem valuable, transport it to 
private companies and sell it to them. These small-to-medium sized companies hold a 
license from MESP – they are engaged in waste management operations and run private 
collection centers that serve as drop-off points for informal waste collectors. 

11.1.2 Industrial Waste Collection 

Industrial waste is under the competence of MESP. Hazardous industrial waste is usually 
temporarily stored on the site of the industry that produced it, until a suitable treatment 
solution can be found – typically, such waste is exported. The waste is stored under a 
permit from MESP which is valid for up to three years. Large quantities of chemicals and 
industrial and mining wastes have been inherited from the pre-war Kosovo industry and 
socialist era. They are temporarily stored throughout the country in secure storage 
facilities (locks on these storage places are regularly controlled by the international 
military forces controlling the country – see Figure 11-7). 

In 2012, the Kosovo Agency of Statistics carried out an industrial waste survey. According 
to this survey, the quantity of industrial waste arising in 2012 was 580,154 tonnes, of 
which 36,241 tonnes was classified as being hazardous. 

Figure 11-7: Entrance of a Locked Store for Industrial Chemicals in Peja 

 

Source: © Martin Steiner 
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11.1.3 Construction and Demolition Waste Collection 

According to the Law on Waste municipalities are responsible for setting out the rules 
governing the management of waste from C&D sites in their territory, as well as the 
location for the disposal of the material. MESP defines the general conditions and rules 
for managing waste from C&D facilities and monitors its management through KEPA. 

Currently, municipalities do not have clear plans for the management of C&D waste. 
Most C&D waste either ends up in containers which are meant to be dedicated to MSW 
(Figure 11-8), or illegally fly tipped/dumped (most often, next to the road). In some 
cases, C&D waste is used by landfill operators to construct internal traffic roads or to 
cover the waste.  

Figure 11-8: C&D Waste Placed Next to MSW Collection Containers 

 

 
Source: © Martin Steiner 
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11.2 Summary Assessment 

An assessment of the adequacy of the country’s current and planned collection 
infrastructure for different waste streams is provided in Table 11-2. Information on the 
firmly planned infrastructure was obtained from MESP. 34The adequacy of the collection 
infrastructure is scored on a scale of 1 to 3, where: 

 Score 1 = current and/or planned collection systems are inadequate to ensure 
relevant targets in the EU Directives are met; 

 Score 2 = current and/or planned collection systems will allow for some progress 
to be made towards EU Directives targets, but the targets are unlikely to be 
achieved. 

 Score 3 = adequate collection infrastructure is in place, or being firmly planned, 
which will ensure EU Directives can be met. 

Table 11-2: Assessment of the Adequacy of Collection Infrastructure  

Waste 
Stream 

Current Infrastructure Firmly Planned Infrastructure1 

MSW 

Score 1 – there are a few 
better operating municipalities 
but very little separate 
collection overall 

Score 1 – The plans for improved collection 
infrastructure at the national level are limited. The 
absence of many plans at the local level suggests the 
same is also true at the municipality level, which 
would be the appropriate level at which to consider 
the options for separate collection, and how they 
could be implemented through either the RWCCs, or 
through procuring the services of private companies.  

There is some consideration of collection schemes in 
the Waste Management Master Plan: these, however, 
would fail to meet the relevant targets. They also 
include schemes for biowaste collection which would 
potentially be a health and safety hazard.  

Construction of three transfer stations and centres for 
receipt and classification of waste into types in Peja, 
Prizren and Ferizaj. In Prizren it is also planned to 
construct a composting facility (the Environment 
Assessment Report has reportedly been prepared). 
The EC is working on the Terms of Reference for the 
project and the funds will be secured through IPA 
funding (Instrument for Pre-Accession Assistance.  

The Prishtina municipality is also planning to develop 
two centres, and install containers of 15m3 for the 

                                                      

 

34  
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Waste 
Stream 

Current Infrastructure Firmly Planned Infrastructure1 

collection of bulky waste. The containers will be 
provided by GIZ.  

C&D 
Score 1 – very little proper 
management of C&D wastes 

Score 1 – There is no clear planning for enhanced 
collection of C&D waste, not least because of the 
absence of relevant recycling sites. Construction of 
facilities and equipment for treatment of waste at six 
centres in Prishtina, Gjakova, Ferizaj, Prizren, 
Mitrovica, and Peja is envisaged.  

At the time of writing, Prishtina is in an advanced 
phase, having prepared the project and selected a site. 
The project total cost is €5 million with a lifespan of 20 
years that will cover the C&D waste for Prishtina 
municipality. The municipality is planning to give it in 
concession or to the public RWCC in Prishtina 
“Pastrimi”. The centres will charge a gate fee, and the 
material will be separated and will be recycled / 
reused and the rest will be disposed to landfill.  

Packaging 
Score 1 – very little packaging 
collection, although some from 
companies (e.g. retailers) 

Score 1 – The centres that will be constructed for 
MSW will also be used for separation of packaging 
waste, WEEE, ELVs and batteries. The collected waste 
will be sold to private collectors. The Waste 
Management Master Plan does not appear to have 
given consideration to the links between municipal 
waste recycling and the producer responsibility 
regime. 

Currently there are four to five big private companies 
licensed from MESP, that are collecting special waste 
streams (packaging, WEEE, ELV and Batteries), 
dismantling and exporting to neighbouring countries.  

WEEE 
Score 1 – no formal collections 
or treatment at all, some 
entrepreneurial activity 

 Score 1 – no firmly planned changes, including in the 
Waste Management Master Plan 

ELVs 
Score 1 – no formal collections 
or treatment at all, some 
entrepreneurial activity 

Score 1 – no firmly planned changes including in the 
Waste Management Master Plan 

Batteries 
Score 1 – no formal collections 
or treatment at all, some 
entrepreneurial activity 

Score 1 – no firmly planned changes, including in the 
Waste Management Master Plan 

Note: 1. Information obtained from MESP. 
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12.0 Adequacy of Treatment Infrastructure 

12.1 Overview 

12.1.1 Reprocessing Capacity 

At present there are no major reprocessors in the country. Thus, secondary raw 
materials have to be exported to foreign markets (typically Albania and Greece). The 
largest export volumes are comprised of steel scrap, with about 100,000 tonnes of scrap 
metal being collected and exported annually by a number of private companies.35  it 
should be noted that scrap metal is accounting for the majority of Kosovo´s exports.36 
Marketing destinations for ferrous scrap are steelworks in the Former Yugoslav Republic 
of Macedonia (Skopje), Albania (Elbasan) and Greece, with Montenegro (Nikšić 
steelworks) now also emerging as a player in the market.  

For other commodities, no data on amounts is available. Slovenia and Croatia are 
reported to be processing Kosovo’s waste paper (these are the two countries in which 
the paper industry was established during the Yugoslav era). The Slovenian paper 
industry, with a large paper mill in Krško, reportedly imports a few hundred-thousand 
tonnes of scrap paper per year from other countries. In Croatia there is a medium sized 
paper mill in Belišće (Slavonia). Local sources indicate that there is some production of 
basic cardboard packaging in Kosovo using ´shopwaste´ or other waste paper fractions, 
although no information on plant locations, and related data, could be gathered. 

Glass is sold to factories in Serbia, to Zaječar, where a sheet glass factory is reported, and 
to a bottle glass factory in Paraćin. Local sources have indicated that WEEE is currently 
being exported to Austria.37  

12.1.2 Composting of Segregated Biowastes 

Apart from using kitchen and catering waste as animal fodder, there is only one other 
formal example of food waste collection and composting. A private company based in 
Prizren collects and composts food-waste and the composted material is reported to be 
sold to local farmers.38  The Waste Management Master Plan (WMMP), prepared with 
the help of EU funding and published in January 2016, considered the potential for 

                                                      

 

35 Source: A major market player in the sector. 
36 Source: Mr Enver Tahiri, Ministry of Environment and Spatial Planning, Head of Waste Department 
reported 90%. Informal calculations based on statistical data show lower percentages, but still are in the 
range of two thirds.  
37 Upon further investigation one Austrian operator of the two largest WEEE dismantling facilities in the 
country reported first commercial contacts with potential WEEE exporters from Kosovo and doubted 
relevant amounts to be imported from there to Austria at present; perceived obstacles seem to be its low 
qualities (e.g. mixed household appliances) and the large transport distance (> 1,000 km).  
38 “IS company” 
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developing one anaerobic digestion facility and six composting facilities.39 The overall 
capacity of the facilities being entertained was just below 25,000 tonnes. Given that the 
total generation of waste by 2024 (the time for which capacity has been set) is estimated 
to be 471,000 tonnes, of which 52% is expected to be organic, this capacity represents 
an assumed capture rate for organic materials of the order 10%, which could not be 
regarded as especially ambitious.  

The technical configuration also warrants further investigation: the emphasis is on open-
air windrow facilities, though the collection scheme anticipated is a bring-based scheme 
and the study proponents expect ‘the majority of waste to derive from major 
biodegradable waste producers namely restaurant, public markets, hotels, etc.’ Such 
waste would likely be dense food waste with very little structure, and would not be 
suitable, by itself, for treatment at open-air windrow facilities.  Furthermore, the use of 
1.1 m3 containers for such waste, as is envisaged, is definitely not to be recommended 
due to the likelihood of breaking lifting arms due to the density of food waste (the 1.1 
m3 bin would weight, if filled, around 500kg, or half a tonne, making it a significant 
health and safety hazard to the collectors and those around it).  

12.1.3 Mixed Waste Treatment Plants 

In Kosovo, there are no waste treatment facilities for municipal, commercial, or 
industrial wastes. The Waste Management Plan does refer to industrial waste, with co-
treatment in existing industries by thermal processes, and a landfill for industrial waste 
in Prishtina region.40  

The recently completed Master Plan examines a number of options for investing in 
Kosovo’s waste management sector and makes efforts to estimate the likely investment 
costs required. At the time of writing, the full document was not publically available, 
only an executive summary showing the key findings. The study does envisage the 
construction of one MBT plant in Prishtina with a capacity of 110,000 tonnes. The nature 
of the proposed facility is not clear from the Executive Summary, though the proposed 
investment cost is of the order €28 million.  

12.1.4 Waste Disposal 

If MSW is disposed of correctly, it should end up in one of eight sanitary landfills. Five of 
these landfills (Prishtina, Gjilan, Prizren, Podujevo and Dragash) were constructed using 
funds provided by the European Agency for Reconstruction over the period 2005 to 
2008. The remaining three were funded by other donors (see Table 12-1). The landfills 

                                                      

 

39 EPEM, SLR and ISPE (2016) Support Waste Management in Kosovo: Waste Management Master Plan – 
Executive Summary, An EU Funded Project Managed by the European Union Office in Kosovo, 
EuropeAid/133800/C/SER/X, 
http://media.wix.com/ugd/c46eb9_5eebc08e08324361b6d9c0b5df85dc04.pdf  
40 A cement plant “Sharrcem” (Titan Group) in the country's southern area, the thermal power plant KEK 
near Prishtina and a metal processing facility “Ferronikel” in the country's central region. 

http://media.wix.com/ugd/c46eb9_5eebc08e08324361b6d9c0b5df85dc04.pdf
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have made use of various technical concepts/engineering designs; however, they are all 
reported to have been designed following principles which can be qualified as being 
compliant with “EU standards”. 

Although landfills were supposed to be constructed in accordance with EU standards, all 
of them suffer from various problems caused by poor design, unsatisfactory quality of 
construction and/or operational weaknesses. The findings from an assessment 
performed in 2007 are still very much valid today.41 A visit to one landfill (Gijlan) 
conducted in the course of the present study revealed that operational standards have 
declined further over the last decade (for further details refer to Section 5.1). 

For the last two years or so, four landfills have been operated by KLMC. Before this point 
KLMC ‘managed’ these landfills, with day-to-day operations provided by private 
contractors (in some cases, the companies which built them).  

Table 12-1: Data on Sanitary Landfills Operating in Kosovo 

Location Operating Authority Opened in Design capacity  Extension possible 

Pristina KLMC 2006 3,500,000 m3 Yes 

Gjilan KLMC 2005 2,400,000 m3 Yes 

Prizren KLMC 2004 2,600,000 m3  Yes 

Podujevo KLMC 2004 1,000,000 m3  Yes 

Dragash RWC “Eko Regjioni” 2004 48,000 m3 No 

Mitrovica RWC “Uniteti” 1995 2,000,000 m3 Yes 

Peja RWC “Ambienti” 2001 350,000 m3 Yes 

Zvecan Waste Company 2006 3,500,000 m3 No 

 

                                                      

 

41 IPA, MVV and Edinburgh Economics (2007) Landfill Benchmarking Study, Report for the European 
Commission, March 2007,  http://wwro-ks.org/English/Workshops/Landfill_benchmarking_.pdf 

http://wwro-ks.org/English/Workshops/Landfill_benchmarking_.pdf
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Figure 12-1: Sanitary Landfills and Spheres of Activity of MSW Service 
Providers 

 

Source: IPA, MVV and Edinburgh Economics (2007) Landfill Benchmarking Study, Report for the European 
Commission, March 2007,  http://wwro-ks.org/English/Workshops/Landfill_benchmarking_.pdf 

Apart from one landfill (in Dragash Municipality), which accepts and uses C&D waste, 
C&D waste is often simply dumped next to the road, although in some cases it is used at 
landfills to cover the deposited waste. However, the Kosovo Waste Management Plan 
does mention that six further dedicated landfills for C&D waste treatment are planned in 
different cities, to be located at Prishtinë, Gjakove, Ferizaj, Prizren, Mitrovica and, Peja.  

12.2 Summary Assessment 

An assessment of the adequacy of the country’s waste treatment infrastructure, in terms 
of what countries will need to have in place (and recognising that countries are not 
required to have all streams treated within their country under EU Law), is provided in 
Table 12-2. The adequacy of each of the listed treatment technologies is scored on a 
scale of 1 to 3, where: 

http://wwro-ks.org/English/Workshops/Landfill_benchmarking_.pdf
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 Score 1 = current and/or planned infrastructure is inadequate, for example, due 
to suboptimal management and maintenance of sites which may lead to health 
and environmental risks. Planned capacity of residual waste treatment 
infrastructure may impact on the country’s ability to meet recycling targets. 

 Score 2 = treatment infrastructure is adequate, but there are still some issues in 
relation to management and / or planned capacity. 

 Score 3 = treatment infrastructure is well manged and will not impact on the 
country’s ability to meet recycling targets. 

Table 12-2: Assessment of the Adequacy of Treatment Infrastructure  

Waste Stream / 
Treatment Type 

Current Infrastructure Firmly Planned Infrastructure 

Source segregated 
organics / composting, AD 

Score 1 – one or two small scale 
compost plants. 

Score 1 – no reported plans. 

Mixed waste / MBT Score 1 – none in place. Score 1 – no reported plans. 

Mixed waste / Energy 
recovery 

Score 1 – none in place. Score 1 – no reported plans. 

 

An assessment of the adequacy of the country’s disposal infrastructure is provided in 
Table 12-3. The adequacy of this infrastructure is scored on a scale of 1 to 3, where: 

 Score 1 = current or planned disposal infrastructure is inadequate. Elevated risks 
posed to human health and the environment from illegal / unlicensed landfilling. 
The total existing or planned disposal capacity may impact on the country’s 
ability to meet recycling targets. 

 Score 2 = current or planned disposal infrastructure is sufficient for the short- to 
medium-term and risks posed to human health and the environment from illegal 
/ unlicensed landfilling have been minimised.  

 Score 3 = adequate disposal infrastructure – allowing for the sound 
environmental management of wastes – is in place, or firmly planned. The 
existing or planned infrastructure will not impact on the country’s ability to meet 
recycling targets. 

Table 12-3: Assessment of the Adequacy of Disposal Infrastructure  

Disposal Type Current Firmly Planned 

Waste disposal occurs 
only at landfill (or other) 
sites which ensure 
adequate environmental 
protection 

 Score 1 – some regional sanitary 
landfills are in place but operating 
standards are below EU 
requirements. 

Score 1 – Construction of Sanitary 
landfill in Zveqan. The technical 
design is prepared with the help of 
EU funds, the environmental permit 
has been obtained from MESP and 
the project will be financed by 
EU/IPA funds.  
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Disposal Type Current Firmly Planned 

The landfill will be in used by three 
municipalities in the Serbian district. 
According to MESP the capacity of 
the site will be around 150 tonnes 
per day. The slow decline of KLMC’s 
landfill sites and the lack of sanitary 
landfill capacity in other parts of the 
country would suggest that more 
needs to be done reduce risks to the 
environment and human health.  
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13.0 Management of Hazardous Wastes 

13.1 Overview 

Hazardous waste is usually found mixed with other waste on trucks entering landfill. 
According to Article 31 of the Law on Waste, it is prohibited to mix hazardous waste with 
other types of wastes. It is also prohibited to receive hazardous waste in municipal waste 
landfills except if there is a permit by the competent authority. If the government 
inspector or the landfill staff find hazardous waste mixed with municipal waste then the 
whole truck load of waste will be considered hazardous and the truck will be rejected for 
disposal to the landfill and fined by the inspector. 

The Law on Waste states that a fine of between €5,000 and €50,000 can be issued if:                                                                                           

 Waste from electrical and electronic equipment (WEEE) is mixed with other 
waste types, or disposed without prior treatment, or if there is no evidence 
for the release of goods received and delivered to storage or treatment, or 
other conditions set out in Article 43 of the Law on Waste are not 
implemented; and 

 Hazardous waste is mixed with other types of waste (Articles 31 and 34). 

The Waste Management Strategy 2013-2022 reports that there are no facilities available 
for the preservation or disposal of hazardous waste.42 With no disposal route for 
hazardous waste it is unsurprising that it is found mixed with municipal waste in trucks 
arriving at landfills. The construction of a hazardous landfill is included in Kosovo 
Environment Action Plan 2011-2020, in the Kosovo Strategy on Waste Management 
2013-2022 and in the Medium-Term Expenditure Framework. In light of this, Kosovo has 
now secured IPA funding (€12 million) to construct a hazardous waste storage facility in 
the village of Harilaq.43 IPA notes that: 

“Until now, HW [hazardous waste] is not collected, stored and disposed in 
appropriate places and only few producers made their authorisation requests to 
store their HW in a safe and appropriate place. Hazardous waste is scattered 
everywhere, not collected and stored in safe places, their mishandle cause 
environmental pollution, health accidents, health problems.”44 

                                                      

 

42 Ministry of Environment and Spatial Planning (2013) Strategy of the Republic of Kosovo on Waste 
Management 2013-2022, http://mmph-
rks.org/repository/docs/Strategy_fo__Republic_Kosova_for_WM_2013-2022__eng._945753.pdf  
43 European Commission, Instrument for Pre-Accession Assistance (2015) Kosovo: Construction of 
Hazardous Waste Storage Facilities, 
http://ec.europa.eu/enlargement/pdf/kosovo/ipa/2015/ipa2015_ks_05_hws.pdf  
44 Ibid. 

http://mmph-rks.org/repository/docs/Strategy_fo__Republic_Kosova_for_WM_2013-2022__eng._945753.pdf
http://mmph-rks.org/repository/docs/Strategy_fo__Republic_Kosova_for_WM_2013-2022__eng._945753.pdf
http://ec.europa.eu/enlargement/pdf/kosovo/ipa/2015/ipa2015_ks_05_hws.pdf
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The hope is that the proposed facility will offer a safe means of storage prior to an 
appropriate treatment / disposal option becoming available. The intention is to: 

“…build a plant with optimal size and capacity where the HW [hazardous waste] 
could be placed, supervised and managed until reaching the sufficient quantities 
to justify from a financial point of view the transport to appropriate authorised 
disposal plants that have been built or will be built in Kosovo and neighbouring 
countries in the next 6 years.”  

Article 4(5) of the Basel Convention states: 

A Party shall not permit hazardous wastes or other wastes to be exported to a 
non-Party or to be imported from a non-Party 

Kosovo is not a party to the Convention. It follows that exports can only take place under 
bilateral agreements in place in accordance with the Convention, and that the export of 
hazardous waste from Kosovo to other states is more difficult than would be the case 
were Kosovo a party to the Convention. 

13.2 Summary Assessment 

An assessment of the approach to managing hazardous waste is provided in Table 10-1. 
The adequacy of the available storage, treatment, and disposal infrastructure is ranked 
on a scale of 1 to 3, where:  

 Score 1 = associated infrastructure is inadequate. 

 Score 2 = associated infrastructure is acceptable, but with some concerns. 

 Score 3 = associated infrastructure is adequate and fit for purpose. 

Table 13-1: Assessment of the Hazardous Waste Management System   

Criteria Assessment 

Hazardous wastes are stored without risk to the 
environment (WFD Articles 17 to 20) 

Score 2 – there are numerous historic hazardous 
waste storage sites that are causing 
environmental pollution ‘hotspots’. IPA funding 
has been secured to build a number of hazardous 
waste storage facilities and this will help to 
improve the situation when they are build and 
operational. 

Hazardous wastes can be treated / disposed of at 
appropriate facilities either within the country or 
other countries 

Score 1 – there are no hazardous waste treatment 
and disposal facilities in the country, and there is a 
barrier to Kosovo exporting hazardous wastes as it 
is not a signatory of the Basel Convention.  
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14.0 Key Achievements 

Over the past few years Kosovo attained significant advancement of waste sector. Small 
municipal companies offering waste collection, water and sewage services were 
unbundled and regionalised in to 7 regional water and sewage companies and 7 regional 
waste collection companies. These have been organized on commercial principles 
providing core businesses with clean cut assets, consolidated accounts, two 
management levels45 and recoverable tariffs. Simultaneously, EU funds were used to 
develop four new sanitary landfills and a transfer station, while an additional two 
landfills were built using other donor funds. The waste landfill authority to manage 
municipal waste disposal has also been established. The Ministry of Environment and 
Spatial Planning established in 2002 issued the Law on Waste in 2005 (amended in 2012) 
which set the basis for waste management in line with the related European directives 
and sound management practices. The Water and Waste Regulatory Office was another 
agency established in 2004, being responsible for licensing of waste collection and 
disposal service providers, setting minimum services standards and approving service 
tariffs. With the emergence of the Ahtisaari Plan46 and the related decentralization 
process, the waste collection sector is handed over to the municipalities, whereas the 
waste disposal management and management of hazardous waste is retained under the 
Government of Kosovo, MESP and MED, respectively. The final framework change on the 
waste management sector consisted in the removal of responsibility for waste by the 
Water and Waste Regulatory Office47 whose competences have been handed over to the 
Ministry of Environment (licensing) and municipalities (service tariffs). 

14.1 Key Achievement on Legal Framework 

Kosovo has initiated progressive harmonization of its legislation with that of the EU. 
Apart from the Law on Waste, Kosovo has adopted the National Strategy on Waste 
Management and a Five-Year Plan on Waste Management (2013-2017) with actions 
based on the Strategy. This year Kosovo has also prepared the 10-year Master Plan for 
Waste Management Infrastructure Priority Projects (2015-2024), where the quantitative 
and qualitative objectives are set and targets are determined both at national and local 
level. These objectives and targets are in line with the National and EC legislation. 
Regulation on specific waste streams is enacted through the issue of subsidiary 
regulations named Administrative Instructions. Ministry of Environment has prepared 28 
Administrative Instructions in compliance with EU directives for waste management.  

                                                      

 

45 Boards of Directors and management 
46 Comprehensive Proposal for the Kosovo Status Settlement (CSP) 
(http://www.kuvendikosoves.org/common/docs/Comprehensive%20Proposal%20.pdf) 
 
47 Water and Waste Regulatory Office is transformed into Water and Wastewater Regulatory Office 



81 

   

At local level, Local Waste Management Plans are prepared for 40% of the municipalities 
and the rest are under preparation.  

14.2 Key Achievement on Institutional Framework 

Kosovo has developed the Institutional Framework for SWM sector to be aligned with 
EU's, and sector functions are adequately assigned. The key institutional actors include 
MESP, KEPA, MED, and the municipalities. While the implementation responsibility for 
waste management is decentralized to local level, MESP sets the overall environmental 
policies, sector standards, establishes the licensing system and issues permits. KEPA 
monitors and reports on environmental compliance while inspectors at MESP inspects 
implementation. The Water and Waste Regulatory Office (WWRO) used to set municipal 
tariffs until 2011. Following the adoption of the Law on Waste, tariff setting became the 
responsibility of municipalities.  

14.3 Key Achievement on Waste Collection  

The waste management sector in Kosovo has developed significantly following on from 
the conflict. Existing small municipal companies offering waste collection, water and 
sewage services were unbundled and regionalised in seven regional water and sewage 
companies, and seven regional waste collection companies organized on commercial 
principles providing core businesses with clean cut assets, consolidated accounts, two 
management levels and recoverable tariffs. As such, these companies have extended the 
service area to 100% of the population in urban areas and 30% in rural areas.  

In terms of the financial achievement the waste collection companies have improved the 
bill collection rate from 55% in 2009 to 65% now. It is worth to mention that Prizreni 
Waste Company “Eco Regjioni” recently introduced collection of waste fee in compliance 
with the Law on Waste requirements. The waste fee will be collected by the municipality 
along with other municipal services, like birth certificate, car registration, the property 
tax and others. The latest improvement on the Prizreni municipality, supported by JICA 
project, the establishment of the waste department for monitoring and dealing with 
waste management should be replicated by other municipalities. In the other 
municipalities the waste collection fee is still managed by the Regional Collection 
Company.   

Some of the collection companies are equipped with new trucks donated by JICA 
(Prizreni and Prishtina), and have replaced the very old amortised trucks.  

14.4 Key Achievements on Waste Disposal 

Kosovo has established a regionalized waste collection and disposal system. With the 
support of EU funds (European Agency for Reconstruction), five new sanitary landfills 
have been constructed:  

 Three regional landfills: 
o Mirashi for Prishtina region;  
o Landovica for Prizreni region; 
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o Veleknica for Gjilani region); and  

 Two municipal landfills (Podujeva and Dragashi). 

Two transfer stations (Ferizaj and Gjakova) have also been constructed. Apart from the 
aforementioned landfills, following the contribution of other donors, a further three 
municipal landfills were constructed at Peja, Mitrovica and Zveqan, along with a further 
transfer station (Drenas). In addition, Kosovo has established a waste disposal authority 
to manage municipal waste disposal for the whole territory of Kosovo. During the past 
two years the situation with regards to landfill management has improved slightly, in 
terms of adherence to waste acceptance criteria and waste covering, as well as in 
managing the leachate. The leachate lagoon has been rehabilitated in Gjilani, Prishtina 
and Prizreni landfills.    

Despite the progress made, disposal in Kosovo continues to encounter difficulties and 
service quality remains poor.  

In terms of treatment, there is not much to present. All municipal waste ends up in a 
sanitary landfill without prior separation and treatment. Separation and collection of 
different waste streams, like WEE, batteries, plastic, metal and paper is conducted by the 
private sector from the containers and in landfills by scavengers. 
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15.0 Key Issues 

Consultations were carried out with ten stakeholders to gain their feedback on a range 
of issues that were identified as part of the National Waste Assessment presented in the 
above sections (the full list of organisations that were consulted is presented in 
Appendix A.1.0). Table 15-1 provides a summary of the key issues that need to be 
addressed in order to help Kosovo improve the level of its waste management services 
so that they may become compliant with the requirements set out in EU waste acquis. 
These issues form the departure point for the development of the Roadmap and the 
associated recommendations (Section 16.0). 

Table 15-1: Key Issues Identified as Part of the National Waste Assessment 

No. Issue 

Roles and Responsibilities 

1 
Roles and responsibilities for central and local government have been set out in law but, for 
historical reasons, are not clearly delineated in practice.  

2 
The Law on Waste could more accurately differentiate what is required in National and 
Local plans.  

3 
Landfill gate fees were set by the Water and Waste Regulatory Office before it was 
abolished in 2012 and are kept too low (i.e. at levels which cannot cover the full costs of 
operation, including aftercare of the landfill site once it has closed).  

4 
There are likely to be coordination issues between MESP, MED and MoF in developing and 
signing off key projects. 

Regulatory Matters 

1 Illegal landfilling is still more widespread than is desirable. 

2 Inadequate operation of landfills. 

3 Guidelines on Waste Acceptance Criteria (within the AI) are not implemented / enforced. 

4 Separation of inspection and permitting function is sub-optimal. 

Legislative Issues 

1 
The Waste Framework Directive (2008/98/EC) is not fully transposed, and targets, and 
related implementation systems, for packaging, WEEE, and batteries are not yet in place. 

2 
Whilst the Law on Waste sets out the principles of the hierarchy and producer 
responsibility, the hierarchy is not accurately transposed, and producer responsibility 
mechanisms are absent. 

Waste Management Planning 

1 
Update waste management plan so that it complies with Waste Framework Directive 
(Article 28) requirements. 

2 
Local WMPs not in place (14 out of 38), objective is to prepare the local waste management 
plans in the period of 2013 – 2014. 

3 The RWCCs operate at regional level, but plans are prepared at municipality level. 
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No. Issue 

4 Targets are not clearly devolved to those capable of delivering them. 

5 The forward planning of collection infrastructure is inadequate. 

3 No Waste Prevention Programme exists. 

Administrative Capacity 

1 Inadequate resourcing of inspection function. 

2 No distinct SWM administrative sections in MESP and most municipalities. 

3 Lack of staffing and associated skills in central government agencies. 

4 Lack of staffing and associated skills in municipalities. 

5 Lack of competences in procurement. 

6 No national forum to share knowledge and experience. 

Data Quality 

1 No requirement to report waste data on a regular basis according to a standardised format. 

2 
A Waste Information System (WIS) has been developed but has not been rolled out 
effectively and public / private sector staff have not been trained in its use (uptake appears 
to be limited). 

3 There are no relevant performance data. 

4 The basis for forward planning is weak. 

5 A National List of Wastes is in place but it is not fully aligned with EU LoW. 

Targets and the Waste Hierarchy 

1 
No clear mechanism to ensure municipal waste targets are met nor sanctions in place if 
they are missed. 

2 No obligations placed on those who would need to take action for the targets to be met. 

3 
Household waste collection systems need to be improved and coverage needs to be 
enhanced in rural areas. 

4 Almost no source segregated collection. 

5 
Very few biowaste treatment plants (source segregated composting) in operation / low 
levels of biowaste collection. 

6 Low levels of C&D waste treatment. 

7 There are no C&D recycling targets. 

8 There is no realistic plan to meet objectives in strategy for waste disposal. 

Cost Recovery for Municipal Waste 

1 No guidelines for municipalities on setting tariffs. 

2 RWCCs not paying landfill gate fees to KLMC (linked to cost recovery). 

3 Low levels of cost recovery. 

4 Low fee collection rate. 
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No. Issue 

Producer Responsibility 

1 
Although producer responsibility legislation has been drafted, and although some targets 
are in place for packaging in the Strategy, in practice, nothing has been done to enshrine 
the principle and implement the necessary measures.. 

2 

Although producer responsibility is an underlying principle of the law and strategy, and 
although some targets are in place for WEEE recycling and recovery in the Strategy, in 
practice, nothing has been done to enshrine the principle, and there is no implementing 
mechanism for WEEE. 

3 
No adequate collection or treatment system / producer responsibility mechanism / 
sanctions for missing targets in place for ELVs. 

4 No action has been taken to implement the batteries recycling targets. 

Hazardous Waste Management 

1 
Significant barriers exist to exporting hazardous waste, including WEEE (Kosovo is not a 
signatory of the Basel Convention). 

2 
No hazardous waste treatment operations are currently in place / environmental issues 
related to inadequately managed hazardous wastes. 

3 Inadequate capacity of medical waste treatment. 
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PART 2: ROADMAP FOR IMPROVING WASTE 
MANAGEMENT 
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16.0 Roadmap 

This Roadmap follows, in its structure, the Sections considered within the National 
Waste Assessment, and reflects the issues identified as part of the assessment. The 
issues are discussed within the relevant Sections below. It is not straightforward to 
‘separate out’ some of the issues. This is because waste management systems have a 
systemic character, with feedbacks, interlinkages and so on, and so some ‘issues’ could 
fall under a number of different headings. The Terms of Reference for the project 
required that consideration of alternative measures for dealing with the issues identified 
be explored. We have sought to elaborate these alternatives in line with the broad 
headings under which the issues were identified as part of the National Waste 
Assessment. If we were to have to explore the alternatives for every issue identified, the 
exposition would become extremely lengthy.  

In principle, all of the issues identified need to be addressed. As such, prioritising some 
actions over others is of lesser significance than ensuring a sensible sequencing of 
events: some things need to happen sooner than others. The issue of how the 
recommendations put forward should be sequenced is set out in Section 17.0.  

In the sections below, we set out the following under individual sub-headings:  

 What are the key problems; 

 The reasons these problems exist;  

 The possible alternative approaches for dealing with the problems; and 

 Our recommended approaches to dealing with the problems.  

As noted in Section 3, the first draft of recommendations was discussed at a meeting 
with MESP ahead of being shared more widely with stakeholders in advance of a 
national workshop that was held in Pristina in October 2016. The workshop was used to 
obtain feedback on the key recommendations included in the sections below. These 
recommendations, and some of the associated discussions, were then refined and 
enhanced to reflect the feedback received.    

Towards the end of the Roadmap, we indicate, where this is possible and appropriate, 
the costs with the programme of measures we have proposed. It makes little sense to do 
this on an issue-by-issue basis for reasons already alluded to: the aim is to develop a 
sound system through the resolution of a wide range of issues, so that the impact of 
specific measures is not always so readily discernible. 

As a general and over-arching comment, it is worth making clear some key problems. 
The recent approach to master planning tends towards a perspective that the problems 
in Kosovo can be dealt with through the identification of projects and their funding. As 
the objectives for waste management shift further up the hierarchy, and as the attention 
moves towards the fostering of a circular economy, so the likelihood that waste 
management systems can be designed ‘top down’, and resolved through the 
implementation of capital projects, becomes increasingly remote. The approach to 
managing waste as a resource will need to consider how best to collect waste materials 
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and products with a view to their being reused, prepared for reused, or recycled, prior t 
any consideration of their being treated as residual waste. It follows that the progressive 
reconfiguration of collection systems will be key.  

It also follows that where capital projects are concerned, the focus shifts away from the 
large capital intense projects which have typically been used to treat residual waste and 
increasingly towards: 

1) Systems for the separate collection of waste materials and products that 
facilitate their reuse, preparation for reuse and recycling; 

2) Enterprises / facilities engaged in reuse / preparation for reuse; 
3) The treatment of separately collected biowastes, and where collection schemes 

require them (and this should be considered a question which is to be answered 
in a local rather than national context, depending on the nature of the collection 
system to be used), sorting facilities; and 

4) Enterprises engaged in local reprocessing of materials which are collected for 
repair, or recycling. 

The exact nature and location of these cannot be identified in a study such as this, but 
indicative requirements can be given. What needs to happen, however, through the 
Roadmap, is that the conditions for the development of such a system needs to be made 
more likely, the capacity for initiating projects of such a nature needs to be increased, 
and the means to ensure that such projects are financially sustainable are secured.  

16.1 Roles and Responsibilities 

16.1.1 What are the Problems? 

The problems related to roles and responsibilities are set out in Table 16-1 below. 

Table 16-1: Problems Associated with Roles and Responsibilities 

No. Issue 

1 
Roles and responsibilities for central and local government have been set out in law but, for 
historical reasons, are not clearly delineated in practice. 

2 
The Law on Waste could more accurately differentiate what is required in national and local 
plans.  

3 
Landfill gate fees were set by the Water and Waste Regulatory Office before it was abolished in 
2012 and have remained low (i.e. at levels which cannot cover the full costs of operation, 
including aftercare of the landfill site once it has closed). 

4 
There are likely to be coordination issues between MESP, MED and MoF in developing and signing 
off key projects. 

  

16.1.2 Why are These Problems? 

The Law on Waste clearly sets out the responsibilities for waste management and how 
these should be divided between central and local government. The main issue leading 
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to Problem 1 in Table 16-1 is that, historically, responsibility for waste management lay 
with central government and the competencies have not yet been well transferred to 
local government. The transfer of responsibilities to local government is hampered, 
primarily, by the fact that local government frequently has insufficient technical and 
financial resources to deliver the required services.  

Problem 2 above relates to matters of competence. Waste Plans, but does not 
distinguish between: 

1) What should be done at national level; and 
2) What should be done at municipality / regional level. 

This has the potential not only to create duplication, but it can also lead to decisions 
being taken at a level which is not appropriate. For example, the appropriate level of 
administration for making siting decisions for most facilities might reasonably be 
considered to be a local matter. Similarly, whilst the NWMP might give indications of 
required capacity of different facilities, it does not make sense for decisions to be made 
regarding the nature of infrastructure independently of the Plans being made at local 
level in respect of how waste is to be collected. The danger inherent in such an approach 
is that infrastructure decisions are made which are inappropriate for treating the waste 
that is being collected.  

Problem 3 is closely linked to the wider issue of adequate cost recovery for the municipal 
waste management service. The current situation with many of the major landfills (those 
managed and operated by KLMC) is that the gate fees were set as part of past 
agreements between the now abandoned Water and Waste Regulatory Office and the 
Kosovo Trust Agency. In 2006, the Water and Waste Regulatory Office suggested that 
the landfill gate fees should be set at €10 per tonne, but this rate was not accepted by 
the Kosovo Trust AgencyAccording to the Law on Waste, MED, in cooperation with 
designated municipalities, is supposed to set landfill gate fees. This has not yet taken 
place and thus the fees currently in use are based on old figures that do not allow for full 
cost recovery. It was reported by MESP at the national workshop held as part of this 
project that the Government were planning to manage the landfills through a Public 
Private Partnership (PPP). Fee setting would, therefore, be established through the 
procurement process.   

MED might take the view, as the ministry responsible for economic development, that 
keeping the costs of landfilling low is ‘good for development’. The low level of fees 
indicated by KLMC (less than €6 per tonne) are simply inadequate to operate a modern 
landfill to an adequate standard. Whilst KLMC may have problems of its own (see Section 
16.2  below), MED’s role looks somewhat misplaced, and misaligned with the wider roles 
and responsibilities for waste management. It is well known that the financial 
opportunity for moving waste up the hierarchy is partly predicated upon the avoided 
cost of disposal. To allow a Ministry whose role is otherwise not closely linked to waste 
management matters to establish such a crucial parameter. It should be noted also that 
the Law on Waste indicates that outside the landfills operated by KLMC, municipalities 
shall designate fees for the disposal of waste. This has the potential to create similar 
problems, and is likely to lead to a situation where fees are determined through political 
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considerations rather than economic ones. To the extent that the private sector takes 
over the management of landfills, the issue of price setting could be addressed as it 
would then become the responsibility of private operators to determine their own fees. 
However, it would be essential for MESP to ensure that these operators set aside 
sufficient funds (recovered through the gate fee) to pay for all aftercare costs once the 
sites closed (the aftercare period can last many decades and landfills require active 
management, albeit in decreasing amounts, over the entire period).     

Problem 4 relates to an issue of coordination raised during consultations: the pace at 
which projects are developed for financing has the potential to be reduced by the fact 
that MESP has responsibility to propose projects, MED is responsible for approving 
them, and MoF has responsibility for funding. Given the gulf between where Kosovo 
currently finds itself, and where it needs to be, then a streamlined and coordinated 
approach to bringing projects forward seems appropriate. 

16.1.3 Alternative Approaches to Addressing the Problems 

The range of options available for addressing Problem 1 are limited and relate more to 
addressing the shortage of capacity within local government. Without sufficient capacity 
– both in terms of staff numbers and technical skills –  to take on the roles and 
responsibilities allocated to local government the transfer from national government will 
continue to be an issue. A blurring of responsibilities will further compromise the level of 
service provided on the ground. The issue of administrative capacity is dealt with 
separately in Section 16.5.    

In respect of Problem 2, there are relatively few alternative approaches, even though 
there may be more than one variant of that approach. In essence, there should be clarity 
around: 

1) What aspects of the overall waste management plan should be discharged at 
national level; and 

2) What aspects should be the responsibility of municipality / regional plans. 

In principle, there is no hard and fast rule as to how the responsibilities for waste 
management planning should be split. In practice, however, there are some useful 
guiding principles: 

1) In many respects, and especially in respect of municipal waste, good waste 
management systems are designed from the bottom up, not from the top down. 
They are founded on education and information campaigns, waste prevention 
approaches, and comprehensive and convenient waste collection services. At the 
national level, whilst some overarching principles could be established regarding 
collection services, the details of service design and provision could be left to the 
local level (to reflect population density and housing stock); 

2) Locational criteria could be set for facilities at the national level, but the exact 
locations could be left to be determined at a more local level; 

3) For facilities of a national significance, such as hazardous waste facilities, the 
appropriate level for decision making would be the national level (and this 
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reflects the responsibilities which the Ministry already has for hazardous waste 
under the Law on Waste). 

Clarity in terms of responsibilities would help to ensure no duplication, and empower 
those at different levels to concentrate on making decisions that are appropriate to their 
circumstances. 

It is of some concern that the Master Plan which has been in preparation with the 
support of IPA funds effectively presumes how waste collection will look across the 
whole country (and seeks to define projects on this basis). Quite apart from the fact that 
there are questions to be raised regarding the approach to waste collection defined 
therein, it is not appropriate to establish a simple collection system at the national level, 
all the more so where no consideration has been given to the possible interaction with 
mechanisms for producer responsibility (see Section 16.9  below).   

It should be noted also that the division of responsibilities in planning also has 
implications for the nature of training and upskilling required at the different levels (see 
Section 16.5). 

Problem 3 is one for which there are a range of possible approaches and dimensions. 
MESP has suggested that there are plans to move towards PPP type arrangements and 
that through this the private sector will start taking over responsibility for setting landfill 
gate fees.  In terms of who should be operating the landfill sites there are a number of 
possible options: 

1) MESP could take over operational oversight of KLMC. Conditions would need to 
be imposed on KLMC in respect of operational, maintenance and performance 
standards (with penalty clauses imposed where these were not met). If sites 
remain in the control of the public sector, the guidance on setting fees (which we 
understand is already in place) should be revised and updated to ensure 
adequate provision is made for funding site closure and aftercare, as well as for 
covering the costs of construction, operation and maintenance.  

2) Given that the role of KLMC itself has been identified as problematic (albeit, 
some of this may relate to the low level of revenues received), there may be 
merit in transferring the sites to private ownership, and allowing the owners to 
set their own fees whilst requiring that certain standards are met, and provisions 
are made for closure and aftercare. Prior to doing so, as with the previous model, 
it would make sense to establish the terms of the transfer to be undertaken. 

3) A third option would be to maintain landfills in public ownership and to make use 
of private sector expertise through letting contracts for design upgrades, 
maintenance, and operation (with the approach to management and aftercare 
being considered for inclusion within the contract). The public owners would pay 
service fees to the successful contractors with payment mechanisms linked to 
performance. Ownership would remain with the public sector.  

Whichever approach was adopted, the tariffs would be expected to increase. 
Interestingly, even at the current low levels of tariff, there is evidence to indicate that 
RWCCs are not able to pay the costs of disposal. In essence, therefore, this matter links 



  92 

back to the way in which the system of waste management is funded, and how the costs 
of the system are recovered, especially for municipal waste. This suggests also that a 
transfer back to private hands could only occur under specific circumstances: if fees are 
not paid at current levels, then unless adequate guarantees of payment were given to 
private operators, then more credible operators would be unlikely to bid (for fear of not 
being paid). The middle option of the three above, therefore, seems unlikely to be 
successful. 

In respect of Problem 4, the way in which this is resolved needs to take into account the 
nature of the projects which are expected to require funding, and from where the 
projects should originate. In principle, however, it seems important for there to be a 
joint committee with the capability to fast-track projects from the development phase 
through to approval, insofar as this is necessary. This might also require the 
development of support apparatus for the municipalities in developing specific projects 
for approval, with MESP and MoF in particular working with municipalities and donors to 
ensure that the projects being developed are packaged in ways such that: 

1) They are attractive to funders; 
2) They are attractive to bidders; and 
3) They are procured using structures which minimise the prospects for project 

failure.48 

16.1.4 Recommended Actions 

The following actions are proposed: 

1) Within the Law on Waste, the relative responsibilities for planning – which 
decisions should be taken at national level, and which at the local level – need to 
be further clarified. This is especially important in respect of decisions regarding 
the nature of collection systems, and those regarding the siting and sizing of 
facilities of different types. 

2) Consideration should be given to the matter of who will operate landfills in 
future. The main options are:  

a. for KLMC and RWCCs to continue operating sites, in which case, the 
guidance on setting fees (which we understand is already in place) should 
be revised and updated to ensure adequate provision is made for funding 
site closure and aftercare, as well as for covering the costs of 
construction, operation and maintenance; or 

                                                      

 

48 Again, this is taken up in the Section regarding financing: the procurement of waste management 
projects is a discipline in itself, and it requires attention to the preparation of project structures, 
documentation and payment mechanisms to ensure that the projects being delivered are not ones where 
contractors simply design and build, and walk away after a brief operational period in lieu of transfer. 
Attention needs to be given to ensure projects deliver real change, and value for money.  
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b. For private sector expertise to be brought in to upgrade, operate and 
maintain, and potentially, undertake closure and aftercare activities, 
under contract to the public sector. 

3) MESP and MoF should establish a joint working group to support municipalities, 
and work with potential funding bodies, to ensure that the projects which are 
most needed are packaged in ways that are attractive to funders, bidders, and 
work to transform waste management in a positive manner. 

With regard to the second of these, it is clear that in parallel, there needs to be a clear 
emphasis on ensuring that illegal landfills are closed, and that the inspection apparatus 
and the associated fines act as sufficient deterrent to minimise ‘leakage’ of waste to 
illegally operated (low cost) sites. Relevant recommendations are made under Sections 
16.2 and 16.5. 

16.2 Regulatory Matters 

16.2.1 What are the Problems? 

The review of the regulatory infrastructure in Kosovo gave rise to 4 issues set out in 
Table 16-2. 

Table 16-2: Problems Related to Regulatory Matters 

No. Issue 

1 Illegal landfilling is still more widespread than is desirable. 

2 Inadequate operation of landfills. 

3 Guidelines on waste acceptance criteria (within the AI) are not implemented / enforced. 

4 Separation of inspection and permitting function is sub-optimal. 

 

16.2.2 Why are These Problems? 

Regarding the first problem, if MSW (and non-hazardous industrial waste, and 
construction and demolition waste) is disposed of correctly, it should end up in one of 
eight sanitary landfills: the old municipal waste landfills were rehabilitated or closed with 
the support of MESP, EAR, Danida, GIZ and other donors. Not all waste does find its way 
to legal landfills: according to the Kosovo Environment Protection Agency approximately 
400 illegal dumpsites (covering an estimated area of 300 hectares) are scattered across 
Kosovo. Furthermore, although one landfill (in Dragash Municipality) which accepts and 
uses C&D waste, C&D waste is often simply dumped next to the road, although in some 
cases it is used at landfills to cover the deposited waste. If all inert C&D materials were 
to be disposed of in sanitary landfills they will take up valuable void space. Instead, they 
should be disposed of in designated inert landfill sites that are strategically located to 
ensure that these materials are disposed of at licensed facilities. 

The activity of illegal landfilling undermines the operation of the whole waste 
management system, and has the potential to cause considerable environmental harm, 
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especially where the wastes disposed are of hazardous nature, and where the disposal 
site is located close to sensitive sites. Illegal landfilling is usually undertaken to avoid 
higher costs of collection and proper treatment through alternative means. As such, the 
activity undermines investment in improved treatment, not just in respect of landfilling, 
but in all other operations. As long as low-cost illegal activity persists, then the market 
for improved waste management will not develop, or at least, its development will be 
stunted. 

Regarding the second problem, the landfills in place in Kosovo have made use of various 
technical concepts/engineering designs, and they are all reported to have been designed 
following principles which can be qualified as being compliant with “EU standards”. 
Nonetheless, all of them appear to be suffering from various problems caused by poor 
design, unsatisfactory quality of construction and/or operational weaknesses. Indeed, 
our limited investigations support those of the team involved in the EU-funded project, 
Support to Waste management in Kosovo, that all the sites need upgrading, and that 
operational standards appear to have declined over the last decade.49  

Sanitary landfills have been constructed and are operated by Kosovo Landfill 
Management Company and some RWCCs. However, the standards are not equivalent to 
the sanitary landfills that are operated in the EU. Therefore, certain measures should be 
taken to improve the situation. The poor standards of operation and maintenance – 
highlighted at KLMC sites, but potentially, also at others – present problems for the 
environment in much the same way as illegal landfilling. The transfer of operational 
matters to KLMC appears to have potentially exacerbated a problem that was already 
becoming apparent and is linked with some of the issues regarding the design of the 
landfills. The problem is likely to be further entrenched by the low landfill gate fees 
which have remained in place since they were set a number of years ago (see Section 
16.1.1 for further details). The Strategy indicates that landfill costs are of the order €6-7 
per tonne. It would be difficult to imagine how such a fee could cover the costs of 
operating a sanitary landfill (fees would be expected to be closer to €30 per tonne, and 
most likely, higher, if adequate allowance is made for aftercare costs). This contributes 
to the problem of operations and maintenance, but also (see Section 16.7 below) tends 
to ensure that alternatives to disposal are inadequately supported. The problem of 
inadequate cost recovery is also a more general problem for the development of waste 
management in Kosovo, as already noted, and is discussed more fully below. 

The third and fourth problems are less significant, but worth of mention. The third 
problem relates to the lack of enforcement of technical criteria on waste acceptance 
which are within the relevant administrative instruction. This is problematic if sites are 

                                                      

 

49 EPEM, SLR and ISPE (2016) Support Waste Management in Kosovo, An EU Funded Project Managed by 
the European Union Office in Kosovo, EuropeAid/133800/C/SER/X, Date Accessed: 6th May 2016, Available 
at: www.waste-management-kosovo.org/#!task-3/ch5h 

http://www.waste-management-kosovo.org/#!task-3/ch5h
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receiving wastes which they should not be accepting, since this can lead to problems at 
the sites which they are not equipped to deal with. 

Regarding the enforcement of acceptance criteria, sites might accept wastes which they 
should not take in if there is a lack of technical competence on the part of site operators, 
or a lack of alternative ways for dealing with waste which are not suitable for, for 
example, landfilling at a given site (the issue related to hazardous waste, and the 
difficulties with dealing with this in Kosovo are discussed below). Other reasons may 
include the holder of the waste mis-describing the waste being delivered to the site (and 
hiding its true properties from the landfill operator). 

Finally, the separation of the permitting and inspection functions is unlikely to be 
optimal in that the inspection of facilities needs to take place against the backdrop of an 
understanding of what the permit does and does not allow at the facility. It is also worth 
noting that the Waste Act allows for inspections both by the environmental inspectorate 
of the Ministry and the municipalities’ municipal inspectors on the environment. This 
might also have the potential to lead to inconsistencies in the discharge of their duties. 

Regarding the separation of permitting and inspection functions, in principle, separation 
of the functions can occur, but this reduces the scope for learning, which is more 
straightforward with the integration of functions. There may be a perception, at present, 
that inspection is a function related to identifying illegal operations, so that the link 
between inspecting ‘legal’ sites, and ensuring their operation is in line with their permit, 
might not appear to be so strong at present. The spreading of powers across the 
environmental inspectorate of the Ministry and the municipalities’ municipal inspectors 
on the environment may be a concern to the extent that it might lead to uneven levels of 
enforcement activity across the municipalities, both in terms of the effort deployed, and 
the extent to which interpretations vary across the territory of the country (see also 
Section 16.5). 

16.2.3 Alternative Approaches to the Problems 

It is fundamental that the issue of illegal disposal is eliminated as far as is reasonably 
possible. There are relatively few alternative approaches to this problem, although 
where ongoing enforcement is concerned, the balance between the level of activity in 
enforcement and the fines imposed ought to be considered. In principle, the approach 
has to be based on the following objectives: 

1) Identify suitable sites for, and develop, sanitary landfills; 
2) In parallel, enforce resort to approved landfills only (sanitary ones plus the better 

ones that are approved) by stepping-up inspection and enforcement activity and 
instigating sanctions against illegal operators; 

3) Plan for the closure of non-approved sites, and identify the requirements in 
terms of remediation and closure; 

4) As sanitary landfills come into operation, close down the non-sanitary approved 
landfills, taking into account the need for remedial activity; and 

5) Enforce efforts to ensure waste is sent to sanitary sites only, with operators of 
sanitary sites required to recover the full costs of aftercare (aftercare costs 



  96 

include the ongoing costs for actively managing a site once it has closed – this 
period can last many decades). 

It is worthy of mention that the Kosovo Waste Management Plan does mention that six 
further dedicated landfills for C&D waste disposal are planned in different cities, to be 
located at Prishtinë, Gjakove, Ferizaj, Prizren, Mitrovica and, Peja. These sites do not 
appear to have been developed thus far.  

In terms of the operation and maintenance of existing landfills, this has partly been 
considered above: being able to charge (and being paid) fees which cover all relevant 
costs of operation, maintenance and aftercare (see above) will help. Furthermore, one of 
the options considered above makes use of private expertise in operating sites: if 
appropriately managed through suitable contract structures, this might resolve many of 
the relevant issues identified, though the relevant contract would need to be properly 
overseen.  

If the decision is taken to keep landfills under KLMC, the structure and operations of the 
public company KLMC should be reviewed. The company has not, by common consent, 
operated landfills in a reliable manner, and there appear to issues that need to be 
resolved to ensure that the company can act as a reliable operator of sites. Relevant 
staff should be required to attend internationally recognised landfill management 
courses. As noted above, the jurisdiction over KLMC should be transferred from MED to 
MESP, where the competencies for the majority of the waste sector lie.  

All relevant requirements in the Landfill Directive on the operation of landfills should be 
included within operators’ permits (this may already happen though the relevant AIs, but 
it is not entirely clear to us). The merit of bringing permitting and inspection operations 
together is that the links between the two are well understood: if the operating 
procedures contained within the permits are not followed after repeated enforcement 
actions, the inspection function should revoke the operating permit of the landfill. The 
fact that municipalities are involved in owning landfills, tariff setting, and potentially, 
inspecting them, suggests a conflict of interest has the potential to arise. It would be 
preferable for there to be a national service with permitting and inspection functions 
linked, and where there are no conflicts between the inspection function and the 
ownership / operation / tariff setting at facilities being inspected.  

16.2.4 Recommended Actions  

MESP needs to take the following actions: 

1) A review of existing sites should be undertaken to identify the need for upgrading 
of sites, or the need for remediation actions / closure. In addition, consideration 
should be given in such a review as to the adequacy of provision across Kosovo 
(spatially) through the sites considered appropriate for operation in future. 

2) Remediation actions should be designed, depending on the size, location and the 
composition of the waste in the site. Work plans and costs for closure of illegal 
dump-sites / existing landfills can be elaborated following suitable investigations. 
In general, three approaches can be distinguished: 
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a. If a site is small and has not yet caused any impacts on surface waters or 
groundwater, it may be less expensive to take the disposed waste to 
another (new) landfill. The costs depend on the amount to be transported 
and the distance to the receiving landfill. This may save costs in relation to 
the long-term monitoring of such sites as waste has been removed. 

b. Re-cultivation may be another option. This can involve compacting the 
waste; covering with clay; further covering with fertile soil; and 
landscaping (using grass, trees, etc.). Wells for groundwater monitoring 
would need to be put in place and regular monitoring would be required. 
Suitable approaches to gas collection and flaring / energy recovery should 
be considered on a site-by-site basis. 

c. More comprehensive remediation actions are necessary if the landfill has 
contaminated, or is likely to contaminate, groundwater due to the 
disposal of wastes (made especially likely in the case of hazardous 
industrial wastes). 

3) For those sites deemed capable of being operated safely in future, the necessary 
upgrading work needs to be undertaken as soon as possible to ensure that they 
are offering the necessary protection to the environment.  

4) In line with what was suggested regarding price setting for landfills above, such 
landfills should be allowed to set adequate fees to cover their costs, including 
those of aftercare. 

5) For all sites which offer inadequate environmental protection, these need to be 
closed to ensure that the remaining sites are the recipients of waste being 
disposed of. This needs to happen in parallel with, rather than in advance of, the 
upgrading work so as not to exacerbate the existing problems.  

6) The consequences for the procurement of new services also needs to be 
considered in this light (see Section 16.5): transferring operations following the 
engineering of sites does not seem to have functioned well in the case of KLMC. 
This suggests that more suitable project structures would extend to the 
operation of the site with payments to the operator linked to adequacy of this 
performance. 

7) New illegal sites should be prevented from emerging through enforcement 
activity targeting waste hauliers, those involved in construction activities, and, 
where relevant, operators of illegal sites.  

8) Within the Law on Waste, consideration should be given to the application of 
retrospective fines for illegal landfilling / operation of illegal landfills. 

9) Inspectors must follow through and execute fines where necessary and the 
courts should support this by enforcing the fines in a timely manner.  

10) A clear timeline for these activities needs to be agreed and plans put in place to 
ensure the activities identified can be funded. 

11) If recommendation 2a above is chosen instead of 2b (the decision is taken to 
keep landfills under KLMC), the structure and operations of the public company 
KLMC should be reviewed. Relevant staff should be required to attend 
internationally recognised landfill management courses. Governance of KLMC 
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should be transferred from MED to MESP, where the competencies for the 
majority of the waste sector lie.  

12) All relevant requirements in the Landfill Directive on the operation of landfills 
should be included within operators’ permits.  

13) Permitting and inspection functions should be brought together. It would be 
preferable for there to be a national service with permitting and inspection 
functions linked, and where there are no conflicts between the inspection 
function and the ownership / operation / tariff setting at facilities being 
inspected. Local inspections would be undertaken by a local arm of the national 
service. 

14) As well as properly regulating construction and demolition wastes, landfill sites 
for accepting inert excavation, demolition and construction waste should be 
identified and constructed. Enforcement measures will need to be taken to 
ensure that these materials are directed to these facilities and that the 
acceptance criteria are strictly applied to avoid the dumping of non-inert wastes 
at these sites. 

16.3 Legislation 

16.3.1 What are the Problems? 

The review of legislation in Kosovo (a full compliance check was not undertaken) led to 
the identification of two issues – these are presented in Table 16-3. 

Table 16-3: Problems Related to Legislation 

No. Issue 

1 
The Waste Framework Directive (2008/98/EC) is not fully transposed, and targets, and related 
implementation systems, for packaging, WEEE, and batteries are not yet in place. 

2 
Whilst the Law on Waste sets out the principles of the hierarchy and producer responsibility, the 
hierarchy is not accurately transposed, and producer responsibility mechanisms are absent. 

 

16.3.2 Why is This a Problem? 

Countries seeking to accede to the European Union are expected to adopt an approach 
whereby the specifics of Directives are transposed into law, and to ensure that the law is 
given meaning through appropriate implementing measures (the design of which, under 
the principle of subsidiarity, countries are allowed to determine themselves).  

In the case of Kosovo, there remain some significant omissions in respect of various key 
Directives where transposition is concerned. The Law on Waste seeks to establish certain 
principles of the Waste Framework Directive, but the hierarchy is not accurately 
transposed, and nor is it given adequate meaning through implementing measures.  

Although the Law on Waste mentions the principle of producer responsibility, 
transposition of producer responsibility directives is absent in many cases, and as a 
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result, implementation mechanisms are also more or less completely absent (see Section 
16.9 below).  

From the perspective of outcomes, and activity on the ground, implementing 
mechanisms might be considered more important than the specifics of transposition: 
experience, not least in existing Member States, indicates that transposition can be 
complete, but implementation can be lacking. If waste management systems are to be 
transformed, then it is the implementing measures that need to be in force. Even so, the 
implementing measures typically have their foundations in law, so that the promulgation 
of appropriate legislation reflecting both the relevant EU Directives, and the mechanisms 
used for their implementation, will need to be addressed in Kosovo. 

16.3.3 Recommended Actions 

In practice, if Kosovo is to accede to the EU, there is no alternative other than the actions 
recommended below: 

1) To review the current state of transposition of the relevant EU Directives. 
2) To ensure full transposition of the Directives into law. 
3) To put in place implementing measures designed to achieve the outcomes of the 

Directives, including those mentioned within this Roadmap.  

Implementing measures are likely to require embedding in legislation, either the same 
pieces of legislation as the ones used to transpose Directives (this is common in the case 
of producer responsibility) or through amendments to existing laws, or through 
additional legislative acts (which might be used for broader implementing measures, 
such as landfill taxes). 

16.4 Waste Management Planning  

16.4.1 What are the Problems? 

A review of waste management planning in Kosovo indicates a number of weaknesses, 
as shown in Table 16-4. 

Table 16-4: Problems Associated with Waste Management Planning 

No. Issue 

1 
Update waste management plan so that it complies with Waste Framework Directive (Article 28) 
requirements. 

2 
Local WMPs not in place (14 out of 38), objective is to prepare the local waste management 
plans in the period of 2013 – 2014. 

3 The RWCCs operate at regional level, but plans are prepared at municipality level. 

4 Targets are not clearly devolved to those capable of delivering them. 

5 The forward planning of collection infrastructure is inadequate. 

6 No Waste Prevention Programme exists. 
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16.4.2 Why are These Problems? 

To the extent that Kosovo has a waste management plan that seeks to meet the 
requirements of Article 28 of the Waste Framework Directive, then such a Plan might be 
considered to consist of: 

1) the Strategy of the Republic of Kosovo on Waste Management (2013 – 2022); 
2) the Plan of the Republic of Kosovo on Waste Management (a working document 

that presents an operational programme for the implementation of SRKWM); 
and 

3) local waste management plans, which according to the Law on Waste, shall be 
developed by each of the 38 Kosovo municipalities. The Law allows the 
development of joint local waste management plans for more than one 
municipality. 

The status of the Master Plan EU prepared under the IPA-supported project ‘Support to 
Waste management in Kosovo’ is not clear. As far as we are aware, it wold not be 
considered part of the suite of documents constituting a waste management plan (and in 
any case, it has not been published in full).  

To date, 14 of Kosovo’s 38 municipalities have developed their Local Waste Management 
Plans. The Municipalities that have done so are: Prishtina, Prizren, Hani i Elezit, Viti, 
Deçan, Junik, Peja, Malishevë, Gracanica, Kllokot, Ranillug, Partesh, Novobërdë and 
Kamenica. The Plan, as a whole, is not, therefore, complete. 

Quite apart from the fact that there is no complete waste management plan, the existing 
planning suffers from: 

1) A lack of quality data (and this is not resolved in the Master Plan); 
2) Absence of consideration of the types of collection service that will be required 

to meet the targets set in the Strategy (the Master Plan moves in this direction, 
but the overview is perfunctory); 

3) No coherent approach to ensuring that an adequate network of facilities will be 
in place (the Master Plan moves in this direction, but does so in a manner that 
does not fully support the hierarchy – see below); and 

4) Related to the previous point, an absence of clear guidance as to locational 
criteria for facilities (again, the Master Plan moves in this direction, but the 
suggested approach is mechanical). 

The matter of data is considered in more detail in Section 16.6 below.  

In addition, there is no waste prevention programme in place. It should be noted that 
Kosovo has a level of per capita income far below that of the EU average, even when 
adjusted for purchasing power parity. It would not be expected that waste prevention 
should have the same level of prominence in respect of reducing consumption as might 
be the case in higher income EU Member States, where consumption levels are far in 
excess of what is sustainable. On the other hand, prevention of waste in industry, with a 
view to achieving greater resource efficiency would be a sensible area of focus for 
Kosovo. 
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The absence of a complete waste management plan makes it extremely difficult to be 
sure that waste management practice will, in future, be aligned with what is required 
from the European Union. The lack of a complete translation of the national plan down 
to the local level also makes it less likely that national legislation will be translated into 
action at the local level.  

16.4.3 Alternative Approaches to the Problems 

As with transposition, there is no alternative to ensuring that the waste management 
plan is compliant with Article 28, and that there is a waste prevention programme in 
place. It makes sense, in our view, for the prevention programme to be integrated within 
the overall planning process rather than being kept separate. This should ensure that 
waste prevention is accorded the status it deserves in the hierarchy. 

The plans should be made according to the requirements of the WFD Article 28, and 
accompanying guidance documents.50 It has also been suggested that the legal basis for 
completing plans at the municipal level (or the level for one or more municipalities) 
within one year of the publishing of the national waste management plan should be 
reinstated (this was in the 2005 Law, but was removed in the 2012 update). 

Consultations raised some issues around the potential for regional collaboration. In 
particular, in Kosovo, RWCCs often work across a range of municipalities, yet there are 
no plans developed by municipalities which are at a regional level (even though the Law 
on Waste allows for such collaboration). This raises a question regarding the 
appropriateness, or otherwise, of planning at a regional level. 

Many Member States make use of regional groupings for managing waste. The rationale 
for regional groupings varies across countries, though the matter of economies of scale 
is usually used as an argument. In this respect, it needs to be considered where, in the 
management of waste, it is important to achieve economies of scale, and when, and 
whether, this necessitates regional level planning. In many countries, including, for 
example, many Italian municipalities with extremely high recycling rates, waste 
collection decisions continue to be made at very local levels, and the results are achieved 
are among the best in Europe.  

Many countries have chosen, in a ‘top-down’ manner, to develop regional approaches, 
mainly reflecting the desire to benefit from economies of scale in treatment. One 
problem with this approach is that it has a tendency (as in, for example, Croatia) to lead 
to an approach where decisions regarding how to deal with residual waste tend to drive 
the overall approach to dealing with waste in the country. The rationale for regional 
approaches has to have a bottom-up logic. Choosing regions on the basis of economies 
of scale for the development of landfills, or of other facilities to deal with residual waste, 

                                                      

 

50 http://ec.europa.eu/environment/waste/plans/pdf/2012_guidance_note.pdf  

http://ec.europa.eu/environment/waste/plans/pdf/2012_guidance_note.pdf
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is not likely to lead to the best outcomes in terms of the management of waste as a 
resource. 

The main options appear to be are as follows: 

 As long as the RWCCs are viewed as establishments with some longevity, then 
it might make sense for municipalities to collaborate on planning at the same 
levels at which they collaborate on collection; 

 An alternative is that the municipalities continue to collaborate in existing 
groupings, even where the RWCC structure is seen as ‘non-permanent’ (for 
instance, where the regional groupings, or sub-groupings within a region 
deem it appropriate to go out to tender for collection services). This would be 
logical if there was a strong case for working together in the existing 
groupings, regardless of the status of the RWCCs (so, for example, collections 
services could be contracted out by the regional groups); and 

 A further alternative is that the existing regional groupings are changed, and 
that then, the plans are organised at the revised regional level. It would not, 
in our view, necessarily make sense for the regional groupings to be ‘handed 
down’ from the national level: unless exceptional reasons dictate otherwise, 
as indicated above, the reasons for collaboration ought to be driven by a 
mutuality of interest on the part of the municipalities concerned. Note that 
one variant of this option would be for existing groupings to collaborate.  

Regarding Problem 3, as noted above, for national level targets to be met, either: 

 Economic instruments need to be in place which make the meeting of the 
targets inevitable as a consequence of the working of the instruments; or 

 Those who are ultimately responsible for meeting targets need to have the 
targets visited upon them. Where this is the main approach, then  

We discuss the use of economic instruments in more detail. 

16.4.4 Recommendations 

In summary, the recommendations are as follows: 

1) The waste management plan should be re-developed to be fully compliant with 
Article 28 of the Waste Framework Directive.  

2) As part of this process, a waste prevention programme should be developed. 
3) Planning at a regional (more than one municipality) basis should, where it takes 

place, be driven by mutuality of interest on the part of the municipalities rather 
than being driven from the top down. Care must be taken to ensure that 
decisions made regarding residual waste treatment do not drive decision-making, 
and the choice of options for managing waste. 

16.5 Administrative Capacity 

16.5.1 What are the Problems? 

A review of administrative capacity highlighted the problems highlighted in Table 16-5.  
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Table 16-5: Problems Linked to Administrative Capacity 

No. Issue 

1 Inadequate resourcing of inspection function. 

2 No Distinct SWM administrative sections in most municipalities. 

3 Lack of staffing and associated skills in central government agencies. 

4 Lack of staffing and associated skills in municipalities. 

5 Lack of competences in procurement. 

6 No national forum to share knowledge and experience. 

 

16.5.2 Why are These Problems? 

If Kosovo is to move from its current state of waste management to the levels required 
in order to fully comply with the environmental acquis of the European Union, then a 
fundamental transformation of the sector will be required. This is a sector that affects 
every man, woman and child in the country, as well as every business. It requires actions 
to be taken by every municipality, and the country as a whole will need to be engaged in 
a process of education and consultation. The scale of the challenge, and of the 
opportunities which the change also presents, is considerable.  

It seems clear that this cannot be achieved without the engagement of a large number of 
people, and those already in the sector will need to embark on a programme of re-
education, re-skilling and a change in culture. The scale of change can be most readily 
appreciated by the fact that the change will move municipal waste managers from 
positions where the fundamental concern is to ensure that waste is adequately collected 
and not disposed of illegally, to one where all materials are being collected in such a way 
that, as far as possible, they can be processed with a view to their becoming 
commodities. This is a dramatic shift in emphasis to a system that is based on 
maximising material quality and, as a result, ensuring that its value is maximised and 
environmental benefits are realised.  

In shifting away from illegal disposal, it is vital that inspection functions are adequately 
resourced: this is made all the more so in Kosovo as long as the fines related to improper 
activity remain as low as they are in the Waste Act. Failure to resource this area properly 
will (for reasons already discussed) hinder progress. In consultations, the Ministry 
acknowledges this as a problem – there are too few staff to engage in inspections. It 
might be added that, as alluded to earlier, the fact that the Waste Act allows for 
inspections to be conducted by municipalities might have the unhelpful effect of 
diffusing responsibility: this is too important a function for it to be left hanging between 
the national and municipal levels.  

Most municipalities lack dedicated staff dealing with municipal waste management 
(there are some exceptions – Prizren and Mitrovice, with Prishtina in the process of 
developing such a unit). The function is typically in the hands of an environment officer, 
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though consultees suggested some municipalities have no such officers. This is surprising 
for a number of reasons, not least the ones related to budgets and cost recovery: insofar 
as we are aware, local authorities are losing money on their waste services (collected 
revenues are below the costs of operation). If municipal services are to be developed in 
the way envisaged above, then this service cannot be an afterthought.  

There was substantial agreement across all consultees that both at the national and local 
levels, there were serious issues in respect of resourcing, and an urgent need for 
capacity building and training. The gap between the current levels of skill and 
competence, and the levels required appears to be enormous. There are some donor 
funded activities already in place, but nothing that could be considered to constitute a 
concerted programme, which is urgently required.  

There is no obvious forum for sharing of experience and knowledge in Kosovo at present. 
The need for capacity building suggests that some regular sharing of experience – good 
and bad – would be useful.  

One specific issue stands out as potentially significant in respect of competences. 
Whether in respect of landfills (see above discussion), collection services (some of which 
have already been contracted out to private companies), biowaste treatment facilities, 
sorting facilities, or residual waste treatment facilities, it will not be sensible for Kosovo 
to seek to deliver all of the change necessary through publicly owned, or ‘in-house’ 
services. Expertise from outside the public sector, and quite likely, outside Kosovo, will 
be required (not least for reasons already alluded to in respect of the existing capacity 
within Kosovo). Relevant staff in MESP and the municipalities in Kosovo, therefore, have 
to understand how best to procure services which it might wish to benefit from so as to 
ensure the services are effective and efficient.  

The procurement of waste management services is not at all like the procurement of 
other goods, such as paper, which might be routinely procured by municipalities. There 
is much that can go wrong in the process, with potentially catastrophic consequences for 
service delivery. Donor agencies are not immune from making basic errors in respect of 
procurement of waste management services, partly reflecting the internal pressures and 
incentives that they, and their staff, face to ensure that funding is committed within a 
given time period. Given the fact that, as a relatively low-income country, Kosovo is likely 
to be under pressure to deliver services efficiently (see Section 16.8 below), and given 
also the fact that donor funds are likely to be made available, the significance of training 
on procurement should not be underestimated. Poorly procured services can lead to 
bids that are well above, and well below, what is required to deliver the service, and in 
both cases, the result achieved can, in the worst case, be a facility or service that proves 
to be a waste of money, and generates dissatisfaction among residents. 

It might also be mentioned that in a number of EU Member States, even where funding 
is clearly available, funds are frequently not drawn down, partly because of the lack of 
relevant expertise in procurement. This is likely to be a particular problem in Kosovo 
where there is relatively little by way of private sector involvement in the delivery of 
waste management services at present.  
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16.5.3 Alternative Approaches to the Problems 

In respect of the resourcing of the inspection function, there are no alternatives to 
enhancing the capacity of inspection. We would suggest, however (as noted above), that 
the responsibilities for inspection are made clear between the environmental 
inspectorate of the Ministry and the municipalities’ municipal inspectors on the 
environment. This should, at the very least, make clear which types of facility are the 
responsibility of which organisation. One entity should be responsible for inspection 
(and permitting) of the main waste installations. This having been made clear, more staff 
will be required. The number might be considered alongside the nature and magnitude 
of any penalties for illegal activity / defective operation, and the likelihood of it being 
enforced. In principle, regulatory economics tells us that the higher is the fine, then in 
principle, the fewer the number of inspectors required. However, bringing successful 
cases against illegal operators can itself be a time consuming and resource-intensive 
activity, and as a result we would suggest that there is a need both to adjust the fines in 
the Law on Waste and to increase the number of inspectors in place. In addition, it is 
necessary for the courts to effectively enforce the fines in a timely manner. 

The lack of distinct solid waste management functions in municipalities is partly a 
reflection of the low level of staffing for waste management in both the central agencies 
and municipalities. For municipalities, this question might be considered alongside the 
appropriate level of collaboration between municipalities, since this might allow for 
some sharing of the burden of additional resourcing across more than one municipality. 
We would suggest that besides any operational roles (and apart from ant inspection and 
permitting responsibilities), there might be a requirement for at least 3 personnel per 
municipality, with the following roles (see Figure 16-1): 

Head of Service: 

 Alignment of the departmental aims and priorities with corporate objectives; 

 Strategic direction, planning and management of the contract;  

 Management of the relationship with the contractor to ensure the contract is 
delivering against targets and is consistent with contractual obligations and 
principles; 

 Responsible for the production and implementation of environmental 
strategies to ensure the organisation’s compliance with its statutory 
obligations; 

 Review and approval of financial and performance reports; 

 Responsibility for the contract risk register; 

 Management of the relationship with the political administration; and 

 Leading on commercial and negotiation activities to resolve legal and 
contractual issues. 

Monitoring Manager: 

 Monitoring of service delivery to ensure this is operationally effective; 

 Co-ordination of the resources to monitor the day to day delivery of the 
services to ensure contractual obligations are met; and 
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 Development, implementation and maintenance of the contract manual. 

Data and Performance Manager: 

 Development and maintenance of data management systems, including 
responsibility for data collation, analysis and reporting for both internal and 
external requirements (e.g. local indicators, national targets); 

 Management of the performance framework and monitoring progress against 
performance indicators and other embedded contractual obligations; 

 Production of financial reports to support the efficient management of the 
contractual obligations and service performance; and 

 Ensure proper application of the payment and performance schedule, 
including management and processing of payment of invoices and the 
application of deductions for poor standards of performance. 

It might be considered good practice also to also include a Finance Manager with the 
roles of: 

 Producing budgets and ensuring that revenues and outgoings are in broad 
balance; 

 Identifying funding requirements as necessary to support capital projects; 

 Producing of financial reports to support the efficient management of the 
contractual obligations and service performance; and 

 Ensuring proper application of the payment and performance schedule, 
including management and processing of payment of invoices and the 
application of deductions for poor standards of performance, as well as 
identifying. 

Figure 16-1: Basic Organogram for Management of Waste Management 
Service at Municipal Level 

 

 

These costs are part of the costs that will need to be recovered for service delivery (see 
Section 16.8 below) since they are essential, and ongoing costs.  

For the central agencies, notably MESP, staffing (including inspection – see above) and 
competence remain key issues, and the matters yet to be resolved (in respect of 
mechanisms to deliver the hierarchy and for implementing producer responsibility – see 
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below) will pose challenges in the short-term. For municipalities, the following are likely 
to be of greatest significance: 

1) Consideration of options for collecting waste, and the associated infrastructure 
needs; 

2) Understanding the implications of specific choices on costs and cost recovery; 
3) Implementing programmes of waste prevention; 
4) Site selection and planning; 
5) Developing waste management plans (mostly on the basis of the previous 

points); 
6) Understanding approaches to communicating service changes / roll-out to 

residents; 
7) Undertaking community engagement; 
8) Procuring associated waste collection and treatment services; and 
9) Understanding the principles of contract / performance management and 

contract (re-) negotiation.  

There are various approaches which could be used to help in this regard, including 
twinning projects, supported by the EU, which might be suitable for national level staff, 
and other sources of technical assistance projects, including TAIEX and IPA funds. 
Whether these are suitable to provide the level of ongoing support which is required to 
engender the level of transformation required in, for example, the range of local 
authorities in the region is unclear. With respect to this, there would be considerable 
merit in considering the types of programme that have been introduced in the UK under 
WRAP, or in the Flemish region under OVAM, with a view to training staff in 
municipalities, and for offering support to them in their options appraisal and 
procurement activity. Much donor funding focuses at the national level (see Section 
19.0). It is crucial to work closely with municipalities to help implement forward thinking 
solutions, rather than expecting these to occur through approaches based on top-down 
management. The JICA work with Prizren is one example of such an approach, though it 
remains to be seen what it actually delivers in respect of change on the ground. A 
programmatic approach to the provision of more concerted support to municipalities 
would, in our view, hold out the best prospect for bringing about the level of change 
required in respect of competences in municipalities.  

It should also be considered that Kosovo is in the welcome position of having a relatively 
small number of municipalities (38). If existing regional groupings are considered, then 
this reduces to a much smaller number of regions (7). Such numbers lend themselves to 
active engagement between the national level and the municipalities – the relevant 
parties can sit around one large table. The significance of this is that there is the 
potential for the national authorities to carry the municipalities with them on the 
journey which needs to be travelled, with municipalities able to air their concerns and 
grievances, and MESP in a position to respond to these. The relatively small size of this 
group also ought to enable an exchange of good practice within the group. It would be 
wise, in our view, if MESP was to initiate regular meetings with those responsible for 
waste management within municipalities on a regular (around quarterly) basis. 
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16.5.4 Recommendations 

The following recommendations are made: 

1) The environmental inspectorate of MESP should take responsibility for all 
inspections.  

2) The number of inspectors should be increased.  
3) MESP’s staff numbers for waste should be increased from 4 to at least 10. 
4) Municipalities should gear up their staffing for waste management. As a 

guideline, the staffing levels for a well-functioning system may need to be of the 
order 1-2 for each municipality, excluding any operational staff and any staff 
involved in monitoring and inspection. 

5) Ministry staff would benefit from enhanced competence in terms of the 
implementation of key measures, and in respect of procurement to the extent 
that it affects their activities (for example, in respect of hazardous waste, and in 
respect of supporting municipalities in packaging and procuring their services and 
facilities). A programme of training activities oriented to these areas should be 
developed. 

6) A programme of training and support for municipalities should be developed with 
a view to enhancing the competences of staff in municipalities. 

7) MESP should initiate a programme of engagement with all municipalities, aimed 
at developing a collaborative spirit in the approach to dealing with the challenges 
of the acquis (this could take the form of a national forum for sharing of 
experience and knowledge). 

8) Key staff managing / operating waste treatment and disposal infrastructure 
should have appropriate certificates of professional competence. The certificates 
could be provided by appropriate educational institutes that already exist in 
Kosovo. 

16.6 Waste Data 

16.6.1 What are the Problems? 

A review of data related matters highlighted the problems listed in Table 16-6. 

Table 16-6: Problems Linked to Data 

No. Issue 

1 No requirement to report waste data on a regular basis according to a standardised format. 

2 
A Waste Information System (WIS) has been developed but has not been rolled out effectively 
and public / private sector staff have not been trained in its use (uptake appears to be limited). 

3 There are no relevant performance data. 

4 The basis for forward planning is weak. 

5 A National List of Wastes is in place but it is not fully aligned with EU LoW. 

 



  109 

16.6.2 Why are These Problems? 

It is clear that the absence of data limits the extent to which planning can be undertaken 
with accuracy. That having been said, since many waste management investments are of 
a relatively long-term nature, there is also a need to develop plausible projections 
regarding future waste arisings. In the various documents reviewed, there are different 
datasets in use, and different projections made. The glaring inconsistency between what 
is in the Master Plan, and what is reported by KEPA, is one example of this, with the 
projections in the Master Plan approximating to the waste generation reported by KEPA 
in recent years. Furthermore, there is no clear indication of how waste is currently 
treated.  

The Kosovo Statistical Agency mentioned, in consultation, that it collects data through 
means of a questionnaire for municipal and industrial waste generation. KEPA indicates 
that it has prepared a system for data collection (under the EU project, ‘Support to 
Waste management in Kosovo’, the development of a national waste information system 
is underway). The suggestion is that its use by the relevant organisations will, however, 
be reliant upon training and knowledge transfer. Other stakeholders – including MESP – 
agreed that there was a problem in respect of reporting data on a harmonised basis.  

There appears to be no data on the amount of packaging waste, ELVs, WEEE or on 
batteries.  

It remains to be seen whether the matter of data quality improves with the 
implementation of the new waste information system whose use KEPA is now 
encouraging. The system will standardize reporting requirements, definitions, units and 
terminology at all administrative levels. KEPA is organizing visits to all municipalities in 
order to train staff in municipalities on how to use the online reporting system, though 
this could be compromised by the staffing issues mentioned above. Indeed, KEPA doubts 
if municipalities and businesses will be capable of, and interested in, using the online 
reporting, because they do not have the capacity and knowledge. At the local level there 
seems to be a lack of knowledge about this information system, which is recognised by 
KEPA. 

In addition, the information system appears to have missing and inconsistent data and 
so does not currently appear ‘robust’.51 For example, a view of the database indicates 
numerous waste volumes have no waste classification, and the data in the Month field 
data are missing.  

                                                      

 

51 http://192.185.90.120/~wwlogicp/waste/index.php/en/  

http://192.185.90.120/~wwlogicp/waste/index.php/en/
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Figure 16-2: View of Database 

 

 

The system does not include information related to the specific waste streams 
(packaging, WEEE, ELVs, C&D, Batteries etc) that are required to measure progress 
against the targets. As no reliable data on the performance of the waste management 
systems is available, performance against the main targets that have been set (and those 
that need to be set in future) cannot be assessed.  

It should be noted that some data of relevance to waste management performance is 
derived not necessarily from waste activity, but from other sources (so, for example, 
packaging waste is often estimated through reference to what has been placed on the 
market). As a result, it is likely to be necessary to access other forms of data.  

It is also worth highlighting that where producer responsibility schemes are concerned, it 
is difficult to establish reporting mechanisms in such a way that producers report 
truthfully (generally, they have an incentive to mis-report). This problem is often 
exacerbated by the existence of free-riders.  

16.6.3 Alternative Approaches to the Problems 

The current approach to developing a waste information system appears to be based 
upon the participation of actors which, at present, is not ensured. The Waste Act 
requires municipalities to report data, and that waste owners / producers also submit 
data in accordance with Annex VI of the Act. It is not clear that the reporting is 
undertaken in line with the Act. The advantages of the new information system are not 
entirely clear at present.  

There are a number of options which could be pursued: 

1) Work with the existing WIS to ensure municipalities and waste operatives are 
trained in its use, and report data in the intended manner; 

2) Adapt the existing WIS to: 
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a. Ensure that the data is collected according to what is required (the 
existing reporting format does not appear to be ‘future-proofed’ for the 
measurement of recycling performance); and  

b. Ensure municipalities and waste operatives are trained in its use, and 
report data in the intended manner. 

3) Implement a more comprehensive data capture and monitoring scheme based 
on electronic tracking and reporting of data from generator through to collector, 
and then, to the subsequent handlers of waste, and building, as far as possible, 
on the WIS. In addition: 

a. Ensure that the data is collected according to what is required (as above); 
and  

b. Ensure municipalities and waste operatives are trained in its use, and 
report data in the intended manner. 

In each of the above cases, some consideration should be given to the fact that those 
who are expected to report data might not do so, so that incentives for reporting should 
be considered.  

Given the relative lack of existing data capture systems, there may be some advantage in 
preparing for the implementation of a relatively advanced system, recognising that less 
advanced systems may need replacing in the relatively near future. The advantage of the 
last of the above approaches is that a) it is future proofed, and b) it would support the 
activities of inspectors in identifying / detecting irregularities in the collection and 
treatment of waste. This could ensure alignment with the EU List of Waste, and should 
be oriented to allowing for the tracking of performance against key targets. 

The data capture systems are likely to demand some interpolation given the existing 
state of affairs with respect to collection coverage, and the role of the informal sector.  

16.6.4 Recommendations 

We recommend the following: 

1) Implement a comprehensive data capture and monitoring scheme based on 
electronic tracking and reporting of data from generator, through to collector, 
and then, to the subsequent handlers of waste, and building, as far as possible, 
on the WIS. In addition: 

a. Ensure that the data is collected according to what is required (as above); 
and  

b. Ensure municipalities and waste operatives are trained in its use, and 
report data in the intended manner. 

2) Attempts should be made to account for the activity of the informal sector. The 
data capture system should ensure that handlers of waste report inputs coming 
through this route. It may be necessary to take efforts to reduce the extent of 
cash transactions in order to improve reporting of this. 

3) Those managing data should seek to account for the incomplete coverage of the 
collection services in anticipation of more complete coverage, and with a view to 
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understanding the implications of the incomplete coverage for the existing 
approach to management of waste. 

16.7 Targets and the Waste Hierarchy 

16.7.1 What are the Problems? 

There are a considerable number of issues identified with respect to targets and the 
waste hierarchy, and these are identified in Table 16-7. We discuss these not in terms of 
the specific problems, but in respect of the absence of measures designed to implement 
the hierarchy, and hence, to meet targets. The lack of a waste prevention programme 
has already been identified in Section 16.4. The implementation of producer 
responsibility, and associated targets, are covered separately in Section 16.9.  

Table 16-7: Problems Related to Target Setting and the Waste Hierarchy 

No. Issue 

1 
No clear mechanism to ensure municipal waste targets are met nor sanctions in place if they are 
missed. 

2 No obligations placed on those who would need to take action for the targets to be met. 

3 
Household waste collection systems need to be improved and coverage needs to be enhanced in 
rural areas. 

4 Almost no source segregated collection. 

5 
Very few biowaste treatment plants (source segregated composting) in operation / low levels of 
biowaste collection. 

6 Low levels of C&D waste treatment. 

7 There are no C&D recycling targets. 

8 There is no realistic plan to meet objectives in strategy for waste disposal. 

 

16.7.2 Why are These Problems? 

Article 4 of the Waste Framework Directive states that countries have to implement the 
waste hierarchy, other than where specific circumstances apply, as a matter of priority in 
all waste management policy and legislation. There is little evidence that the waste 
management hierarchy is being applied in Kosovo. At one level, this is understandable: 
there are pressing problems to be dealt with in respect of ensuring all waste is collected, 
and that existing landfills do not give rise to major problems, and many others besides.  

Yet the hierarchy is designed to highlight opportunities for improved waste management 
(as well as economic prospects). If the orientation is not towards aligning with the 
hierarchy, then the waste management system in Kosovo could become trapped at low 
levels of performance. This has happened in other regions and countries of the EU, 
notably, where the treatment of residual waste has been prioritised over recycling (for 
example, in Denmark, whilst newer Member States, such as Czech Republic and Croatia 
may be heading in the same direction).  
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Article 5 of the Waste Act sets out the hierarchy, but does not transpose this correctly. 
The Waste Management Strategy notes, in apparently advocating the hierarchy: 

‘Vision for the waste management in the Republic of Kosovo is based on the 
concept – creating less waste for disposal.’ 

This is a quite partial interpretation of what Article 4 demands: the hierarchy does not 
simply require that waste is moved off the bottom rung of the hierarchy. Elsewhere, the 
Strategy notes: 

‘The main idea and purpose of the concept for waste management is to reduce 
the amount of waste destined for permanent disposal.’  

This suffers from the same shortcoming, and is apt to lead to a situation where all 
activities are prioritised equally as long as they reduce disposal. This is not what Article 4 
espouses (rather, it promotes a clear preference order).  

The problem is also not addressed by the Master Plan that has been drafted under an EU 
project (‘Support to Waste management in Kosovo’). This uses the following weights to 
score the impact of different facilities: 

 Coverage of the population (10%); 

 Increase in the tonnage of collection (15%); 

 Increase in the tonnage of recycling (20%); 

 Decrease in the tonnage of biodegradable waste (20%); and 

 Increase in the tonnage of waste treated (35%). 

It seems quite clear that a weighting of the above nature – with 35% of the weighting 
given to increasing the tonnage of waste treated, and 20% given to increasing the 
tonnage of recycling - does very little to help prioritise projects which are based on 
recycling over and above those which are focused on treating mixed waste. This is in 
contradiction to Article 4 of the Waste Framework Directive which states that after 
waste prevention, preparation for reuse and recycling should be prioritised, in all bus 
very specific instances, over residual waste treatment and other forms of recovery. 

There is very little recycling taking place in Kosovo (the current recycling rate is not 
properly known, though thought to be of the order 10%), and what does take place 
occurs mainly as a result of informal sector activity. The targets under the existing EU 
Directives have provided a point of orientation for the Strategy, but tracking of 
performance against the Strategy’s targets is made difficult by the poor quality of data 
(see above).  

The very low cost of disposal is not helpful in moving waste up the hierarchy. Disposal 
costs appear to be of the order €5-10 per tonne, as compared with a typical figure for a 
well-operated landfill of around €30-50 per tonne in EU Member States (with the lower 
end costs reserved for the largest sites). The measures indicted in Section 16.2, for 
addressing the issue of illegal landfilling, should, therefore, play a role in increasing 
disposal costs (to cost recovery levels) and supporting the implementation of the 
hierarchy.  
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One additional concern is that economic and environmental benefits – from developing 
recycling industries, or developing reuse enterprises, or from enhanced waste 
prevention – appear not to be part of the considerations around improving waste 
management in Kosovo. These benefits may be foregone if there is over-investment in 
facilities for the treatment of residual waste. The potential upside for the economy can 
help to enlist support for the changes that Kosovo needs to make in the coming years if 
it is to comply with the environmental acquis at the EU level. 

16.7.3 Alternative Approaches to the Problems 

It is important for the legislators and regulators to properly understand the hierarchy, 
and to accurately convey its meaning. ‘Not landfilling’ does not equate to implementing 
the hierarchy.  

The question then arises as to how to ensure that waste generators have due regard to 
the waste hierarchy as they go about their business. In this respect, there are a wide 
range of possible approaches that can be used (note that we concentrate here on the 
mechanisms to implement the hierarchy rather than the wider range of policies 
discussed in respect of other problems noted below): 

1) Regulatory approaches – these seek to provide direct regulation for controlling 
the management of waste. The waste sector is one that is very much driven by 
the presence (and enforcement) of a regulatory framework. A clear policy / 
regulatory structure that embodies the concept of the waste hierarchy is central 
to the EU waste acquis. A number of regulatory approach are possible: 

a. In one model, the generators of waste are required, by law, to have 
regard to the waste hierarchy in their decisions regarding waste 
management. This is the approach followed in the UK. In practice, 
however, this is difficult to enforce. In the UK, it is implemented via the 
Duty of Care mechanism, which is, itself, poorly enforced, and not widely 
understood by businesses. 

b. In another model, waste generators are essentially told what they have to 
do by means of a set of rules. So, for example, waste generators are told 
that they must segregate food waste (and other materials) at source (as 
happens for food waste in France, Ireland, Scotland, and Northern Ireland, 
amongst other countries). In this model, at the time the requirement 
enters into force, then the relevant infrastructure needs to be in place. 
Several countries implement mandates which require the sorting, by 
households, or businesses, or construction companies, of a range of 
different wastes to facilitate their being reused or recycled. This approach 
works best where punitive approaches are enforced only as a last resort 
once measures designed to educate and incentivise have been allowed to 
take their course. 

c. In another model, those providing waste management services are set 
minimum service levels which they have to offer either to households or 
customers. This is most likely to be possible where authorities have 
control over the service being delivered, so, typically, for municipal waste. 
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Such an approach can also be implemented through the issuing of permits 
for waste collectors. The aim is to ensure that the opportunity exists for 
residents / customers to use a recycling service (and for providers to 
promote its use). This approach enabled Flanders, in Belgium, to move 
from a recycling rate of around 10% in the early 1990s to over 60% by the 
end of the decade. 

d. For industrial wastes, the Industrial Emissions Directive sets out best 
available techniques for those industrial processes covered by the 
Directive. In principle, therefore, the treatment of wastes can be specified 
through the permitting process for such industrial installations.  

e. In a country with the income status of Kosovo, then resorting to landfill 
bans – which are akin to an infinite tax on landfill – is something which 
should only be done with extreme caution (and once issues relating to 
improper disposal have been resolved). However, there might be some 
rationale for outlawing the landfilling of materials which have been (or 
can easily be) segregated for recycling. Examples could include garden 
waste. It should be noted that even here, however, bans have 
considerable limitations: if a landfill rejects a load of material which has 
been rejected for good reasons (contamination too high) by recyclers, 
then where would it go subsequently? Also, how would the operator 
necessarily know – as waste comes onto the site – that ’banned waste’ is 
not within the material being landfilled? Landfill bans are relatively blunt 
instruments, and given that one of the aims for Kosovo must be to limit 
uncontrolled disposal and disposal at poorly operated sites, then this 
would appear to limit the applicability of the approach in the short term.  

2) Economic approaches – these seek to make the high-in-hierarchy management 
options the least expensive ones to adopt. These approaches include the 
following measures: 

a. Deposit refund systems: these can be designed to support either the 
reuse of beverage containers, of the recycling of single use beverage 
containers. These are applied in Germany, Sweden, Finland, Norway, 
Estonia, Lithuania, Denmark, Croatia, and to a more limited extent in 
Belgium and the Netherlands. Germany also makes use of such a system 
for accumulators. 

b. Targets linked to non-compliance fees: where targets are in place at a 
national level, then because the proximate responsibility for service 
delivery rarely lies at the national level, it makes sense to cascade the 
targets down to those who are ultimately responsible for delivery against 
the target. In order to incentivise these organisations to meet the targets 
they have in front of them, then some form of incentive, in the form of a 
non-compliance fine, may be a useful way of ensuring the target is met. . 
It would be necessary to announce this measure some years in advance to 
allow the necessary actions to be taken at the local level so that the 
penalty can be avoided (e.g. by rolling out suitable collection services and 
developing biowaste treatment facilities). 
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c. Where C&D waste is concerned, some jurisdictions (notably in North 
America and in Asia) have, for large construction projects, introduced the 
concept of compliance bonds: in these cases, the developer is required to 
develop a site waste management plan for the management of all wastes 
generated on site. The site waste management plan might be required to 
deliver a minimum level of recycling (and, as appropriate, reuse of 
construction materials, etc.). The bond is essentially paid at the start of 
the project and is refunded at the end of the project depending upon 
whether the project achieves its stated waste management objectives 
(the bond is refunded in full, net of administration costs, where the 
objectives are fully met, or partially where they are not). 

d. Use of taxes on landfills and incineration. These are now widely applied in 
EU Member States, with only Germany, Luxembourg and Latvia not 
applying a tax at any level. The benefit of taxes on residual waste are that 
they make disposal more expensive, and they incentivise movement of 
waste up the hierarchy. However, given the low-incomes in Kosovo, and 
the difficulties already faced in collecting fees to cover the costs of service 
delivery (see Section 16.8), the use of taxes on landfill and incineration 
would most likely lead tariff escalation that would be considered 
undesirable in the short-term. On the other hand, there would be some 
merit in seeking to move tariffs progressively towards what is likely to 
prevail once the country has eliminated landfills other than sanitary ones. 
Other countries have implemented taxes on non-sanitary landfills (Czech 
Republic, Slovakia and France). If the inspection services are suitably 
scaled up and organised, then a progressively increasing levy on sites that 
do not meet EU standards would help to move cost recovery measures 
towards levels that they will need to be at in future years. If the levy rises 
high enough in due course, so that costs rise above those for sanitary 
landfills, this will also act as an incentive for cantons and municipalities to 
develop sanitary landfills. The revenues derived could be used for clean-
up of sites and/ or to support recycling infrastructure. 

e. Where industrial waste is concerned, given the stronger market-
orientation of industry and the management of its waste, there are few 
better approaches than the economic ones: however, unless there are 
clear ways in which industrial wastes can be taxed at a different rate to 
other wastes (which requires, in essence, that they are rarely delivered to 
landfills ‘mixed’ with other wastes), then this may prove problematic. 
That having been said, if landfilling by specific industries is problematic 
and if these have a high bulk density (which is typically the case with 
sludges, soils and rubble), that can become a defining feature for a tax 
(so, for example, wastes above a specific bulk density would be taxed 
whilst those below would not be). A density-based approach is used in the 
Netherlands to determine what should, and should not, be eligible for 
landfilling. This indicates, however, that the high density inert-type wastes 
are eligible for landfilling, and these are not the most problematic ones. 
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f. Pay-as-you-throw schemes are schemes which seek to incentivise 
recycling, and waste prevention, through charging households partly on 
the basis of what they set out as residual waste. As with landfill taxes, 
these are widely applied across Europe, most prominently, in Germany, 
Belgium, Ireland, Netherlands, Austria and parts of Italy (but also in parts 
of many other countries). Notwithstanding their potential benefits, as 
long as inspection services and regulation are less than adequate, pay-as-
you-throw systems may simply trigger increased resort to illegal dumping. 
This is experienced even in cases where the illegal dumping is less 
prevalent in situations where the collection service does not provide an 
adequate opportunity for households to ‘avoid disposal’. Hence, such 
schemes should only be applied once the coverage of recycling services is 
relatively broad (and far broader than it is today, or than is envisaged in 
strategy and planning documents implemented thus far). Furthermore, 
the matter of cost recovery is also relevant here: where pay-as-you-throw 
schemes are implemented, it is quite usual for part of the overall fee to be 
based on a fixed rate of payment, with the variable element accounting 
for 30-50% of the overall cost of the service (Ireland is unusual in this 
respect, with a higher percentage usually applying to the variable rate). 
This approach should only be considered, therefore, once broad coverage 
recycling services are in place, the cost recovery mechanisms are 
functioning, and the regulatory and inspection functions are in place. 

g. Product taxes, such as those on plastic bags, or disposable cups (with a 
view to also addressing issues of littering), or packaging, can be applied to 
support waste prevention and to generate revenue for additional 
environmental measures. These are worthy of consideration, both 
because of their impact, and because of the potential to generate 
revenue in support of service delivery. Such taxes often form the basis for 
the development of environmental funds. 

h. The matter of producer responsibility, as it is proposed through existing 
Directives, is covered below. The Waste Framework Directive encourages, 
through Article 8, the application of producer responsibility beyond those 
wastes covered by the daughter Directives. Member States have applied 
such measures to a wide range of products other than those covered by 
the daughter directives and there is no reason why Kosovo should not, in 
principle, do the same. That having been said, the priority should be to 
ensure that relevant mechanisms are in place for those covered by 
existing Directives. 

i. The potential for using green public procurement to reduce waste 
generation, or improve the environmental performance of products that 
are procured, does not appear to have been explored in any systematic 
way. There is scope to do more on this to reduce the extent of the waste 
management problem in Kosovo. 

3) Information and awareness raising – this has a significant role to play in shaping 
the consumption and waste management behaviours of citizens and of 
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businesses. This will be especially important in Kosovo as new services are 
introduced at the municipal level, and in the context of efforts to reduce waste 
generation. In this regard, some consideration should be given to: 

a. Common messaging across the country regarding recycling service 
provision. 

b. The preparation for campaign collateral at a central level, to be used by 
municipalities and businesses in their campaigns to encourage recycling 
and reduced waste generation. 

In practice, in the circumstances of Kosovo, the likelihood is that a combination of 
measures will need to be deployed (as is the case in many other countries, where the 
economic instruments can support the logic of the regulatory measures).  

16.7.4 Recommendations 

There is no ‘unique’ way in which Kosovo, or indeed, any other nation should address 
the issue of giving substance to the waste hierarchy. However, we believe that the 
measures that Kosovo should adopt need to reflect the fact that: 

1) The levels of cost recovery are currently low, and incomes are also low: the ability 
(and willingness) of the population (and local politicians) to sustain significant 
increases in service costs may be limited in the short-term, depending on the cost 
recovery mechanism chosen (see below). 

2) The state of the regulatory infrastructure and the continuation of improper 
disposal makes the system vulnerable to implementation of some market-based 
instruments, notably landfill taxes and pay-as-you-throw schemes, in the short-
term. 

On the basis of this, a suitable approach could be: 

1) For municipal wastes: 
a. Cascade national targets down to the municipal or RWCC level. Non-

compliance penalties should be used to incentivise meeting of the targets. 
b. Set minimum standards of service provision for municipal waste 

collection, to be achieved within a specified time horizon. Different time 
periods could be considered for urban and rural municipalities 
(recognising that collection coverage is already higher in urban areas than 
rural ones, and that in rural areas, collection coverage is low). Different 
minimum standards could be set for different dwelling types, recognising 
that the nature of the collection infrastructure would be different for 
single family homes to the approach used in high-rise buildings.  

c. Support reuse at recycling sites (civic amenity sites / container parks) and 
develop new sites where necessary. 

d. The same could be done for service provision for commercial premises. 
This would be linked to requirements upon commercial producers to sort 
wastes once services are in place. 

e. Develop campaign materials, led at national level, for information 
provision and awareness raising on issues around waste prevention, 



  119 

recycling, the safe disposal of certain products (e.g. batteries and waste 
electrical and electronic equipment). This material can be used as 
collateral marketing material at the local level. 

2) Introduce a deposit refund scheme for beverage packaging. 
3) Introduce product taxes on single-use bags and disposable items, with the 

revenue used to support improved waste management in the country. 
4) For industrial wastes, use the Industrial Emissions Directive to ensure that waste 

is prevented, as far as possible, at source. It is not advisable, in our view, to 
introduce punitive measures for hazardous wastes (the quantity of which is not 
known): the priority should be to ensure that these reach the appropriate 
treatment facilities without moving into illegal (lower-cost) channels. The 
potential for using the best available techniques identified in the Industrial 
Emissions Directive to prevent wastes should be explored.  

5) For C&D wastes, instigate a voluntary initiative working with major developers. 
This could be supplemented with the use of refundable compliance bonds linked 
to site waste management plans. 

6) Develop expertise in Green Public Procurement with a view to reducing waste 
generated by the public sector. 

In the longer-term, the use of landfill taxes and pay-as-you throw schemes should be 
used to reinforce the progress being made using the measures proposed above. This 
would be expected to give impetus to waste prevention, especially at the industrial level. 
Furthermore, the application of extended producer responsibility beyond the wastes 
covered in existing Directives should be considered in the longer term (for example, junk 
mail, or furniture).  

16.8 Cost Recovery for Municipal Waste 

16.8.1 What are the Problems? 

There are a variety of problems linked to the issue of cost recovery for municipal waste, 
and these are identified in Table 16-8. 

Table 16-8: Problems Linked to the Issue of Cost Recovery for Municipal 
Waste Services 

No. Issue 

1 No guidelines for municipalities on setting tariffs. 

2 RWCCs not paying landfill gate fees to KLMC (linked to cost recovery). 

3 Low levels of cost recovery. 

4 Low fee collection rate. 
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16.8.2 Why are These Problems? 

The rate of collection of the fees for waste collection services are at a low level. At the 
existing levels, the system for municipal waste management is not financially 
sustainable: as the development of the service is expected to increase costs, the 
question of how to ensure full recovery of costs as the cost of service delivery increases 
is a key one to be confronted in Kosovo.  

The website for the RWCC, Pastrimi, notes: 

Monthly price for garbage collection services for a family is € 5.00 and this price is 
not paid by 60% of Pristina families! Also 70% of all business owners do not pay 
these services, and we must continue with the garbage that they create during 
they’re doing business to make money! 

According to a JICA project, the monthly average of tax collection in the region of Prizren 
(where Eco Regjioni operates) is 46.7%. The payment of fees in Kosovo for the collection 
and disposal of municipal waste is said to vary from 30% to 65% of those receiving the 
service.  

Unless Kosovo is the beneficiary of substantial grant funding, then it will need to 
increase the revenues generated in order to fund the service of waste management. The 
fees set for landfills by the Water and Waste Regulatory Office, and which remain in 
place, are far too low to fund the full costs of landfilling, including aftercare, but even at 
these levels, RWCCs do not always pay the fees they owe to landfill operators. There is, 
effectively, a vicious circle in play where low rates of cost recovery impacts upon the 
service from collection through to disposal.  

16.8.3 Alternative Approaches to the Problems 

In principle, there are a number of issues that need to be resolved: 

1) The basis for accounting for the full cost of the service needs to be understood by 
the municipalities, and costs recovered on the basis of such an assessment;  

2) Because landfill gate fees are part of this, the basis for setting landfill tariffs; 
needs to be freed from political interference, and with the principles for cost 
recovery clearly set out (as indicated in Section 16.8  above); 

3) The means through which to achieve cost recovery is to be achieved needs to be 
clarified, and made such that municipalities who wish to improve their service in 
an efficient manner are able to do so with minimal fear of costs not being 
recovered; and 

4) Crucially, politicians should not be permitted to arbitrarily set tariffs which are 
intended to be the mechanism through which a service provider is expected to 
recover its costs.  

The options in respect of the accounting principles are relatively limited: these need to 
be aligned with sound principles of public finance. The principles for cost recovery ought 
to be laid down in legislation related to the financing of municipalities. For landfills, 
specifically, there are rules which need to be elaborated regarding the approach 
operators need to take to recover costs, and hence, how tariffs will be set.  
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The means through which cost recovery should be achieved is where there are a range 
of options. The existing approach is based on RWCCs collecting fees from those who they 
serve. Their success in doing this appears extremely limited. This is not wholly surprising: 
if an entity is essentially required to deliver a service (to residents, for example), and if it 
is tasked with demanding payment for the service which will be delivered anyway, it has 
little negotiating power over the residents it serves.  

The options available include the following: 

1) The fees are collected not by the RWCC, but by the municipality; 
2) The costs from households are recovered, as in many Member States, through 

local taxation (the fees are not collected ‘separately’); 
3) The costs are recovered through a combination of local taxation and fees 

collected directly by the municipality; and 
4) The costs are recovered, as in some Member States, through a combination of 

local taxation and central government taxation (the fees are not collected 
‘separately’). 

The merit of greater dependence upon sources of taxation for the purposes of cost 
recovery is that the infrastructure for collection of taxes is already in place and is far 
more comprehensive than can be mustered by RWCCs.  

Law 03/L-049 (on Local Government Finance) already allows for a ‘taxes on immovable 
property’ to be raised by local authorities (the only taxes and duties that local 
government may levy). However, they are also entitled to levy user charges for services 
it provides (and to impose fines in line with the Law). Local government also receives a 
general grant from central government, as well as specific grants for health and 
education.  

In principle, therefore, all of the above options could be deemed be possible. In practice, 
it seems preferable for fees to be increased to cover the full costs of the waste 
management service, and this indeed is recommended in the Law on Waste. Work is 
currently being funded by GIZ to support the setting of suitable tariffs in order to ensure 
sufficient revenues are generated to support the proper management of waste. 
Successful examples of cost recovery were reported, at the national workshop, to come 
from municipalities, such as, Prizren, that had taken to collecting the fees themselves 
and ensuring that this was backed up by strong political support from mayors. 
Businesses and households that failed to pay the necessary fees received a formal letter 
from the mayor and that this appeared to result in a marked increase in the recovery of 
fees. In Prishtina, there were some efforts being made to ensure that citizens were 
better conditioned to pay for services by withdrawing services where there was no 
payment. 

In terms of seeking to maintain cost increases to a minimum, it makes sense for Kosovo 
to implement producer responsibility in such a way that the costs of the recycling and 
recovery services delivered are met in full by the producers, as is suggested under the 
proposed revisions to the Waste Framework Directive. In essence, this should assist in 
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keeping net cost increases down since some of the expected increase in costs would be 
funded by producers. 

16.8.4 Recommendations 

The following recommendations are made: 

1) In line with the Law on Waste, municipalities must set fees (and recover these 
fees) in such a way as to ensure that the full costs of waste management services 
are covered and that investments can be made to improve service provision over 
time; 

2) Responsibility for fee collection should be placed with municipalities, with 
commitments to pass on collected revenues to the PUCs / contractors; 

3) The implementation of producer responsibility should ensure that producers 
fund the services which municipalities provide, and which are used to support 
the delivery of producers’ obligations.  

16.9 Producer Responsibility 

16.9.1 What are the Problems? 

The problems linked to the issue of producer responsibility are set out in Table 16-9. 

Table 16-9: Problems Linked to Producer Responsibility 

No. Issue 

1 
Although producer responsibility legislation has been drafted, and although some targets are in 
place for packaging in the Strategy, in practice, nothing has been done to enshrine the principle 
and implement the necessary measures.  

2 
Although producer responsibility is an underlying principle of the law and strategy, and although 
some targets are in place for WEEE recycling and recovery in the Strategy, in practice, nothing has 
been done to enshrine the principle, and there is no implementing mechanism for WEEE. 

3 
No adequate collection or treatment system / producer responsibility mechanism / sanctions for 
missing targets in place for ELVs. 

4 No action has been taken to implement the batteries recycling targets. 

 

16.9.2 Why are These Problems? 

At a basic level, in order to achieve the objectives of the waste acquis, targets for the 
recycling and recovery of need to be specified in law, and measures to ensure they are 
met need to be implemented. In Kosovo, some administrative instruments have been 
passed, but there are inadequate measures in place to meet the relevant objectives of 
the producer responsibility Directives. This is evident in, for example, the level of 
development of infrastructure for the recycling of packaging, which remains limited.  
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16.9.3 Alternative Approaches to the Problems 

The recently proposed revisions to the Waste Framework Directive, the Packaging and 
Packaging Waste Directive and the WEEE Directive highlight some key principles which it 
is expected should be reflected in the implementation of producer responsibility. These 
are set out in the proposed Article 8a of the Waste Framework Directive: 

1) Member States shall ensure that extended producer responsibility schemes 
established in accordance with Article 8, Paragraph 1: 

a. Define in a clear way the roles and responsibilities of producers of 
products placing goods on the market of the Union, organisations 
implementing extended producer responsibility on their behalf, private or 
public waste operators, local authorities and, where appropriate, 
recognised preparation for re-use operators; 

b. Define measurable waste management targets, in line with the waste 
hierarchy, aiming to attain at least the quantitative targets relevant for 
the scheme as laid down in this Directive, Directive 94/62/EC, Directive 
2000/53/EC, Directive 2006/66/EC and Directive 2012/19/EU;  

c. Establish a reporting system to gather data on the products placed on the 
Union market by the producers subject to extended producer 
responsibility. Once these products become waste, the reporting system 
shall ensure that data is gathered on the collection and treatment of that 
waste specifying, where appropriate, the waste material flows;  

d. Ensure equal treatment and non-discrimination between producers of 
products and with regards to small and medium enterprises. 

2) Member States shall take the necessary measures to ensure that the waste 
holders targeted by the extended producer responsibility schemes established in 
accordance with Article 8, paragraph 1, are informed about the available waste 
collection systems and the prevention of littering. Member States shall also take 
measures to create incentives for the waste holders to take part in the separate 
collection systems in place, notably through economic incentives or regulations, 
when appropriate. 

3) Member States shall take the necessary measures to ensure that any 
organisation set up to implement extended producer responsibility obligations on 
behalf of a producer of products: 

a. has a clearly defined geographical, product and material coverage; 
b. has the necessary operational and financial means to meet its extended 

producer responsibility obligations; 
c. puts in place an adequate self-control mechanism, supported by regular 

independent audits to appraise: 
i. the organisation's financial management, including the compliance 

with the requirements laid down in paragraph 4(a) and (b);  
ii. the quality of data collected and reported in accordance with 

paragraph 1, third indent, and the requirements of Regulation (EC) 
No 1013/2006. 

d. makes publicly available the information about: 
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i. its ownership and membership; 
ii. the financial contributions paid by the producers; 

iii. the selection procedure for waste management operators.  
4) Member States shall take the necessary measures to ensure that the financial 

contributions paid by the producer to comply with its extended producer 
responsibility obligations: 

a. cover the entire cost of waste management for the products it puts on the 
Union market, including all the following: 

i. costs of separate collection, sorting and treatment operations 
required to meet the waste management targets referred to in 
paragraph 1, second indent, taking into account the revenues from 
re-use or sales of secondary raw material from their products; 

ii. costs of providing adequate information to waste holders in 
accordance with paragraph 2; 

iii. costs of data gathering and reporting in accordance with 
paragraph 1, third indent.  

b. are modulated on the basis of the real end-of-life cost of individual 
products or groups of similar products, notably by taking into account 
their re-usability and recyclability; 

c. are based on the optimised cost of the services provided in cases where 
public waste management operators are responsible for implementing 
operational tasks on behalf of the extended producer responsibility 
scheme. 

5) Member States shall establish an adequate monitoring and enforcement 
framework with the view to ensure that the producers of products are 
implementing their extended producer responsibility obligations, the financial 
means are properly used, and all actors involved in the implementation of the 
scheme report reliable data.  

6) Where, in the territory of a Member State, multiple organisations implement 
extended producer responsibility obligations on behalf of the producers, Member 
State shall establish an independent authority to oversee the implementation of 
extended producer responsibility obligations. 

7) Member States shall establish a platform to ensure a regular dialogue between 
the stakeholders involved in the implementation of extended producer 
responsibility, including private or public waste operators, local authorities and, 
where applicable, recognised preparation for re-use operators.' 

8) Member States shall take measures to ensure that extended producer 
responsibility schemes that have been established before [insert date eighteen 
months after the entry into force of this Directive], comply with the provisions of 
this article within twenty-four months of that date.’ 

Unless there are compelling reasons to do otherwise, then it is suggested here that the 
development of producer responsibility is aligned with these principles. In addition, and 
reflecting the recommendations regarding cost recovery, it is suggested that to the 
extent that it makes sense for municipalities or their contractors to deliver key services 
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that enable producer to meet their obligation, that the municipalities be compensated in 
full for the ‘optimised cost’ of services that they deliver.  

Additional points are explored below. 

16.9.3.1 Packaging  

Where packaging from municipal waste is concerned, in different EU Member States, 
collective schemes (typically referred to as ‘producer responsibility organisations’, or 
PROs) either install infrastructure of their own, or reimburse (in part or in full) the 
municipality / its contractor for the cost of the services they deliver. In the former 
approach, the tendency is for the collective schemes to develop ‘bring’, or ‘road 
container’ schemes for the collection of packaging waste: Germany is an exception in 
that door-to-door collection of light packaging is provided by schemes functioning under 
the PROs themselves. This approach suffers from the fact that it becomes more difficult 
for municipalities to design collection services that function as an integrated whole: if 
the collection of packaging is designed and operated by one entity, and the collection of 
everything else is left to the municipality, then it becomes difficult – albeit, not 
impossible - to design the best services for residents. For example, if municipalities are 
to achieve the new recycling targets under proposed Waste Framework Directive (65% 
recycling by 2035), they will need to capture all materials at high rates, including 
biowaste, packaging, and other non-packaging recyclables. This will demand that the 
collection services work as an integrated whole to deliver that performance, and not as 
two separate parts. Where PROs offer separate services, then the means to improve 
captures tends to be through increasingly heavy investment in bring-style services: this 
can mean that there is a reluctance to change approach (for example, to door-to-door 
approach), partly because of sunk costs in investments in bring-style schemes (and this is 
especially true where more expensive investments of this nature are made, such as 
underground container systems).  

Another matter relates to the number of PROs operating in a given country. In different 
countries, there may be one, or multiple, PROs. The existence of multiple PROs does not 
always denote competition within the market: there may be a clear demarcation of 
regions of activity (as, for example, in Bulgaria). The rationale for competition has to be 
explored in the context of the design of the producer responsibility mechanism. In the 
case of Kosovo, if the scheme for municipal packaging is to be based on compensating 
municipalities for the services they, or their contractors, provide, then there would 
appear to be no reason for multiple PROs since the mechanism’s principle function 
would be to act as a source of funds for the implementation of municipal services for 
packaging recycling.  

In order to ensure that producers do not pay amounts that are excessive, a basis for the 
payment to be made to municipalities would need to be agreed. Furthermore, it may 
make sense to follow the Belgian model, and to allow a representative of the PRO 
scheme to have a role in the design / procurement of services being delivered at 
municipal level (to ensure that the services procured are of adequate quality, and that 
the procurement process, where there is one, delivers value for money outcomes).  
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The limited number of reprocessing opportunities in Kosovo makes the question of how 
the collected packaging materials should be dealt with a question of some interest. 
There are also questions to be resolved as to who should ‘own’ and market the collected 
materials. Within the EU, this is handled in different ways, with municipalities in some 
countries being the ones responsible for material sales, and PROs being responsible in 
others. In practice, the material sales gives rise to price risks on the part of 
municipalities. It would be preferable, in our view, and given the relative lack of 
experience at present with marketing of materials on the part of municipalities/RWCCs 
or their contractors, for the materials to be marketed by the PRO. The municipalities 
would be compensated for the service of collection, with the PRO being able to influence 
the manner of collection (which has a bearing on the quality of materials collected) and 
benefiting from the revenue associated with the sale of secondary materials.  

Regarding the time period for meeting packaging waste recycling targets, it should be 
considered that Kosovo starts from a low base. It should also be considered that the 
targets being considered under the proposed revisions to the Packaging and Packaging 
Waste Directive will require considerable efforts, especially where plastics are 
concerned. Finally, the approach to meeting municipal waste targets under proposed 
revisions to the Waste Framework Directive will be dependent, in part, on strong 
performance in respect of the separate collection of packaging waste. It is suggested, 
therefore, that a suitable time horizon would be for the revised targets to be met by 
2025, with the revised targets being set for 2029, 2033 and 2037. The shorter intervals 
between later targets are justifiable because a) the targets are known well in advance 
and b) the evolution in technology and packaging materials is likely to have progressed in 
line with what happens in other Member States. 

16.9.3.2 WEEE 

Whether WEEE will be recycled at end of life (or simply disposed of as part of residual 
waste) depends on the nature of the infrastructure made available for recycling. The 
appropriate nature of the infrastructure for dropping off products for recycling also 
depends on the nature of the WEEE concerned. For large WEEE from municipal waste, 
many EU Member States are reliant on a network of local recycling centres. In Kosovo, 
such centres are not available on a widespread basis. Until they are, such materials are 
likely to be of interest to scrap dealers, and may be picked up through other routes, or 
when new products are purchased by households. The development of recycling centres 
is a matter which municipalities need to consider as part of their waste management 
plans. 

For small WEEE, on the other hand, take-back to retailers is likely to be much more 
important as a collection route, and so it is suggested that any scheme should be 
designed such that return-to-retailer is a prominent feature, especially for small WEEE. 
This is especially true since the development of civic amenity sites / recycling yards is at 
an early stage in Kosovo. It should be mentioned that there are also some schemes 
which collect small WEEE through door-to-door collections 
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Elsewhere, we have made recommendations regarding the desirability of a mechanism 
which is harmonised, from the perspective of the obligated producers, across the region 
as far as possible. Producers would generally prefer to have a system which is operating 
along similar, if not the same, principles across countries so that they can arrange their 
operations accordingly.  

For business-to-business WEEE, as well as for WEEE from households, it is generally 
recognised that there are opportunities for re-use and repair (whether linked to retail 
returns, or discarded products from businesses or households). The potential for 
developing reuse enterprises within the country should be supported through the 
implementing mechanism.  

Regarding the time period for meeting recycling and recovery targets for WEEE, it should 
be considered that, as with packaging, Kosovo starts from a low base. It is suggested, 
therefore, that a suitable time horizon would be as follows:  

1) The collection rate target in Article 7 for 2016 to be deferred to 2022, and the 
target for 2019 to be deferred to 2025; and 

2) The recovery rates ought to require less of a derogation in time. We suggest 
those in Part 1 of Annex V of the Directive should be met by 2020, with the 
targets in Part 2 being met between 2020 and 2023, and the targets in Part 3 met 
thereafter. 

16.9.3.3 Batteries 

For batteries, similar comments apply as for small WEEE (and pan-regional systems). The 
main, and most efficient, mechanism for return of portable batteries is likely to be a 
return-to-retail system: as such, the system should be oriented towards such an 
approach, though there may be circumstances and collection configurations that suggest 
and allow for door-to-door collection of batteries. 

It is proposed that the collection targets in Article 10 of Directive 2006/66/EC are 
deferred by 10 years (to 2022 and 2026 respectively). 

16.9.3.4 ELVs 

For ELVs, there are already scrap dealers in Kosovo dealing with ELVs. It is suggested that 
targets for reuse and recovery and reuse and recycling in Article 7a of Directive 
2000/53/EC are met by 2020, and that the targets in Article 7b are met by 2025. 

16.9.4 Recommendations 

The following recommendations are made: 

1) Kosovo should implement measures to ensure that producer responsibility 
targets are met in future. These measures should respect the principles set out in 
the proposed Article 8a of the Waste Framework Directive. 

2) For packaging that arises in the municipal waste stream, it is recommended that:  
a. There is one PRO, with not-for-profit status, and Board representation 

from producers; 
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b. Municipalities are compensated by the PRO for the services they provide 
in accordance with an agreed approach (to be established between MESP, 
municipalities and the PRO); 

c. A representative of the PRO has the right to influence the service offered 
by the municipalities / their contractors and sits on the board of related 
municipal procurements; and 

d. The PRO takes ownership of, and is responsible for, the marketing of 
materials collected (with revenues used to offset the costs of the system 
to be supported by producer fees); 

3) For WEEE, the emphasis on recycling of small WEEE should lie with the retailer 
take-back system. Sites akin to civic amenity sites / recycling centres / container 
parks should be developed with some support from the producer responsibility 
scheme. 

4) For batteries, the system should be based on retailer take-back, with allowance 
made for other collection routes (such as through door-to-door collection 
services). 

5) For packaging, it is suggested that a suitable time horizon would be for the 
targets in the existing Directive (94/62/EC, with various amendments) to be met 
by 2025, with the revised targets being set for 2029, 2033 and 2037. The shorter 
intervals between later targets are justifiable because a) the targets are known 
well in advance and b) the evolution in technology and packaging materials is 
likely to have progressed in line with what happens in other Member States. 

6) For WEEE, it is suggested that a suitable time horizon would be as follows:  
a. The collection rate target in Article 7 of Directive 2012/19/EU for 2016 to 

be deferred to 2022, and the target for 2019 to be deferred to 2025; and 
b. The recovery rates ought to require less of a derogation in time. We 

suggest those in Part 1 of Annex V of the Directive should be met by 2020, 
with the targets in Part 2 being met between 2020 and 2023, and the 
targets in Part 3 met thereafter. 

7) For batteries, it is proposed that the collection targets in Article 10 of Directive 
2006/66/EC are deferred by 10 years (that is, to 2022 and 2026 respectively). 

8) For ELVs, it is suggested that targets for reuse and recovery and reuse and 
recycling in Article 7a of Directive 2000/53/EC are met by 2020, and that the 
targets in Article 7b are met by 2025. 

16.10 Hazardous Waste Management  

16.10.1 What are the Problems? 

The key problems identified with respect to hazardous waste are outlined in Table 16-10. 
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Table 16-10: Problems Associated with Hazardous Waste Management 

No.  Issue 

1 
Significant barriers exist to exporting hazardous waste, including WEEE (Kosovo is not a signatory 
of the Basel convention). 

2 
No hazardous waste treatment operations are currently in place / environmental issues related to 
inadequately managed hazardous wastes. 

3 Inadequate capacity of medical waste treatment. 

 

16.10.2 Why are These Problems? 

Article 4(5) of the Basel Convention states: 

A Party shall not permit hazardous wastes or other wastes to be exported to a 
non-Party or to be imported from a non-Party 

Kosovo is not a party to the Convention. It follows that exports can only take place under 
bilateral agreements in place in accordance with the Convention, and that the export of 
hazardous waste from Kosovo to other states is more difficult than would be the case 
were Kosovo a party to the Convention. There may also be a need to notify countries 
through which the hazardous waste is transported. This matter is further complicated by 
the fact that all countries in the study region ban the import of hazardous waste, moving 
hazardous waste becomes expensive and administratively cumbersome.  

These barriers are not insurmountable, especially where the export improves the 
management of hazardous waste, but they add to the complexity of the export 
arrangements. Kosovo currently has bilateral arrangements in place allowing for 
movement of hazardous waste, but the existing situation is far from optimal. It should be 
noted that this applies to WEEE as well as hazardous wastes from industry.  

Kosovo lacks appropriate infrastructure for treatment and disposal of hazardous waste. 
This is a problem that has worsened over time and much of the problem can be traced to 
a legacy of hazardous industrial wastes being generated, or created, as a result of 
industries ceasing to operate. There are, however, still hazardous wastes being 
generated, leading to an accumulation of wastes for which no satisfactory treatment 
exists. There are clear threats to the environment, and KEPA ha identified a number of 
hotspots created and inherited from the industrial activities from the past, associated 
with mining activities, old and unmanaged landfills, storage of chemicals, waste oils, and 
expired pesticides. 

The so-called industrial landfills, generally those linked to specific production processes, 
present a particular problem, especially those landfills created for different mining, 
metallurgical and chemical activities, which cover a considerable area. The amount of 
such waste is estimated to be as much as 60 million tons in Trepca alone, with much of 
the waste thought to contain significant quantities of heavy metals. The ash dumps of 
KEK-Obiliq / Obilić and the landfill of Ferronikeli-Gllogovc / Glogovac also pose significant 
problems.   
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Regarding medical wastes, KEPA notes that there are 7 small treatment plants in the 
regional health centres, but suggests these are not sufficient for treatment of the 
medical waste. One stakeholder notes that 10% or so of medical waste is probably 
treated at these centres. The rest of the medical waste probably ends up in landfills, and 
KLMC notes that this waste is sometimes ‘camouflaged’ by mixing with municipal waste. 
Indeed, both hazardous waste and medical waste are almost certainly dumped at 
landfills which are not equipped for this purpose: the Landfill Directive effectively bans 
the co-disposal of hazardous wastes with other wastes, requiring separate sites to be 
developed.  

It is clear that a solution needs to be found to this problem which amounts to an ongoing 
threat to the environment and health owing to the potential problems that may be 
caused by the hazardous waste. 

16.10.3 Alternative Approaches to the Problem 

The fact that Kosovo is not a signatory to the Basel Convention is, we understand, linked 
to its status in the international community. In the absence of Kosovo becoming a party 
to the Convention, it will need to continue to rely on bilateral agreements where it 
needs to export hazardous waste.  

If Kosovo accedes to the EU, then it would potentially become a partner as part of the 
EU. However, this does not provide a short-term solution to the problem. An alternative 
approach is to become (more) self-sufficient in managing hazardous wastes, and this 
appears to be ‘work in progress’ for some hazardous waste streams. The most 
advantageous approach would be to prevent the hazardous waste at source, but this is 
unlikely to be an option for all such wastes in the short-term.  

Regarding the wider issues of managing hazardous waste, there are two issues: 

1) How should the legacy of chemical and industrial wastes be dealt with? and 
2) For existing industrial producers in Kosovo, what measures can be taken to 

reduce the quantity and hazardousness of waste generation at source?  

It is understood that funds are being obtained from IPA for the construction of 
hazardous waste storage / management capacity, but the facility is not yet developed. 
From what we have seen, we understand that this will deal with industrial hazardous 
wastes, but the exact details are unclear. For this reason, it is also not clear what 
additional treatment requirements will remain once the facility is operational. 

There is likely to be an ongoing issue associated with the management of hazardous 
waste from WEEE, and it seems likely that Kosovo will have to enter into bilateral 
agreements to deal with waste of this nature for the foreseeable future: in principle, it 
could develop capacity itself, but in practice, if it was to develop a facility of sufficient 
scale, the likelihood would be that it would need to import wastes from other countries. 
For the same reason as Kosovo currently finds it difficult to export hazardous wastes, it 
might be difficult to compete for wastes against operators in countries which are already 
parties to the Basel Convention.  
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At the regional workshop, there was the basis for consensus across the attendees that 
the existing arrangements regarding the movement of hazardous waste – whereby all 
countries currently ban imports of hazardous waste – gave rise to some problems 
regarding export for treatment. It would be useful if, as per discussions at the workshop, 
exceptions could be made for some hazardous wastes such as WEEE. 

Regarding medical wastes, facilities for sterilisation / incineration appear to be required 
for the treatment of such wastes. The conditions for a market-oriented development of 
such treatment are not favourable, and so it would appear that the best solution is for 
such facilities to be planned and procured on behalf of the hospitals with sufficient 
capacity to treat similar wastes arising from other sources. This is currently the 
responsibility of the Ministry of Health: however, the fact that the Ministry has not 
ensured the installation of relevant facilities, and the fact that this leads to dumping of 
waste at non-hazardous waste landfills, highlights the issue of overlapping 
responsibilities of different Ministries (and why less diffuse responsibility for developing 
policy and strategies for waste would be useful).  

Given these matters, and the potential costs associated with treating hazardous wastes, 
it might also be worth considering the application of producer responsibility for 
hazardous waste streams. One country that has followed this approach is Colombia, with 
schemes for hazardous wastes (such as pesticides, both from agriculture and domestic 
sources) being developed in advance of those for packaging and WEEE.  

At existing industrial facilities that generate hazardous waste, there may be 
opportunities for improved production techniques that reduce the amount of hazardous 
waste generated by industry. The application of best available techniques, as outlined in 
BREF notes, supporting the Industrial Emissions Directive, should be consulted: where 
industries’ performance is deficient in this regard, then relevant process upgrades should 
be considered.  

MESP is the entity with responsibility for arranging for the management of hazardous 
waste: a key issue will be how the costs of managing legacy wastes, and the ongoing 
generation of industrial wastes, are recovered, not least at the facility being funded with 
IPA funds. We noted above that there are concerns related both to the operation of 
existing landfill sites and the way in which tariffs are set for their operation: it is not clear 
to us what the plan is for ensuring the proper operation and funding of the site to be 
developed (or why the procurement process appears to exclude the operation of the 
site). There are a number of options, but those generating waste, then clearly it makes 
sense for the costs to be recovered through them. The way in which tariffs will be set for 
the site should be linked to the actual costs of operation, taking account of the potential 
liabilities associated with the site’s operation. 

16.10.4 Recommendations 

The following recommendations are made: 

1) Industrial facilities should be encouraged to implement best available techniques 
to minimise the generation of hazardous waste associated with their processes. 
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2) Consideration should be given as to how the tariff will be set for the IPA-
supported facility and how the costs of operation and aftercare will be recovered. 

3) A review of the need for hazardous waste treatment, in anticipation of the IPA-
funded treatment facility for hazardous waste, should be undertaken taking into 
account the expected flows of hazardous waste in the future. On the basis of 
such a review: 

a. the case for applying extended producer responsibility for specific 
hazardous waste streams should be considered; and 

b. The need for bilateral agreements with countries to which Kosovo is likely 
to export hazardous wastes in the future should be reviewed, involving 
relevant stakeholders from industry, with actions taken to ease the 
administrative burden, as far as possible, for exports for which no 
appropriate treatment capacity exists within Kosovo.   

4) The countries of the region should seek to agree some limited exceptions to their 
ban on the import and transfer of hazardous waste to facilitiate its passage to 
appropriate treatment facilities overseas. 

5) On the basis of a review of the nature and capacity of required treatment for 
medical wastes, facilities for treatment should be procured with support from 
central government.  
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17.0 Proposed Timings and Sequencing of 

Recommendations 

The above recommendations have been assembled into a timed plan of action in Figure 
17-1 below. It is important to recognise that the Roadmap does not constitute a full 
strategy, still less, a waste management plan for the country. Rather, it identifies steps 
that need to be taken to make progress towards achieving compliance with the EU waste 
acquis.  

Complying with the acquis is a challenge, but it is a challenge which will deliver benefits. 
No country finds compliance with the whole acquis entirely straightforward, and 
derogations to the meeting of targets are often sought by EU Member States. The 
resources required to comply – in terms of staff at national and municipal level – are 
often underestimated: it is one thing to write a law, or strategy, or plan, and quite 
another to ensure that the objectives of these are delivered. There is, therefore, a need 
to ensure that staffing and skill levels are up to the job of implementing the laws, 
strategies and plans in practice. This is absolutely fundamental to delivering a successful 
and sustainable waste management system. 

Sequencing the measures identified is not easy – all of the recommendations outlined 
above, in principle, need to be implemented, and all of them have some urgency about 
them. We have, however, prioritised those measures related to improving the position in 
respect of landfilling, reforming and upgrading the staffing of the inspection services, 
and completing the legislative basis of the EU acquis. Following that, implementation 
measures are developed, and programmes of training are implemented. Data systems 
are also developed over some years.  

Incentives follow with the plan being that once inspection and enforcement are in place, 
and once municipalities have improved their approach to cost recovery, so the 
mechanisms to change behaviour can be implemented with fewer concerns that they 
will simply lead people to resort to illegal behaviour.  

The results that the Roadmap delivers will depend on the detailed design of the various 
measures identified. Many of these measures will require thought in terms of their 
design, and learning from the experience of other countries will aid in this (not 
necessarily copying the approach of others, but adapting the experience, and learning 
from their successes and failures). We are fortunate in that Europe provides us with a 
living laboratory of waste management across the different Member States and a lot can 
be learnt from the experiences gained over the last few decades.  

Our suggested timing and sequencing of the recommendations are set out in Figure 
17-1. Two colours are used in an attempt to differentiate between:  

 The preparation, planning and initial implementation of a recommendation 
(orange); and  

 The ongoing implementation and enforcement of a recommendation (blue). 
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Figure 17-1: Timing and Sequencing of Recommendations 
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No. Recommendation 

2
0

1
7

 

2
0

1
8

 

2
0

1
9

 

2
0

2
0

 

2
0

2
1

 

2
0

2
2

 

2
0

2
3

 

2
0

2
4

 

2
0

2
5

 

2
0

2
6

 

2
0

2
7

 

2
0

2
8

 

2
0

2
9

 

2
0

3
0

 

2
0

3
1

 

2
0

3
2

 

2
0

3
3

 

2
0

3
4

 

2
0

3
5

 

  Roles and Responsibilities                                       

1 
Within the Law on Waste, the relative responsibilities for 
planning – which decisions should be taken at national level, 
and which at the local level – need to be further clarified. 

                   

2 
Consideration should be given to the matter of who will 
operate landfills in future (the role of Kosovo Landfill 
Management Company vis a vis private sector). 

                   

3 

The Ministry of Environment and Spatial Planning and Ministry 
of Finance should establish a joint working group to support 
municipalities, and work with potential funding bodies, to 
package appropriate projects. 

                   

  Regulatory Matters                    

1 
Review of existing sites should be undertaken to identify the 
need for upgrading of sites, or the need for remediation actions 
/ closure. 

                   

2 
Remediation actions should be designed, depending on the 
size, location and the composition of the waste in the site. 

                   

3 
For those sites deemed capable of being operated safely in 
future, undertake upgrading. 

                   

4 
Ensure landfill pricing reflects full costs, including those of 
aftercare. 

                   

5 
Close all sites which offer inadequate environmental 
protection. 

                   

6 
Procure new (and upgrade old) sites using suitable project 
structures. 

                   

7 

Take the necessary enforcement action to prevent new illegal 
sites from emerging (this applies to all forms of waste, including 
municipal waste and construction, demolition and excavation 
waste). 

                   

8 
Within the Law on Waste, consideration should be given to the 
application of retrospective fines for illegal landfilling / 
operation of illegal landfills. 

                   

9 
Inspectors must follow through and execute fines where 
necessary and the courts should support this by dealing with 
cases in a timely manner. 
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 Key:  Preparation, planning, initial implementation  Ongoing implementation / enforcement 
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10 
If decision is taken to keep landfills under the Kosovo Landfill 
Management Company, the structure and operations of the 
public company should be reviewed. 

                   

11 
All relevant requirements in the Landfill Directive on the 
operation of landfills should be included within operators’ 
permits. 

                   

12 
Permitting and inspection functions should be brought together 
(a national service with permitting and inspection functions 
linked). 

                   

13 
As well as properly regulating construction and demolition 
wastes, landfill sites for accepting inert excavation, demolition 
and construction waste should be identified and constructed 

                   

  Legislation                    

1 
Review the current state of transposition of the relevant EU 
Directives. 

                   

2 Ensure full transposition of the Directives into law.                    

3 
Put in place implementing measures designed to achieve the 
outcomes of the Directives, including those mentioned within 
this Roadmap. 

                   

  Waste Management Planning                    

1 
The waste management plan should be re-developed to be fully 
compliant with Article 28 of the Waste Framework Directive. 

                   

2 
As part of this process, a waste prevention programme should 
be developed. 

                   

3 
Planning at a regional (more than one municipality) basis 
should be driven primarily by mutuality of interest on the part 
of the municipalities. 

Timings provided above 

  Administrative Capacity                                       

1 
The environmental inspectorate of the Ministry of Environment 
and Spatial Planning should take responsibility for all 
inspections.  

                   

2 The number of inspectors should be increased.                    

3 
The Ministry of Environment and Spatial Planning’s staff 
numbers for waste should be increased from 4 to at least 10. 

                   

4 
Municipalities should gear up their staffing for waste 
management. As a guideline, the staffing levels for a well-
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 Key:  Preparation, planning, initial implementation  Ongoing implementation / enforcement 
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functioning system may need to be of the order 1-2 for each 
municipality. 

5 Ministry staff should be trained in procurement.                    

6 
A concerted programme of targeted, and ongoing, training and 
support for municipalities should be developed. 

                   

7 

The Ministry of Environment and Spatial Planning should 
initiate a programme of engagement with all municipalities 
(this could take the form of a national forum for sharing of 
experience and knowledge). 

                   

8 

Key staff managing / operating waste treatment and disposal 
infrastructure should have appropriate certificates of 
professional competence. The certificates could be provided by 
appropriate educational institutes that already exist in Kosovo.     

                   

  Waste Data                    

1 
Implement a comprehensive data capture and monitoring 
scheme. 

                   

2 
Attempts should be made to account for the activity of the 
informal sector. 

                   

3 
Those managing data should seek to account for the 
incomplete coverage of the collection services in anticipation of 
more complete coverage. 

                   

  Targets and the Waste Hierarchy                    

1 
For municipal wastes the following recommendations are 
made: 

                   

1a 

Cascade national targets down to the municipal level (or 
region where more than one municipality collaborates for 
the purpose of planning) and instigate fines for failure to 
meet targets. 

                   

1b 
Set minimum standards of service provision for municipal 
waste collection, to be achieved within a specified time 
horizon. 

                   

1c 
Support reuse at recycling sites (civic amenity sites / 
container parks) and develop new sites where necessary. 

                   

1d 
Set standards for service provision for commercial 
premises. This would be linked to requirements upon 
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commercial producers to sort wastes once services are in 
place. 

1e 

Develop campaign materials for information provision and 
awareness raising on issues around waste prevention, 
recycling, the safe disposal of certain products (e.g. 
batteries and waste electrical and electronic equipment). 

                   

2 Introduce a deposit refund scheme.                    

3 
Introduce product taxes on single-use bags and disposable 
items. 

                   

4 
For industrial wastes, use the Industrial Emissions Directive to 
reduce hazardous waste generation. 

                   

5 

For construction & demolition wastes, instigate a voluntary 
initiative working with major developers and supplement this 
with refundable compliance bonds linked to site waste 
management plans. 

                   

6 Develop expertise in Green Public Procurement.                    

  Cost Recovery for Municipal Waste                    

1 

In line with the Law on Waste, Municipalities must set fees (and 
recover these fees) in such a way as to ensure that the full costs 
of waste management services are covered and that 
investments can be made to improve service provision over 
time.    

                   

2 
Responsibility for fee collection should be placed with 
municipalities, with commitments to pass on collected 
revenues to the public utility companies / contractors. 

                   

3 
Implementation of producer responsibility should ensure that 
producers fully support the relevant services which 
municipalities provide. 

Recommendation linked to Recommendation 3 under the theme of Legislation  

  Producer Responsibility                                       

1 
Implementing measures should respect the proposed Article 8a 
of the Waste Framework Directive. 

Recommendation linked to Recommendation 3 under the theme of Legislation  

2 
For packaging that arises in the municipal waste stream it is 
recommended that:  

  

2a 
There is one producer responsibility organisation (PRO), 
with not-for-profit status, and Board representation from 
producers. 

Recommendation linked to Recommendation 3 under the theme of Legislation  
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2b 

Municipalities are compensated by the PRO for the 
services they provide in accordance with an agreed 
approach (to be established between the Ministry of 
Environment and Spatial Planning, municipalities and the 
PRO). 

Recommendation linked to Recommendation 3 under the theme of Legislation  

2c 
A representative of the PRO has the right to influence the 
service offered by the municipalities / their contractors 
and sits on the Board of related municipal procurements. 

Recommendation linked to Recommendation 3 under the theme of Legislation  

2d 

The PRO takes ownership of, and is responsible for, the 
marketing of materials collected (with revenues used to 
offset the costs of the system to be supported by producer 
fees). 

Recommendation linked to Recommendation 3 under the theme of Legislation  

3 

For waste electrical and electronic equipment (WEEE), the 
emphasis on recycling of small WEEE should lie with the retailer 
take-back system. Sites akin to civic amenity sites / container 
parks should be developed with some support from the 
producer responsibility scheme. 

Recommendation linked to Recommendation 3 under the theme of Legislation  

4 
For batteries, the system should be based on retailer take-back, 
with allowance made for other collection routes (such as 
through door-to-door collection services). 

Recommendation linked to Recommendation 3 under the theme of Legislation  

5 

For packaging, it is suggested that a suitable time horizon 
would be for the targets in the existing Directive (94/62/EC, 
with various amendments) to be met by 2025, with the revised 
targets being set for 2029, 2033 and 2037. The shorter intervals 
between later targets are justifiable because: a) the targets are 
known well in advance; and b) the evolution in technology and 
packaging materials is likely to have progressed in line with 
what happens in other EU Member States. 

Recommendation linked to Recommendation 3 under the theme of Legislation  

6 

For WEEE, it is suggested that a suitable time horizon would be 
as follows: a. The collection rate target in Article 7 of Directive 
2012/19/EU for 2016 to be deferred to 2022, and the target for 
2019 to be deferred to 2025; and b. The recovery rates ought to 
require less of a derogation in time. We suggest those in Part 1 
of Annex V of the Directive should be met by 2020, with the 
targets in Part 2 being met between 2020 and 2023, and the 
targets in Part 3 met thereafter. 

Recommendation linked to Recommendation 3 under the theme of Legislation  
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 Key:  Preparation, planning, initial implementation  Ongoing implementation / enforcement 
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7 
For batteries, it is proposed that the collection targets in Article 
10 of Directive 2006/66/EC are deferred by 10 years – that is, to 
2022 and 2026 respectively. 

Recommendation linked to Recommendation 3 under the theme of Legislation  

8 

For end-of-life vehicles (ELVs), it is suggested that targets for 
reuse and recovery and reuse and recycling in Article 7a of 
Directive 2000/53/EC are met by 2020, and that the targets in 
Article 7b are met by 2025. 

Recommendation linked to Recommendation 3 under the theme of Legislation  

  Hazardous Waste Management                                       

1 
Industrial facilities should be encouraged to implement best 
available techniques to minimise the generation of hazardous 
waste associated with their processes 

                   

2 
Consideration should be given as to how the tariff will be set for 
the IPA-supported facility and how the costs of operation and 
aftercare will be recovered 

                   

3 

A review of the need for hazardous waste treatment, in 
anticipation of the IPA-funded treatment facility for hazardous 
waste, should be undertaken taking into account the expected 
flows of hazardous waste in the future. 

                   

4 

The countries of the region should seek to agree some limited 
exceptions to their ban on the import and transfer of hazardous 
waste to facilitate its passage to appropriate treatment facilities 
overseas. 

                   

5 
On the basis of a review of the nature and capacity of required 
treatment for medical wastes, facilities for treatment should be 
procured with support from central government 
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18.0 Roadmap Implementation Costs 

The Roadmap presented in Section 16.0 includes a number of recommendations, not all 
of which require costing due to their general nature. In this section cost estimates have 
been developed for some key recommendations and those where the availability of 
information allowed for a reasonable estimate to be made. Given the availability of data 
and scope of work a number of simplifying assumptions had to be made when 
calculating the costs presented in the sections below. The methodology and assumptions 
underpinning the cost calculations are described in Appendix A.2.0.  

Given the critical need to improve municipal waste management services the costs 
associated with this were analysed in some detail. Section 18.1 provides an estimate of 
the additional costs that may be incurred in order to enable Kosovo to meet the relevant 
EU targets relating to municipal waste. Section 18.2 provides an itemised breakdown of 
costs for a number of individual recommendations. 

18.1 Cost of Improving the Management of Municipal Waste 

This section provides some estimates of the various private costs that would be incurred 
in meeting key EU Directive targets, specifically, achieving the 50% recycling target for 
MSW and meeting targets associated with reducing the content of BMW in landfills. It is 
assumed that the time period over which these targets will be met is around 10 years. 

18.1.1 Capital Investment Costs 

Table 18-1 provides a summary of the estimated capital investment costs likely to be 
needed to meet the MSW recycling target of 50%. The low and high figures are 
generated based upon different assumptions for, inter alia, waste growth, vehicle type, 
collection scheme type, collection efficiencies and treatment plant technology. The 
methodology for calculating these costs is given in Appendix A.2.0. 

The figures show that a significant proportion of the total capital investment required is 
associated with collection infrastructure. In both the low and high scenarios (reflecting 
different distributions of the capacity, and different technologies) treatment or disposal 
account for around half the investment cost associated with collection infrastructure. 
This suggests that both funders, and the countries themselves, should consider how 
projects can be packaged in such a way that funding can be provided for multiple small-
scale investments (such as vehicles, containers, recycling centres / container parks and 
vehicle depots) rather than singular large scale investments (such as energy from waste 
plants). 



  141 

Table 18-1: Estimated Range in Capital Investment Costs over 10 years 
(million €, 2016 Real Term Prices) 

Capital Item Low Estimate High Estimate 

Collection 

Collection Vehicles € 19 € 46 

Collection Containers € 16 € 22 

Vehicle Depots € 4 € 23 

Sorting Plants € 0 € 22 

Recycling Centres / Container Parks € 1 € 1 

Treatment / Disposal     

Composting (low estimate), Anaerobic Digestion (high estimate) € 14 € 56 

Landfill € 24 € 32 

Totals     

Total Collection € 40 € 114 

Total Treatment / Disposal € 38 € 88 

Grand Total € 77 € 202 

 

Table 18-2 presents the capacity required for additional biowaste treatment and sanitary 
landfill capacity required at an assumed municipal waste recycling rate of 50% in 2026. 
The variation in the capacity required in the low and high estimates is due to different 
assumptions around the future growth of waste arisings. We also show the total amount 
of residual waste required to be managed in 2026. If it is assumed that longer term 
targets under the proposed circular economy package are to be met, then the maximum 
amount of treatment capacity of residual waste that should be considered in the 
medium- to long-term is between 325k and 369k tonnes per annum.  
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Table 18-2: Estimated Treatment and Disposal Capacity Required to 
Achieve 50% Municipal Waste Recycling in 2026 (Thousand Tonnes per 
Annum Assuming no Reduction in Existing Capacity) 

Item Low Estimate High Estimate 

Sanitary Landfill 118 191 

Composting / Anaerobic Digestion 162 185 

Total Residual Waste Treatment / Disposal 
Required 

542 615 

 

18.1.2 Overall Collection Costs (Per Household) 

Using a methodology consistent with that used to develop the European Environment 
Agency’s European Reference Model on Municipal Waste Management, the estimated 
total annual costs for MSW collection are calculated.52 Both current costs, and those 
costs likely to be required to meet the 50% MSW recycling target, are estimated. Costs 
include, inter alia, amortised capital expenditures, maintenance, labour, fuel, insurances, 
sorting, bulking and the sale of recyclable material to reprocessors. 

Current costs are associated with widespread use of bring sites where householders take 
waste to collection points for disposal and recycling. Costs required to meet the 50% 
target are associated with service improvements to the collection system as well as civic 
amenity sites (container parks). There is likely to be a large range around these costs 
depending upon the exact service configuration, so they should be considered as 
indicative. 

Table 18-3: Estimated Collection Costs per Household, € 2016 Real Term 
Prices 

Cost Value 

Current Collection Cost  (a) € 20 

Collection Cost to Meet the 50% Recycling Target (b) € 43 

Additional Cost (b - a) € 23 

 

                                                      

 

52 European Environment Agency, Topic Centre on Waste and Materials in a Green Economy (2016) The 
European Reference Model on Municipal Waste, Date Accessed: 3rd June 2016, Available at: https://etc-
wmge.vito.be/node/11  

https://etc-wmge.vito.be/node/11
https://etc-wmge.vito.be/node/11
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18.1.3 Treatment / Disposal Costs (Per Household) 

The per household collection costs have been estimated above. The treatment and 
disposal costs are also estimated, and given in Table 18-4. The assumptions regarding 
the costs of treatment and disposal are in Appendix A.2.2. 

Table 18-4: Estimated Treatment / Disposal Costs per Household, € 2016 
Real Term Prices 

 Current @ 50% Recycling Rate 
(est. 10 years from now) 

Waste Arisings, kg per Household 2,381 2,782 

Biowaste Composting, kg per Household 0 417 

Landfilling, kg per Household 2,143 1,391 

Total Treatment / Disposal cost, € per Household € 32 € 77 

Additional Cost, € per Household   € 45 

 

18.1.4 Net Annual Cost (Per Household) 

The total per household costs are summarised in Table 18-5. These figures show that the 
total cost of meeting the 50% MSW recycling target is likely to be around €120 per 
household. However, some of this cost can be met through PRO schemes funding the 
collection of packaging, and other, wastes. The estimated contribution from PROs is €15 
per household. Therefore, municipalities should make preparations to increase funding 
by around €53 per household compared to current levels to pay for the required 
services. Of this, a large proportion is due to the increase in funding for collections 
services, as opposed to treatment and disposal. 

It is noted that the costs for Kosovo are higher than the other countries studied in this 
report. This is mostly due to the high per household waste arisings figure that is 
calculated when using the official data (see Appendix A.2.1.2). If the data issue were 
addressed the costs would be more similar to those presented for the other countries. 
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Table 18-5: Estimated Total Costs per Household, € 2016 Real Term Prices  

Cost Current @ 50% Recycling Net 

Collection € 20 € 43 € 23 

Treatment / Disposal € 32 € 77 € 45 

Sub-Total € 52 € 120 € 68 

Contribution from PROs   -€ 15 -€ 15 

Total Cost to Municipalities € 52 € 105 € 53 

 

18.2 Itemised Costs for Key Recommendations 

Itemised costs for a number of the Roadmap recommendations are provided in Table 
18-6. Under each recommendation a brief description of the key assumptions are 
provided in order to contextualise the financial costs that are presented. These figures 
are intended to be high level estimates and only provide an indicative overview of what 
the possible costs may be. No account has been taken for possible multiplier or 
interactions between different recommendations.    

Table 18-6: Cost Estimates for Roadmap Recommendations (all Prices 
Shown in € 2016 Real Term Prices) 

Recommendation Cost Estimate 

Regulatory Matters 

Remediation actions should be designed, 
depending on the size, location and the 
composition of the waste in the site. 

Assuming a similar level of illegal dumpsites as other 
countries in the region, there are likely to be between 
350 and 900 illegal dumpsites requiring closure and 
remediation. The costs of closure and remediation will 
depend on the size, waste types and location of these 
sites. The Strategy on Waste Management 201353 (2013 
Strategy) commits a €10 million budget to the 
elimination of illegal landfills and contaminated sites. 
The full cost of their remediation is highly uncertain and 
but is estimated to cost in total between €2 million and 
€52 million. 

                                                      

 

53  
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Recommendation Cost Estimate 

Take the necessary enforcement action to prevent 
new illegal sites from emerging (this applies to all 
forms of waste, including municipal waste and 
construction, demolition and excavation waste). 

Based on past work into waste crime budgets, we 
recommend an increase annual spend on waste crime 
detection and enforcement to €0.07 per capita – that is, 
€130k – per annum. 

Permitting and inspection functions should be 
brought together. It would be preferable for there 
to be a national service with permitting and 
inspection functions linked, and where there are 
no conflicts between the inspection function and 
the ownership / operation / tariff setting at 
facilities being inspected. Local inspections would 
be undertaken by a local arm of the national 
service. 

A single national service to cover both inspection and 
permitting may deliver cost-savings over the current 
arrangements. These benefits may include: 

 The ability to prioritise and conduct 
inspections based on assessments made during 
the issuing of permits, so increasing the 
efficiency of inspections; 

 Administrative savings through having 
centralised management of databases and 
records; and  

 Ensuring the inspection system operates 
without potential conflicts of interest (between 
the inspection and ownership/operation/fee-
setting of the facilities). 

It is difficult to quantify the exact level of cost savings 
that may be achieved and no estimates are provided 
here, although they could be substantial.  

Waste Management Planning 

The waste management plan should be re-
developed to be fully compliant with Article 28 of 
the Waste Framework Directive. 

The re-development of waste management plan is 
estimated to cost approximately €500k if procured 
externally, especially if including a SEA. A preferable 
approach would be for the plan to be developed by 
officials with external oversight and training. This would 
assist in the development of capacity locally. 

As part of this process, a waste prevention 
programme should be developed. 

The creation of waste prevention programme within 
the plan is estimated to cost approximately €150k. 

Administrative Capacity 

The number of inspectors should be increased. 

We estimate a minimum requirement of the equivalent 
of 12 FTE inspectors focused on waste management, 
within a wider environmental inspectorate of at least 56 
inspectors.  

The current size of the inspectorate at the national and 
municipal level is unknown – therefore this requirement 
could cost up to an additional €74 thousand, including 
resources for equipment and travel. 

We would expect this inspection resource to need to 
grow each year to incorporate additional permitting 
and inspection functions, due to the continued 
development of more waste management facilities and 
the strengthening of producer responsibility legislation. 
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Recommendation Cost Estimate 

Ministries should increase their staffing for waste 
management to a team of at least 4-10. 

This is estimated to cost between €54 and €122 
thousand, depending on the current level of staffing.  

Municipalities should gear up their staffing for 
waste management. As a guideline, the staffing 
levels for a well-functioning system may need to 
be of the order of 1-2 FTEs per municipality, 
excluding any operational staff and any staff 
involved in monitoring and inspection. 

The cost of increasing staffing to 3 FTE per municipality 
(from an assumed current average of 1 FTE), and the 
employment of 1 additional FTE per municipality to 
assist with education and enforcement in the shift to 
compliant waste disposal practice, is estimated at €1.5 
million per annum. 

See the Appendix section A.2.3.2 for the breakdown of 
this illustrative resource into grades and roles.  

Ministry staff would benefit from enhanced 
competence in terms of the implementation of key 
measures, and in respect of procurement to the 
extent that it affects their activities (for example, 
in respect of hazardous waste, and in respect of 
supporting municipalities in packaging and 
procuring their services and facilities). A 
programme of training activities oriented to these 
areas should be developed. 

The set-up of a training role, and the coordination and 
delivery of training activities across the Ministry, is 
estimated to cost €50 thousand in initial set-up and 
external training, and €18.5 thousand per annum 
ongoing. 

The Ministry of Environment and Spatial Planning 
should initiate a programme of engagement with 
all municipalities (this could take the form of a 
national forum for sharing of experience and 
knowledge). 

A per capita budget similar to the body WRAP in the UK 
would provide €0.6 million to cover a range of activities 
including: 

 The training of municipal and regional staff on 
collections, procurement, and recycling 
markets, along with the development of the 
required resources; 

 A programme of funded support to 
municipalities for development and 
improvement of recycling; and 

 An outreach element to build a community of 
practice. 

MESP should initiate a programme of engagement 
with all municipalities, aimed at developing a 
collaborative spirit in the approach to dealing with 
the challenges of the acquis. 

This programme is largely cost-neutral, as it should 
largely be conducted in the course of the development 
of strategies and plans in job roles covered elsewhere. 
However, one government official and one 
administrative post is recommended to coordinate the 
programme and maintain positive dialogue with regions 
and municipalities. Including travel and venue costs for 
regular meetings with municipalities, this is estimated 
at €37 thousand.  

Data 
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Recommendation Cost Estimate 

Implement a comprehensive data capture and 
monitoring scheme based on electronic tracking 
and reporting of data from generator, through to 
collector, and then, to the subsequent handlers of 
waste, and building, as far as possible, on the WIS. 
In addition, a) ensure that the data is collected 
according to what is required (as above) and b) to 
ensure municipalities and waste operatives are 
trained in its use, and report data in the intended 
manner. 

The development of IT system is estimated at €1.4 - €4 
million, and the maintenance at €180 thousand per 
annum. 

A team of 5 FTE are assumed to be required to manage 
the system and process the data, and to provide 
promotion and support to municipalities, at €35 
thousand per annum. Provision of adequate training to 
municipalities and operatives would cost in the region 
of €19 thousand. There may be offsetting savings 
related to the existing approach to data capture. There 
may be additional costs to businesses in the transition, 
but the costs should be lower than what should be 
happening without electronic tracking. 

Targets and the Waste Hierarchy 

Cascade national targets down to the municipal 
level (or region where more than one municipality 
collaborates for the purpose of planning) and 
instigate fines for failure to meet targets. 

The costs for this, in relation to municipal waste, are 
covered in Section 18.1.  

Develop campaign materials for information 
provision and awareness raising on issues around 
waste prevention, recycling, the safe disposal of 
certain products (e.g. batteries and waste electrical 
and electronic equipment). 

A basic spend of €1.5 per household is recommended, 
costing €446k per annum. 

The 2013 Strategy commits a budget of €3 million to 
education and awareness between 2013-2019, 
equivalent to €429k annually.  

This recommendation is therefore in line with existing 
budgets, and the additional cost is minor.  

In order to scale up the impact further, increasing spend 
to €2 per household would cost an additional €165k per 
annum. 

Introduce product taxes on single-use bags and 
disposable items. 

Introduce product taxes on single-use bags and 
disposable items. have the potential to generate 
revenue to help fund waste management 
improvements. As an example, a €0.03 levy on single-
use plastic bags is estimated to cost €0.5 million to 
implement and €0.25 million to administer and enforce, 
but has the potential to raise up to €3.3 million in 
revenues whilst significantly reducing usage and the 
associated clean-up and environmental damage costs. 

Producer Responsibility 

Kosovo should implement measures to ensure that 
producer responsibility targets are met in future. 
These measures should respect The principles set 
out in the proposed Article 8a of the Waste 
Framework Directive. 

If producer responsibility is implemented in line with 
the proposed Article 8a, then it follows that the costs 
would be visited on producers and importers. The total 
costs to producers and importers is difficult to estimate 
in full, but might be expected to be of the order €10 -
€15 per household, or €3.0 - €4.5 million, in the 
medium- to long-term. 
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19.0 Financing Waste Management Services 

The Roadmap includes measures to ensure that the full cost of waste management can 
be recovered by municipalities and organisations managing other waste streams. Full 
cost recovery is essential to ensure that the system is self-funding and sustainable in the 
longer-term.  

In principle, if a system has the right incentives in place, and if actors have confidence 
that they will be paid for the services they deliver, then there is likely to be scope for 
entrepreneurial investment in the sector. In addition, governments and local 
government may be able to borrow on capital markets to support new investments if 
they are sufficiently creditworthy. On the other hand, there are various sources of 
funding available to if access to finance is limited. These may be helpful in ensuring that 
improvements can be made and essential infrastructure is developed.  

The aim of this section is describe the sources of funding available, provide some 
examples of organisations that are funding waste related projects in the West Balkans, 
and some of the challenges to obtaining funding. The findings presented in this section 
are based on a review of the literature, interviews with a number of international 
financial institutions (IFIs) and funding bodies operating in the West Balkans, and the 
experience of the project team.54      

19.1 Types of Funding 

A distinction can be made between the way in which long-term infrastructure projects 
are financed and how ongoing operational and maintenance costs are funded. The main 
types of funding for long-term infrastructure include: 

1) State budget – projects may be financed (or co-financed) directly from central or 
local government budgets.  

2) Loans – provided by commercial banks, bi-lateral (e.g. KfW) and/or multilateral 
development finance institutions (e.g. EBRD). Loans can take different forms and 
a development loan will be tailored, specifically, to the nature of the particular 
project, the characteristics of the borrower, and the country involved. 
Development loans may be in the form of ‘soft’ or ‘hard’ / ‘commercial’ loans:  

 Soft loans – these are loans offered at interest rates below prevailing market 
rates, and are often combined with other incentives such as grants or 
subsidies. The terms of repayment may be more flexible, for example, grace 

                                                      

 

54 The project team contacted the following organisations for interviews and spoke to a number of desk 
officers who are based in the West Balkans: European Bank for Reconstruction and Development (EBRD), 
Instrument for Pre-Accession Assistance (IPA), European Investment Bank (EIB), KfW, Small Enterprise 
Assistance Funds, the European Commission’s Technical Assistance and Information Exchange (TAIEX) 
instrument, and the World Bank. 
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periods may be given before repayments need to begin, and the time horizon 
over which the loan has to be repaid may be longer than for hard loans.  

 Hard / commercial loans – these are loans which reflect current market 
interest rates. The interest rate may be fixed or it may be a floating interest 
rate with a cap. The repayment terms are typically more stringent than for 
soft loans.  

3) Guarantees – provided by bi-lateral and/or multilateral financing institutions. A 
guarantee effectively implies that the guarantor will take responsibility for an 
organisation’s financial obligations if it cannot meet them for any particular 
reason. Guarantees may be of an ‘all risk’ nature, or ‘partial risk’, the terms 
referring to the extent to which responsibility is taken on by the guarantor.  

4) Grants – in-kind funding that does do not require repayment. Grants are 
awarded by central government to regional or local bodies, and by national 
donor agencies (e.g. JICA, GIZ, USAID, SIDA), international organisations (e.g. 
EuropeAid, EU), and, to a lesser extent, IFIs (some IFIs will offer grants as part of a 
loan to help ensure that the necessary structures can put but in place to ensure 
that the loan can to be repaid). 

5) Public equity financing – the EBRD, for example, can take an equity stake ranging 
from €2 million to €100 million in industry, infrastructure and the financial sector 
if it is expected that there will be an appropriate return on investment. IFIs will 
tend to only take a minority stake and will have a clear exit strategy. 

6) Private equity financing – as above, but equity finance is provided by the private 
sector which typically invests for a short period of time with a clear exit strategy 
that will allow for a rate of return on the investment commensurate with the risk 
(and the objectives of the investor). 

7) Extended producer responsibility schemes – as indicated above, under such 
schemes, producers who place products on the market are required to finance 
the management of their products at the end of their lives (e.g. collection costs 
and treatment/disposal costs). Producers’ funds can be used – directly, or 
indirectly – to invest in improved waste management in order to achieve the 
stipulated recycling targets. This may be a key (if not, the only required) source of 
funding used to cover the costs of collection and treatment infrastructure for a 
number of waste streams (e.g. packaging, batteries and accumulators, EEE, and 
ELVs). 

The above sources of funding can, within reason (and within the rules set by the funder), 
be used in various ways. They are not mutually exclusive and are sometimes combined in 
the form of blending or co-financing. One funder may combine several funding 
mechanisms or facilitate co-financing from other institutions. The lead funders’ role may 
be to mobilise domestic and foreign capital and introduce borrowers to the international 
debt market, in order to maximise funding and create appropriate funding structures. 
IFIs will often only fund projects where their involvement is critical for opening up other 
sources of funding, rather than situations where they simply replace private finance. This 
is an important point to note since for many investments, governments (and local 
authorities) might well be advised to resort to borrowing themselves (especially if the 
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cost of borrowing may be lower) or to establish PPP arrangements that look to bidders 
to provide the finance themselves. In other words, the ‘donor’ route, in which 
governments seek financing for projects from various sources to fund projects directly, is 
one of a number of possible options for governments. Indeed, as systems develop, and 
as implementation and enforcement improves in the countries under examination, so 
funders are more likely to take the view that revenue streams are more secure, so that 
projects which essentially entail borrowing against these become more bankable. 

19.2 Sources of Funding 

Table 19-1 provides a few examples of IFIs and funding sources that currently operate in 
the West Balkans and which are known to fund waste related projects and associated 
activities. The intention is to signpost various sources of funding and identify some of the 
key requirements in terms of securing funding from these institutions. There are 
numerous development banks, donor agencies, private investors and IFIs operating in 
the West Balkans and this is not an exhaustive list. For instance, the Nordic Investment 
Bank has not been included here although it may, like the German development bank 
KFW, also fund waste related projects (as far as the project team is aware, the Nordic 
Investment Bank has financed one telecommunications project in Serbia). All of the 
organisations identified in Table 19-1 operate across the six countries that are included 
in this study. Most of them have desk officers based in the region who can easily be 
contacted for further information and details about the services that they offer.  

The organisations listed in Table 19-1 have invested in a range of projects, many of 
which, given the prevalence of illegal dumping and non-sanitary landfills, have focused 
on constructing sanitary landfills that are compliant with EU standards, and closure of 
old ones. However, investments have also been issued for recycling related projects. The 
EBRD, for example, has provided €2 million of equity finance to support Albania’s largest 
manufacturer of corrugated cardboard and packaging. The funds were used to support a 
new recycled-paper production line and to establish waste paper recycling networks 
throughout Albania. The funds helped the company to cut costs by reducing the 
company’s reliance on paper imports for its manufacturing processes. IFIs have also 
been investing in a number of municipal projects where they have funded collection 
infrastructure, such as, vehicles and transfer stations. 

Appendix A.3.0 summarises, for each of the six countries covered by this study, a 
number of relevant projects that have been financed by some of the organisations listed 
in Table 19-1.  This is not intended to be an exhaustive list of projects, but is simply 
aimed at providing an overview of the types of projects that have been funded in the 
West Balkans.  

 



  151 

Table 19-1: Examples of Financing Options Available in the West Balkans  

Name of Fund 
Type of Funding 

Funders General Description Total Budget 
Grant Loan 

European Bank for 
Reconstruction and 
Development (EBRD) 

  EU 

The EBRD offers financial products 
tailored to each client. Prospective 
clients have to demonstrate that their 
proposed project, or business, meets the 
minimum requirements to be eligible to 
be considered for EBRD involvement. 
EBRD covers a range of sectors including 
municipal infrastructure and power and 
energy. 

Total budget for the 
West Balkans € 883 
million in 2015 (€1,003 
million in 2014).  

European Investment 
Bank (EIB)   Capital markets 

EU’s largest multilateral borrower and 
lender by volume, they provide finance 
and expertise for sound and sustainable 
investment projects which contribute to 
furthering EU policy objectives.  

EIB supports ‘projects that make a 
significant contribution to growth and 
employment in Europe.’ Activities focus 
on four priority areas including 
environment and climate and 
infrastructure.  

The EIB signed loans 
worth €381 million in 
2014 and made 
disbursements of €452 
million. See Figure 19-1 
below for investments 
made between 2010 
and 2014. 

Instrument for Pre-
Accession Assistance 
(IPA) 

  EU 

Financing under this single umbrella is 
provided through five "components". 
One of the components is regional 
development - providing support to 
transport, environment infrastructure 
and enhancing competitiveness and 

IPA II €11.7 billion for 
the period 2014-2020. 
Current beneficiaries 
include: Albania, Bosnia 
and Herzegovina, the 
Former Yugoslav 
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Name of Fund 
Type of Funding 

Funders General Description Total Budget 
Grant Loan 

reducing regional disparities. Unlike 
some of the other IFIs listed in this table, 
IPA provides extensive grant funding for 
technical assistance. 

Republic of Macedonia, 
Kosovo, Montenegro, 
Serbia, and Turkey. 

KfW Development Bank   Capital markets, German 
federal government 

KfW is a German government-owned 
development bank. It provides financing 
to governments, public enterprises and 
SMEs. It does so through promotional 
loans, soft loans and grants. 

In 2013 the KfW 
development bank had 
total budget funds of 
€1.8 billion and total 
commitments of €5.3 
billion. Of this, budget 
funds covering Europe 
and the Caucasus 
amount to €83 million 
(5%), with total 
commitments of €721 
million (14%).    

Japan International 
Cooperation Agency 
(JICA) 

  Japanese Government and 
investors 

JICA aims to contribute to the promotion 
of international cooperation as well as 
the sound development of Japanese and 
global economy by supporting the 
socioeconomic development, recovery or 
economic stability of developing regions. 

Total global budget of 7 
trillion 877 billion yen 
(€15.5 billion) for the 
2014 fiscal year. 

Swedish International 
Development 
Cooperation Agency 
(SIDA) 

  Swedish government 

SIDA’s 2014 – 2020 strategy in the West 
Balkans is based on three core areas: 1. 
enhanced economic integration with the 
EU and development of market 
economy; 2 strengthened democracy, 
greater respect for human rights and a 

The SIDA allocation for 
the West Balkans was 
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Name of Fund 
Type of Funding 

Funders General Description Total Budget 
Grant Loan 

more fully developed state under the 
rule of law; and 3. A better environment, 
reduced climate impact and enhanced 
resilience to environmental impact and 
climate change.  As a development 
agency SIDA has funder a number of 
projects which have focused on technical 
assistance rather than just capital 
intensive projects. 

SEK 470 million (€50.8 
million) 55 in 2013. 

 

Technical Assistance 
and Information 
Exchange instrument 
(TAIEX) 

  
European Commission / EU 
member states 

TAIEX supports public administrations 
with regard to the approximation, 
application and enforcement of EU 
legislation as well as facilitating the 
sharing of EU best practices. It is largely 
needs-driven and delivers appropriate 
tailor-made expertise to address issues 
at short notice in three ways: workshops, 
expert missions and study visits. 

€38.5 million 2006-2013 
(EU wide)  

Western Balkans 
Investment Framework 
(WBIF) 

  

European Commission (EC); 
Council of Europe 
Development Bank (CEB); 
European Bank for 
Reconstruction and 
Development (EBRD); 

This provides a joint grant facility and a 
joint lending facility for priority 
investments in the Western Balkans. The 
objective is to simplify access to credit by 
pooling and coordinating different 
sources of finance and technical 

€335.4 million in grants 
with (indicative) €7.1 
billion in loans 2008-
2014. 

                                                      

 

55 Currency converted using www.xe.com on 9th June 2016, SEK 1 = €0.108029. 

http://www.xe.com/
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Name of Fund 
Type of Funding 

Funders General Description Total Budget 
Grant Loan 

European Investment Bank 
(EIB); KfW; World Bank (WB) 

assistance, with a focus on infrastructure 
sectors, including solid waste 
management. 

World Bank Group   

The World Bank Group 
consists of five organizations: 
the International Bank for 
Reconstruction and 
Development (IBRD); the 
International Development 
Association (IDA); the 
International Finance 
Corporation (IFC); the 
Multilateral Investment 
Guarantee Agency (MIGA); 
and the International Centre 
for Settlement of Investment 
Disputes (ICSID). 

Financial and technical assistance to 
developing countries around the world. 
They provide low-interest loans, zero to 
low-interest credits, and grants to 
developing countries. These support a 
wide array of investments in such areas 
as education, health, public 
administration, infrastructure, financial 
and private sector development, 
agriculture, and environmental and 
natural resource management. Some 
projects are co-financed with 
governments, other multilateral 
institutions, commercial banks, export 
credit agencies, and private sector 
investors. They also provide or facilitate 
financing through trust fund partnerships 
with bilateral and multilateral donors. 

US$ 42.5 billion in 2015 
(worldwide budget) 
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The EIB is reportedly the leading international financier in the West Balkans and has 
been operating in the region since the mid-1970s. Over the last ten years the bank has 
financed projects totally €6.8 billion and is now working closely with the Western 
Balkans Investment Framework (WBIF).56 The value of the loans signed and 
disbursements made by the EIB between 2010 and 2014 is shown in Figure 19-1. 

Figure 19-1: Loans Signed and Disbursements in the Western Balkans 
between 2010 to 2014 (million €) 

 

Source: European Investment Bank (2015) The EIB in the Western Balkans, February 2015, 
www.eib.org/attachments/country/factsheet_western_balkans_2014_en.pdf  

 

19.3 Funding Criteria 

Several IFIs have defined a minimum threshold for the loan amount. The minimum 
amount for an EBRD loan, for example, is reported to be €5 million, although this can be 
smaller in some countries.57 Discussions with IFI desk officers in the West Balkans 
suggested there is flexibility in the minimum value of loans and that they are tailored to 
the specific context within each country. A number of the projects fund multiple 
municipal services which, if combined with waste services, could help to increase the 

                                                      

 

56 European Investment Bank (2015) The EIB in the Western Balkans, February 2015, 
www.eib.org/attachments/country/factsheet_western_balkans_2014_en.pdf  

57 European Bank of Reconstruction and Development (2013) Guide to EBRD Financing, September 2013, 
www.ebrd.com/downloads/research/factsheets/guidetofinancing.pdf  
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overall size of what might be smaller projects. Likewise, many projects also work across 
two or more municipalities or regions on larger scale investments.   

Any waste management project which is seeking international financing will need to be 
able to demonstrate that a number of criteria are fulfilled in order to be eligible for 
support and to give the lender confidence in their investment. Specific criteria may vary 
from institution to institution, but the essential elements are as follows:  

 The loan must be above a certain minimum threshold;  

 The project must benefit the local economy; 

 The project must satisfy national banking and environmental standards, and 
often more exacting standards (such as EU standards). The project must be 
able to obtain the necessary consents and permits;  

 The project sponsor must demonstrate that a market review has been 
undertaken including an analysis of current conditions; 

 Implementation plans, including details of any technical assistance required, 
need to be developed;  

 Additional sources of funding must be identified;   

 Full cost accounting. The capital expenditure and operational expenditures 
required for the duration of the project need to be fully estimated. The 
operational expenditure in particular needs to be clearly defined and 
separated out from other services, particularly where it is being provided 
alongside other municipal services such as water and electricity; and  

 Full cost recovery: the lender will require assurance that the operational costs 
are sustainable, and therefore, the borrower will meet the repayment 
requirements. 

Additional considerations that will need to be considered for any loan include: 

 The currency of the loan;  

 The credit risk involved and who will bear this risk;  

 The form of loan security i.e. whether it is secured against assets, shares or 
equity (many IFIs may take an equity stake, but will often devise an exit 
strategy, to be implemented after a certain period of time); and 

 The length of the loan – which can range from as little as one year to as long 
as 25 to 30 years (or more). 

19.4 Challenges to Financing Waste Infrastructure 

There are a number of challenges faced by the West Balkan countries in gaining access 
to funding for improvements in waste management. There are, reportedly, plenty of 
funds available to be invested in the region, but the main limiting factor is the lack of 
viable projects – that is, sustainable projects that can provide a reasonable level of 
assurance that the loans can be repaid over time.  

Some of the key challenges identified in the literature and through interviews with desk 
officers are summarised below:   
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 Lack of full cost accounting (FCA) – a challenge in many of the West Balkan 
countries is that many regions / municipalities do not have a clear idea of 
how much waste collection and treatment / disposal services currently cost 
(e.g. because they are incorporated with other services such as water and 
sewage). In many cases, there is even less clarity about the future 
investments that will be required in order to ensure that their collection and 
treatment infrastructure can deliver the necessary performance to achieve 
EU recycling targets. FCA is essential to understand the amount that needs to 
be recovered in order to effectively deliver current services and invest in 
future improvements / developments. FCA is a systematic approach to 
identifying, calculating, and reporting the actual costs of municipal waste 
management. FCA takes into account past and future expenditures, oversight 
and support service costs, and operating costs. FCA helps to make better 
decisions about local waste management, to increase the efficiency of 
services, and better plan for the future. FCA can also help to compile the 
detailed cost information that must be communicated to the public, when the 
rates are increased to recover the full cost, with a view to make the increases 
acceptable to households. The detailed cost information will also be 
necessary if a local government puts together an application for a loan from a 
financial institution. 

 Lack of cost recovery mechanisms – successful waste management requires, 
among other things, sufficient and sustainable waste collection, transfer, 
treatment and disposal infrastructure. In order for waste management 
systems to become truly sustainable it is essential that the government, 
regions and municipalities are able to ensure that the revenues necessary to 
support the financial model are forthcoming. This is essential to ensure the 
necessary investments can be made in collection / treatment infrastructure 
and in protecting the environment (e.g. remediating dumpsites and clamping 
down on illegal activity). Indeed, this is a central component of any waste 
management system, the importance of which cannot be underestimated. 
Other than where grants are available, full cost recovery for municipal waste 
services is an issue that needs urgent attention. 

 Ensuring that investments are sustainable and can yield an appropriate level 
of return – this is closely linked to the above and the experience in this area 
has been very mixed in the West Balkans. There are a number of examples 
where investments have been made in projects that could not develop a 
sustainable flow of revenue over the medium- to longer-term. This 
compromises the ability of any project to repay loans. It is essential to put in 
place mechanisms to ensure that returns to debt and equity funders can be 
supported through revenue streams from, for example, user fees, materials 
sales, energy sales, etc. Some of the funds issued to the countries include a 
grace period before loans have to start being repaid. This allows time for 
facilities to become operational and /or for appropriate cost recovery 
mechanisms to be put in place.     
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 Low levels of knowledge about IFIs and donors – a lack of knowledge about 
the available funding options means that opportunities to secure external 
investment may be missed.   

 Identification of appropriate projects and limited experience of preparing 
project proposals for IFIs – due to limited resources and skills shortages it is 
challenging to find the right people with the correct skills to identify 
appropriate projects, and undertake the necessary preparatory work.  

 Uncertain ownership of projects – unclear divisions of responsibility between 
different government departments / agencies and ad hoc decision making can 
lead to uncertain ownership of projects and a lack of buy in from key 
stakeholders. For example, municipalities often do not have the capacity to 
develop feasibility studies and carry through with project inception and 
delivery. They may, therefore, be reliant on national government to 
undertake / assist with this work which can lead to conflicts and challenges 
with coordination and ownership of projects. This can make it more 
challenging to secure the necessary political backing from municipal 
authorities. 

 Institutional issues – these can pose additional challenges for solid waste 
management projects. For example, land acquisition can be a slow process 
which can impact negatively on timely project preparation / delivery. 

 Technical and language skills – limitations in these areas can make it hard to 
see a project through it various stages from inception, through to delivery, 
and finally on into the operational phase. 

 Making sure that projects can be appropriately managed over the longer-
term – an issue with a number of IFIs is that they invest in new infrastructure 
but frequently do not give sufficient attention to the long-term management 
and upkeep of the facilities that they fund. Investors should, generally, ensure 
that newly constructed facilities remain viable and do not enter a state of 
disrepair just a few years after they had been completed. Sometimes this is 
down to inappropriate structuring of projects, notably where facilities are 
transferred to local operators with insufficient knowledge to operate them. 
Build-own-transfer (BOT) structures also lend themselves to contractors 
building inappropriate facilities (especially if there are no contractual 
incentives related to performance). 

 Limited ‘fiscal space’ – Another issue also appears to be the capacity of 
Western Balkan countries to absorb lending relative to the level of need. As 
long as capacity to develop and prepare projects is limited, then the flow of 
finance will be constrained. Projects may also take a very long period of time 
to prepare. In such situations, a process of prioritisation occurs (implicitly or 
explicitly) in terms of deciding how investments should be spread over 
different sectors (e.g. transport, energy, education, environment and so on). 
According to the European Commission, “Investments in the region are 
significantly limited due to borrowing capacities or ‘fiscal space’.” In a review 
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of the performance of Western Balkan Investment Framework, it was 
recommended that:  

“…growth can be effectively stimulated by revising the concept of fiscal 
space. The European Commission should initiate a facilitated policy 
dialogue with WB [West Balkan] countries and international financial 
and monetary institutions, as well as bilateral donors, in order to 
increase the space for investments (the capacity to borrow) that are 
highly needed and economically viable.” 58 

There is clearly a programme of investment to be undertaken in developing new 
landfills, upgrading those existing ones for which upgrading is an option, and closing and 
remediating the remainder (this being a key condition for the newer sites to recover 
their full costs). The countries of the region also have major issues with hazardous waste, 
and dealing with hotspots associated with past (and some current) industrial activity. 

Apart from these investments, one of the challenges which faces those looking to 
support projects in the Western Balkans countries, as well as the countries themselves, 
is that if they are to significantly improve recycling rates and move into closer alignment 
with the EU acquis, they will have to intensify efforts in respect of separate collection. 
This applies not only to the materials already highlighted in the existing Waste 
Framework Directive, but, given the targets being anticipated in proposed revisions to 
the Directive, and the provisions of the proposed Article 22 in respect of separate 
collection of biowaste, also to biowaste (which typically accounts for 50% or so of 
municipal waste in the region).59 The emphasis of change in the waste management 
services will likely be on the collection services, not on major capital investments.  

Many of the donors and IFIs – including the European Commission – have very little by 
way of track record in investing in projects which deliver very high rates of recycling 
through separate collection. Rather, the tendency has been to support capital projects 
through loans (and grants). The nature of well-designed collection services is that the 
bulk of the costs might not be ones for which loan finance is especially appropriate: this 
may be the case where vehicles and containers are concerned, or where facilities for the 
treatment of biowaste are needed, or where civic amenity sites and container parks, or 
depots / bulking facilities / transfer stations are concerned. These are not necessarily 
major investments, and they might not be attractive to some funders. In any event, 
unless these types of equipment are being funded through grants (as opposed to loans), 
then the mechanism for cost recovery and repayment has to be clear, and this has to be 

                                                      

 

58 European Commission (2015) Evaluation of Western Balkans Investment Framework (WBIF) – Final 
Evaluation Report, December 2015, 
http://ec.europa.eu/enlargement/pdf/financial_assistance/phare/evaluation/2015/2014_352812_1_final
_evaluation_report.pdf  
59 The Commission’s revised legislative proposals for six waste Directives can be found here: European 
Commission (2016) Circular Economy Strategy, Date Accessed: 7th May 2016, Available at: 
http://ec.europa.eu/environment/circular-economy/index_en.htm 

http://ec.europa.eu/enlargement/pdf/financial_assistance/phare/evaluation/2015/2014_352812_1_final_evaluation_report.pdf
http://ec.europa.eu/enlargement/pdf/financial_assistance/phare/evaluation/2015/2014_352812_1_final_evaluation_report.pdf
http://ec.europa.eu/environment/circular-economy/index_en.htm
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through the collection of revenues from residents and businesses. This will potentially be 
through the local / national tax system (rather than seeking to collect separate user fees 
as is common today).  

In general, and especially given the current mode of (and low efficiency of) cost recovery 
for municipal waste across the region, the countries of the region have not made it clear 
to the municipalities what the likely change in the necessary revenue stream might be. 
Equally, municipalities will be aware that in order to make the changes that they are 
being asked to make, the costs of managing waste will rise, implying a need to gain 
additional revenues. 

19.5 Summary 

There are a number of organisations investing in the West Balkans at present. 
Conversations with a number of IFIs and EU funds highlighted the importance of full cost 
recovery for ensuring that where loans are made available, they can be repaid, and the 
long-term sustainability of the projects is made secure.  

Historically, little has been done to ensure that mechanisms were put in place to ensure 
that the ongoing management of newly built facilities / services did not lead to their 
rapid decline. Lessons have supposedly been learnt in this regard and the rigorous 
approach to developing new projects and undertaking the required due diligence means 
that local and regional staff frequently struggle to prepare projects of an appropriate 
standard. However, there is still evidence of inappropriately structured projects being 
funded in the region. 

On the donor side, the current and past approaches highlight a number of issues: 

 It would be useful if the donor community was more responsive to, and 
understanding of, the needs of the countries themselves. Very few projects 
have involved donors supporting municipalities in ‘bottom-up’ delivery on the 
ground (JICA’s projects provide some of the better examples). Such 
approaches are, however, by virtue of their potential demonstration effect, 
likely to be important in improving delivery on the ground. 

 Much of the support is conceived from a ‘top-down’ paradigm, with national 
ministries typically being asked to come forward with priority projects. In 
turn, they tend to do this with a top-down view. It tends to follow that these 
are larger projects – often, it should be said, very necessary ones – but 
nonetheless, once that are not always closely linked to what one might 
consider necessary if viewed from the bottom up. For example, it is less than 
clear that mixed waste sorting facilities will be central to delivering 65% 
recycling of municipal waste as is being proposed under the recent revision to 
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the Waste Framework Directive.60 Would it not be preferable to make use of 
relatively low cost labour in the delivery of better quality collection services 
rather than investing in (relatively) high cost pieces of equipment? There is a 
tendency to design the project that fits the funder, rather than for the funder 
to orient support to what neds to be done. 

 There also needs to be consideration given as to why so many capital projects 
are conceived of as ‘design and build’, or ‘build operate and transfer’, rather 
than requiring the operator to be more obviously invested in the project, and 
exposed to penalties and incentives for poor or exceptional performance. 
There do appear to be a number of projects where the contractor has not 
delivered equipment which will ‘do the job’, and where they are effectively 
let off the hook shortly after they have completed construction. Given that 
local capability and expertise is lacking, it will not always be appropriate to 
pass on operation to local service providers / public utilities.  

 Finally, there is a major requirement for capacity building in the years ahead. 
Well-designed training programmes, with materials developed and targeted 
for specific types of personnel, are required, rather than occasional 
workshops where experts present experience from overseas that might have 
only tangential relevance to the local situation. Clearly, this type of approach 
would be best supported by grants, perhaps jointly with the governments of 
the region. 

In short, the donor community would do well to examine how best it can support the 
countries of the region with its financial assistance. The track record, in terms of 
countries that have acceded recently to the EU, is not an especially good one, with over-
investment in poorly specified residual waste treatment facilities being a feature of the 
support that has been given. If the same mistakes are not to be repeated, then rather 
than not supporting such projects until quality recycling systems have been planned for, 
it makes more sense to reorient support to the development of those systems which 
support the thrust of the EU acquis in moving waste up the hierarchy and fostering a 
circular economy.  

There are interesting ways in which such transformations can be envisaged: for example, 
a national agency could be charged with ‘wrapping together’ projects (or developing one 
fundable proposition from parts of several projects) in such a way as to make them 
bankable to potential sponsors. The national agency would work: 

 ‘Upwards’, with the funders to understand the criteria they would need to 
see met in order for projects to be funded; and 

                                                      

 

60 The Commission’s revised legislative proposals for six waste Directives can be found here: European 
Commission (2016) Circular Economy Strategy, Date Accessed: 7th May 2016, Available at: 
http://ec.europa.eu/environment/circular-economy/index_en.htm 

http://ec.europa.eu/environment/circular-economy/index_en.htm
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 ‘Downwards’, with regions and municipalities, to make them aware of what 
things would be considered fundable by the different donors. 

Obviously, this is much more attractive where grant funds are concerned, not least when 
compared to some forms of loan funding, since the quantum of finance required might 
be available on reasonable terms through other means. However, if capital is scarce, 
then as long as municipalities have accepted that the costs of services are going to 
increase, then a mechanism for efficiently channelling projects from the bottom up and 
towards funders might be especially welcome.  
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A.1.0 Stakeholder Consultation 

This appendix provides a list of stakeholders who were consulted as part of this project. 
As noted in Section 3.0, this appendix provides a list of stakeholders who were consulted 
as part of this project. Table A - 1  shows who was consulted on the list of issues 
identified as part of the National Waste Assessment. Table A - 2 provides a list of the 
stakeholders that attended the national workshop that was held in Pristina in October 
2016. 

Table A - 1: Stakeholders Consulted on List of Key Issues 

Name Job Title Organisation 

Enver Tahiri Head of Waste Division 
Ministry of Environment and Spatial 
Planning 

Zymer Mrasori 
Head of Division for Environmental 
Education and Awareness 

Ministry of Environment and Spatial 
Planning 

Haki Kurti  
Head of division for Agriculture and 
Environment Statistics Department 

Kosovo Agency of Statistics 

Flutra Shala 
Acting Head of the Unit for 
Monitoring the Public Utilities 

Ministry of Economic Development 

Habib Qorri Deputy Head of the Public Services Municipality of Prishtina 

Feim Salihu General Director 
Regional Collection Company “Pastrimi” 
for Prishtina Region 

Avdullah Haxhiu  General Director Kosovo Landfill Management Company 

Xhevat Jakaj Technical Director 
Regional Collection Company “Pastrimi” 
for Prishtina Region 

Nikos  Gargoulas Team Leader  EC Project 

Anna Karkazi –  Technical Specialist EC Project  

Trandalina Baraku Consultant World Bank 

 

Table A - 2: List of Workshop Attendees 

Name Job Title Organisation 

SEEWA Project Team 

Dominic Hogg Chairman Eunomia Research & Consulting 
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Name Job Title Organisation 

Mike Brown Managing Director Eunomia Research & Consulting 

Thomas Vergunst Senior Consultant Eunomia Research & Consulting 

Shpresa Kastrati Local key expert Eunomia Research & Consulting/LDK 

Merita Kasapolli Local key expert Eunomia Research & Consulting/LDK 

Defrim Byqmeti Local key expert Eunomia Research & Consulting/LDK 

European Commission 

Andrzej 
Januszewski 

 
European Commission – DG 
Environment 

Gazmend Selimi  European Union Delegation to Kosovo 

National Government 

Muhamet Malsiu Director of Environment Department 
Ministry of Environment and Spatial 
Planning 

Enver Tahiri Head of Waste Division 
Ministry of Environment and Spatial 
Planning 

Zymer Mrasori 

Head of Division for 

Environmental Education and 
Awareness 

Ministry of Environment and Spatial 
Planning 

Ibrahim Balaj Waste Expert 
Ministry of Environment and Spatial 
Planning 

Sami Sinani 
Senior Officer for Biodiversity  

conservation 

Ministry of Environment and Spatial 
Planning 

Nazmi Maxhera 
Officer of biocid products 

Management  

Ministry of Environment and Spatial 
Planning 

Kujtesa Haliti Legal officer 
Ministry of Environment and Spatial 
Planning 

Tafë Veselaj 
Head of Environmental Monitoring 
Sector 

Environmental Protected Agency 

Local Government 

Habib Qorri 
Deputy Head of the public  

services 
Municipality of Prishtina 
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Name Job Title Organisation 

Skender Tahiraj  General Director 
Regional Collection Company 

“Uniteti” for Mitrovica Region 

Nexhat Abdullahi General Director 
Regional Collection Company 

“Ambienti” for Peja Region 

International 

Kay Hofman  

Head of the GIZ Programme 

“Modernization of Municipal 
Services”. 

GIZ 

Drita Binaj  GIZ 
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A.2.0 Overview of Cost Modelling 

This appendix provides an overview of the approach taken to modelling the costs 
presented for some of the recommendations included in the Roadmap. Cost estimates 
were developed only for those recommendations for which this makes sense and where 
the availability of information allowed for a reasonable estimate to be made. Given the 
availability of data and scope of work a number of simplifying assumptions had to be 
made and these are described in the sections below. The appendix is split into three 
sections:  

 Section A.2.1 describes the approach to modelling the costs associated with 
delivering municipal waste management services;  

 Section A.2.2 describes the approach to estimating per household collection 
costs for municipal waste and how these change from current levels of 
performance to moving towards 50% recycling; and  

 Section A.2.3 the costs associated with some of the individual recommendations 
included in the Roadmap.    

A.2.1 Municipal Waste Services (Capital Investment Costs) 

This section discusses modelling of the capital costs of future investment in waste 
management in the South East Europe countries included under this study. The model, 
hereafter known as the ‘capital cost model’, provides a high-level estimate of the level of 
capital investment which would be required to improve the standard of both waste 
collection and treatment. 

A.2.1.1 Methodology 

The intention of this model is to provide an estimate of the capital costs needed to 
install collection and treatment infrastructure. These costs are calculated over the next 
ten years (up to 2026). The approach we took to modelling is described further below. 

Data Gathering 

The model uses data provided by country representatives in the Waste Management 
Assessment Tools and from the National Waste Assessments themselves. Where 
necessary, cost and performance data was sourced from Eunomia’s existing market data 
and in-house models. Full details of the input assumptions are provided in Section 
A.2.1.2. 

High and Low Cost Scenarios 

Cost estimates are outputted from the model as a low and high range value, providing an 
indication of one possible range in the capital investment required by countries. The low 
and high ranges were constructed by varying the value of some of the key model 
assumptions, as shown in Table A - 3. 
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Table A - 3: Assumptions for High and Low Cost Scenarios 

Assumption Low Cost Scenario High Cost Scenario 

Waste Growth 1.5% per year 2.5% per year 

Dry recycling collection 
system type 

Kerbside sort Comingled (including associated material 
sorting facilities) 

Civic Amenity (CA) Sites Lower cost CA sites Higher cost CA sites 

Communal Collection Points 
Lower cost communal 
collection points 

Higher cost communal collection points 

Waste Depots / Transfer 
Stations (number) 

One per authority 50% of authorities require two depots / 
transfer stations 

Waste Depots / Transfer 
Stations (cost) 

Low cost depot / transfer 
station 

High cost depot / transfer station 

Material Recovery Facilities 
(MRFs) 

No MRFs required MRFs built with the capacity to sort 75% 
of dry recyclables generated 

Biowaste Treatment 
Open air composting 
(windrow) 

Anaerobic digestion 

Note: Full details of these assumptions are provided in Section A.2.1.2 

 

Collections Modelling 

The model covers the following types of collection services:   

 Door-to-door collections (for low rise properties); 

 Communal collection points (for collection from flats / multi-occupancy 
dwellings, see example in Figure A - 1); and 

 CA sites / recycling centres. 
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Figure A - 1: Example of a Communal Collection Point 

 

 

We assumed a set proportion of flats (see Section A.2.1.2) in each country, which are 
serviced by communal collection points. It was also assumed that door-to-door 
collection services, comprised of separate residual waste, dry recycling, food waste and 
garden waste collections, will be provided to all non-flat households within the next ten 
years. 

Based on the specified collection frequency, pass rates and authority size assumptions 
(see Section A.2.1.2), the number of vehicles required by each country was calculated. 
Vehicle costs were then applied to calculate the total cost of vehicles. The cost of 
purchasing the necessary waste containers / bins were also calculated based on the 
assumptions listed in Section A.2.1.2. 

The capital costs of building CA sites and communal collection points were also 
calculated. It  was assumed that one CA site would be built for every 200,000 
households. For communal collection points, we assumed that one communal collection 
point would be installed for every four blocks of flats. 

The model also calculates the estimated capital costs of building waste depots, transfer 
stations, and material recovery facilities (MRFs). The capital cost assumptions used for 
these and all other waste collection and sorting infrastructure are listed in Section 
A.2.1.2. 
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Treatment and Disposal 

The modelling of capital costs for waste treatment and disposal facilities assumes that 
biowaste treatment plants account for 15% of waste generation and sanitary landfills for 
the remaining residual waste. 

A.2.1.2 Key Considerations and Assumptions 

This section outlines some of the key considerations and assumptions that underpin the 
waste collection and treatment model. A number of underlying factors affecting costs 
relevant to collection and treatment systems generally, as used in the modelling, are 
defined above. Country specific data, such as population, number of households and 
country specific waste data and assumptions, are presented below. All cost assumptions 
are presented in 2016 real terms prices. 

Waste Collection and Treatment Assumptions 

This section presents collection assumptions which are applied to all countries. Much of 
this information is based on insight gained though Eunomia’s experience of modelling 
numerous door-to-door collection systems in the UK and other types of system, such as 
communal bring type systems, across the EU. 

Capital costs are all based on cost data from UK examples. For vehicles and containers 
the same costs are applied as observed in the UK as the prices of these items are 
generally similar across different countries. However, UK costs for collection and 
treatment infrastructure have been factored down to account for the fact that the 
labour and energy component of the capital costs is lower in South East Europe 
countries compared to the UK. For treatment costs, we based these broadly on the cost 
differences noted in financial modelling performed as part of a 2009 study of waste 
treatment options in Europe.61 The specific rates at which UK costs for collection and 
treatment infrastructure have been factored down are presented in Table A - 4. 

Table A - 4: Difference in Infrastructure Costs between the UK and South 
East Europe Countries 

Infrastructure 
Estimated % lower cost in South East Europe 

countries compared to the UK 

Waste Depot 30% 

Material Recovery Facility 30% 

CA Sites 30% 

                                                      

 

61 Arcadis & Eunomia Research and Consulting (2009) Assessment of the Options to Improve the 
Management of Bio-Waste in the European Union, Annex E, Report for DG Environment, 30th November 
2009 
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Infrastructure 
Estimated % lower cost in South East Europe 

countries compared to the UK 

Landfill 20% 

Mechanical Biological Treatment 20% 

Biowaste Treatment 20% 

 

Door-to-Door Collections 

As discussed above, four separate kerbside collections rounds were modelled: residual 
waste, dry recycling, food waste and garden waste. Both kerbside sort and comingled 
collections were modelled, these correspond to the lower cost (‘low cost’) and higher 
cost (‘high cost’) scenarios. The capital costs of building CA sites and communal 
collection points were also included in the model. 

Vehicle assumptions and costs for kerbside residual waste and recycling collections are 
listed in Table A - 5. Vehicle costs were sourced from Eunomia’s database of UK 
collection vehicle costs. 

Table A - 5: Vehicle Types and Costs 

Collection Type Vehicle 

Capital Cost, € 

Low Cost 
Scenario 

High Cost 
Scenario 

Residual waste Refuse RCV (26 tonne) € 201,146 € 201,146 

Dry recycling Recycling RRV / refuse RCV (26 tonne) € 123,994 € 201,146 

Food Food vehicle (7.5 tonne) € 84,041 € 84,041 

Garden Garden waste RCV (26 tonne) € 201,146 € 201,146 

Source: Eunomia Market Data 

 

Assumptions for the number of households passed per day by collection vehicles are 
presented in Table A - 6. Higher pass rates are observed for comingled recycling 
collections (‘high cost’ scenario) compared to kerbside sort collections (‘low cost’ 
scenario). This is because the collection of comingled materials, in which bins are 
emptied into the collection vehicle using a lifting device, takes less time per household 
than kerbside sort collections, which require loaders to take recyclables and manually 
place them in separate compartments within the collection vehicles. 

These pass rates are based on the assumption that 52% of the households in each 
country are located in urban areas. This figure is sourced from Eurostat data reported for 
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Croatia, which has a similar urban/rural split to other Balkan countries.62 We also 
assumed that all waste streams would be collected on a weekly basis (as an average, but 
we accept that there are likely to be some variances in practice). We note that in 
practice, these pass rates may vary, perhaps significantly, depending on the efficiency of 
collections and distribution of households and local geography within each authority. We 
have attempted to build in this potential variability to the pass rate assumptions – for 
residual waste, food and garden waste (recycling collection pass rates vary anyway due 
to the different collection systems) we set the pass rates for the ‘low cost’ and ‘high cost’ 
scenarios to vary by +/- 20% around the central figure. 

Table A - 6: Pass Rate Assumptions 

Collection Type 
Number of Households Passed per Day 

Low Cost Scenario High Cost Scenario 

Residual Waste 970 1,454 

Recycling 654 1,616 

Food 1,616 2,424 

Garden 1,293 1,939 

Source: Eunomia Collections Model / Expert Judgement 

 

Container types and associated capital costs for each of these collections are listed in 
Table A - 7. Container costs represent the average of the current prices paid for 
containers on the UK market. 

                                                      

 

62 Eurostat (2013) Distribution of population by degree of urbanisation, dwelling type and income group 
(source: SILC) [ilc_lvho01], Accessed 1st May 2015, 
http://appsso.eurostat.ec.europa.eu/nui/show.do?dataset=ilc_lvho01&lang=en 

http://appsso.eurostat.ec.europa.eu/nui/show.do?dataset=ilc_lvho01&lang=en
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Table A - 7: Container Types and Costs 

Collection Type Container 

Capital Cost, € 

Low Cost 
Scenario 

High Cost 
Scenario 

Residual waste 240 litre wheeled bin € 25.25 € 25.25 

Dry recycling 2 x 55 litre boxes / 240 litre wheeled bin  € 6.32 € 25.25 

Food 23 litre and 5 litre caddies € 4.37 € 4.37 

Garden 240 litre wheeled bin € 25.25 € 25.25 

Source: ESPO (2014) Refuse and Recycling Products (Including Wheeled Bins), Accessed 16th February 2016, 
https://www.espo.org/Frameworks/Environmental-services-waste-management/860-Refuse-and-
Recycling-Products-%28including-wheel 

 

Collection Infrastructure 

We assume that most authorities would need to build one vehicle depot for the 
provision of door-to-door collections (‘low cost’ scenario). It is common for the vehicle 
depot to be co-located with a waste transfer station, which we have assumed here. The 
waste transfer station would be used for the onward transport of the dry recyclable and 
food waste streams, with residual waste and garden waste delivered directly, although 
this could vary between authorities. More rural authorities may require two vehicles 
depots/waste transfer stations to ensure coverage of a larger geographical area. For the 
‘high cost’ scenario we have therefore assumed that half the authorities would need to 
build an additional depot/waste transfer station. 

Based on UK market data, we have assumed that the cost of building a vehicle 
depot/WTS could vary from €0.48 million to €1.92 million. These costs are used for the 
‘low cost’ and ‘high cost’ scenarios respectively.  

The capital investment required per tonne of treatment capacity at a newly built 
Material Recovery Facility (MRF) can vary from approximately €53 and €85.63 This 
variance can be attributed to economies of scale, for example, a larger capacity MRF can 
be built at a lower cost per tonne of capacity. We used an average figure of €69 per 
tonne for this model. We also assumed that 75% of all dry recyclables generated are sent 
to MRFs under the ‘high cost’ (comingled) scenario, while no MRFs are built under the 
‘low cost’ (kerbside sort) scenario. 

Communal Collection Points 

                                                      

 

63 Eunomia Market Data 

https://www.espo.org/Frameworks/Environmental-services-waste-management/860-Refuse-and-Recycling-Products-%28including-wheel
https://www.espo.org/Frameworks/Environmental-services-waste-management/860-Refuse-and-Recycling-Products-%28including-wheel
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As discussed above, we assume that communal collection points are only provided to 
flats. 

The proportion of flats in each country (i.e. as a proportion of the total housing stock) is 
a key parameter in the model. Different collection systems are required for flats and, in 
general, high capture rates are more difficult to achieve. The proportion of flats was 
assumed to be 17% for all countries. This figure is based on an estimate made for Croatia 
using Eurostat data.64,65,66 

A number of assumptions were made regarding the number of households in a block of 
flats and the amount of waste generated. We assume that there are between 50 (‘low 
cost’ scenario) and 25 (‘high cost’ scenario) households per block of flats. Assumptions 
for the volume of waste generated by each household per week are presented in Table A 
- 8. 

Table A - 8: Waste Generation by Households Located in Flats per Week, 
Litres 

Waste Type Low Cost Scenario High Cost Scenario 

Residual 50 150 

Dry Recycling and Organic Waste 100 150 

Source: Eunomia Collections Model / Expert Judgement 

 

We assumed that four 1,100 litre bins would be provided to each block of flats, at a cost 
of €180 per bin.67 Waste collections are carried out using a 26 tonne RCV, one for each 
material stream, at a capital cost of €201,146 per vehicle (this is the same cost as used 
for RCVs used for door-to-door collections). These vehicles are assumed to be capable of 
servicing between 60 (‘high cost’ scenario) and 100 (‘low cost’ scenario) sites per day per 
material stream.68 

We assume that the bins are collected once full, and therefore the collection frequency 
is determined by the number of bins and the waste generation rate. For the ‘low cost’ 

                                                      

 

64 Eurostat (2015) Household characteristics by urbanisation degree [hbs_car_t315], Accessed 1st May 
2015, http://appsso.eurostat.ec.europa.eu/nui/show.do?dataset=hbs_car_t315&lang=en 
65 Eurostat (2013) Distribution of population by degree of urbanisation, dwelling type and income group 
(source: SILC) [ilc_lvho01], Accessed 1st May 2015, 
http://appsso.eurostat.ec.europa.eu/nui/show.do?dataset=ilc_lvho01&lang=en 
66 Eurostat (2013) Average household size (source: SILC) [ilc_lvph01], Accessed 1st May 2015, 
http://appsso.eurostat.ec.europa.eu/nui/show.do?dataset=ilc_lvph01&lang=en 
67 ESPO (2014) Refuse and Recycling Products (Including Wheeled Bins), Accessed 16th February 2016, 
https://www.espo.org/Frameworks/Environmental-services-waste-management/860-Refuse-and-
Recycling-Products-%28including-wheel 
68 Eunomia Collections Model / Expert Judgement 

http://appsso.eurostat.ec.europa.eu/nui/show.do?dataset=hbs_car_t315&lang=en
http://appsso.eurostat.ec.europa.eu/nui/show.do?dataset=ilc_lvho01&lang=en
http://appsso.eurostat.ec.europa.eu/nui/show.do?dataset=ilc_lvph01&lang=en
https://www.espo.org/Frameworks/Environmental-services-waste-management/860-Refuse-and-Recycling-Products-%28including-wheel
https://www.espo.org/Frameworks/Environmental-services-waste-management/860-Refuse-and-Recycling-Products-%28including-wheel
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scenario, we specified that each block of flats will be provided with two sets of bins 
(eight bins in total) – this reduces the frequency of collections and therefore the number 
of vehicles required, lowering the overall cost. 

Civic Amenity Sites 

Costs of €309 thousand (‘low cost’ scenario) and €486 thousand (‘high cost’ scenario) 
were assumed for the investment required to build a CA site.69,70,71 These two different 
costs aim to account for the potential variance in the size and cost of CA sites. 

Waste Treatment 

Assumptions for the capital investment costs per tonne of treatment capacity are 
provided in Table A - 9. Two different costs are provided for biowaste treatment. The 
lower cost estimates are for an open air composting (windrow) facility and the higher 
cost estimates are for an anaerobic digestion plant. 

Table A - 9: Waste Treatment Capital Costs 

Treatment Type 
Capital Cost per Tonne of Capacity 

Low Cost Scenario High Cost Scenario 

Landfill € 1381 € 1381 

Open Air Composting / Anaerobic Digestion € 853 € 3034 

Source: Eunomia (2014) “Development of a Modelling Tool on Waste Generation and Management” 
Appendix 5: Financial Modelling Final Report for the European Commission DG Environment under 
Framework Contract No ENV.C.2/FRA/2011/0020 

 

Country Specific Assumptions 

This section presents additional assumptions used for modelling which are specific to 
each Member State. 

Number of Households 

Data on the number of households in each country, sourced mainly from national data 
sources, are presented in Table A - 10. 

                                                      

 

69 Resource Futures (2004) National Assessment of Civic Amenity Sites (NACAS), Report for WRAP, 2004 
70 Derbyshire County Council (2012) Capital expenditure – Northwood household waste recycling centre 
(technology and recycling), 2012 
71 Eunomia Research & Consulting (2001) Costs for Municipal Waste Management in the EU, Report for 
European Commission Directorate-General for the Environment, 2001 
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Table A - 10: Number of Households 

Country Year of Data Number of Households 

Albania 2011 740,2561 

Federation of Bosnia and Herzegovina 2013 721,1992 

Republika Srpska 2013 414,8472 

Kosovo 2011 297,0904 

Former Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia1 2013 559,2623 

Montenegro 2011 192,2425 

Serbia 2011 2,487,8866 

Notes: 

1. Latest available household data is from 2002. Number of households calculated based on 3.7 persons 
per household and a population of 2,069,270. 

Sources: 

1. INSTAT (2011) Albania – Preliminary Results of the Population and Housing Census 2011, 
http://unstats.un.org/unsd/demographic/sources/census/2010_phc/Albania/Albania.pdf 

2. Agency for Statistics of Bosnia and Herzegovina (2013) Preliminary Results of the 2013 Census of 
Population, Households and Dwellings in Bosnia and Herzegovina, 5th November 2013, 
http://www.bhas.ba/obavjestenja/Preliminarni_rezultati_bos.pdf 

3. Eurostat (2016) Average number of persons per household by household composition, number of 
children and age of youngest child [lfst_hhantych], Accessed 21st January 2016, 
http://appsso.eurostat.ec.europa.eu/nui/show.do?dataset=lfst_hhantych&lang=en 

4. Kosovo Agency of Statistics (2011) Census 2011, https://ask.rks-gov.net/ENG/home 

5. MONSTAT (2013) Household and Families in Montenegro: Census of Population, Household and 
Dwellings in Montenegro 2011, 27th September 2013, 
http://www.monstat.org/userfiles/file/popis2011/saopstenje/domac%20i%20porodice%20,%20e
n-za%20sajt.pdf 

6. Statistical Office of the Republic of Serbia (2015) Demographic Yearbook in the Republic of Serbia, 
2014, http://pod2.stat.gov.rs/ObjavljenePublikacije/G2015/pdfE/G20154010.pdf 

 

Waste Generation 

Historic waste generation data used in the model were sourced from the completed 
Waste Management Assessment Tools. The data used is presented in Table A - 11. 
Future waste generation projections are made according to an annual growth rate of 
1.5% and 2.5% in the low and high scenarios respectively. 

http://unstats.un.org/unsd/demographic/sources/census/2010_phc/Albania/Albania.pdf
http://www.bhas.ba/obavjestenja/Preliminarni_rezultati_bos.pdf
http://appsso.eurostat.ec.europa.eu/nui/show.do?dataset=lfst_hhantych&lang=en
https://ask.rks-gov.net/ENG/home
http://www.monstat.org/userfiles/file/popis2011/saopstenje/domac%20i%20porodice%20,%20en-za%20sajt.pdf
http://www.monstat.org/userfiles/file/popis2011/saopstenje/domac%20i%20porodice%20,%20en-za%20sajt.pdf
http://pod2.stat.gov.rs/ObjavljenePublikacije/G2015/pdfE/G20154010.pdf
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Table A - 11: Waste Generated in Baseline Year 

Member State 
Year of 

Data 

MSW Waste 
Generated, 

Thousand Tonnes 

Household 
Waste Only, % of 
MSW Generated 

Arisings per 
Household, kg 
per Household 

Per Year 

Albania 2013 1,0001 80% (est.)2 1,081 

Federation of Bosnia 
and Herzegovina 

2013 8023 80%4 890 

Republika Srpska 2013 389 80%4 750 

Kosovo 2013 8935 80% (est.)2 2,3816 

Former Yugoslav 
Republic of Macedonia 

2015 7867 81%7 1,140 

Montenegro 2013 3268 80% (est.)2 1,360 

Serbia 2014 2,1569 85%10 740 

Notes:  

1. NEA (2014), State of Environment Report, reproduced by the EEA www.eea.europa.eu/soer-
2015/countries/albania 

2. Proportion of household waste estimated based upon data from other countries. 
3. Agency for Statistics of B&H, First Release - Public Transportation and Disposal of Municipal 

Waste 2009, 2010, 2011, 2012 and 2013 and Federal Institute of Statistics, First Release - 
Collected and Disposed Municipal Waste 2010, 2011, 2012 and 2013  

4. Agency for Statistics of B&H, First Release - Public Transportation and Disposal of Municipal 
Waste 2009, 2010, 2011, 2012 and 2013 – Sources of Collected Municipal Waste. 

5. Calculated using 607kt collected (Kosovo Agency of Statistics (2013) Municipal Waste Survey 
2012, December 2013, https://ask.rks-
gov.net/ENG/enviroment/publications/doc_download/1141-municipal-waste-survey-2012) and 
collection rate of around 60% (Kosovo Ministry of Environment and Spatial Planning and 
Kosovo Environmental Protection Agency (2014) The State of Waste and Chemicals Report, 
http://www.ammk-rks.net/repository/docs/Raport_Waste_and_Chemicals_2014.pdf) 

6. This figure is considered to be high, most likely due to a higher proportion of commercial wastes 
in MSW than the data suggests. However, the official data has been used. 

7. State Statistics Office (2016) Municipal Waste, 
www.stat.gov.mk/PrikaziSoopstenie_en.aspx?rbrtxt=80 

8. MONSTAT, Department of Forestry and Environment Statistics 
9. Report on the State of Environment in R. Serbia for 2013, Section 6 - Waste Management 
10. Calculated from total and household only figures from Table 1: The projected amount of waste, 

expressed in thousands of tons at the annual level (Source: Waste management strategy for the 
period 2010-2019) 

 

Number of Existing / Planned and Required Sanitary Landfill 

Building sanitary landfills is an important component of waste management in the short 
term, enabling the gradual phase-out of non-sanitary landfills and illegal dumps. Most 
countries already send some waste to sanitary landfills. 

https://ask.rks-gov.net/ENG/enviroment/publications/doc_download/1141-municipal-waste-survey-2012
https://ask.rks-gov.net/ENG/enviroment/publications/doc_download/1141-municipal-waste-survey-2012
http://www.ammk-rks.net/repository/docs/Raport_Waste_and_Chemicals_2014.pdf
http://www.stat.gov.mk/PrikaziSoopstenie_en.aspx?rbrtxt=80
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Table A - 12 presents data on existing sanitary landfills and an estimate of the number of 
additional landfills required. 

Table A - 12: Current Tonnage of Waste Sent to Sanitary Landfill 

Country 

Information on 
Currently 
Operating 
Landfills 

Estimated Number of Additional Sanitary Landfills (SLF) 

Albania 

2 sanitary 
landfills, 63 
unregulated 
dumpsites 

There are 12 regions and it is assumed each region will need a SLF, 
there are 2 existing, so an additional 10 SLFs are required 

Federation of 
Bosnia and 
Herzegovina 

4 sanitary 
landfills, 45 non-
sanitary 

There are 4 SLFs in place and 3 in development. It is estimated that 
despite these 7 SLFs, 40% of the population will not be covered. 
Therefore, it is estimated that an additional 5 SLFs are required. 

Republika 
Srpska 

2 sanitary 
landfills, 41 non-
sanitary 

At the time of the assessment there were 2 SLFs in operation and 3 
in development, although even after these are developed, it is 
estimated that only around 20% of the population would be 
covered by a SLF. It is estimated that an additional 5 SLFs are 
required.  

Kosovo 

8 ‘sanitary’ 
landfills, but not 
compliant with 
EU standards 

All waste is sent to so called sanitary landfill in Kosovo. However, 
although landfills were supposed to be constructed in accordance 
with EU standards, all of them suffer from various problems caused 
by poor design, unsatisfactory quality of construction and/or 
operational weaknesses. It is assumed all 8 will require upgrading 
at 50% of the cost of a new SLF. 

Former 
Yugoslav 
Republic of 
Macedonia 

All landfills are 
non-compliant 

The Drisla landfill serves a population of around 600k, however, 
the average population per SLFs across the region is in the order of 
200k. The total population is 2.1 million, therefore it is estimated 
that 10 SLFs are required. 

Montenegro 
2 sanitary 
landfills, 19 non-
sanitary 

There are 2 SLFs in operation and 4 in various stages of design and 
financing. However, there is a shortage of SLFs in the north of the 
country. It is estimated that an additional 3 SLFs are required. 

Serbia 

5 sanitary 
landfills with 
total capacity 
for 1,100,000 
inhabitants 

If 5 sanitary landfills serves 1.1m and the total population is 7.1m, 
it is estimated that an additional 27 SLFs are required. 

Source: National Waste Assessments 

The cost of a sanitary landfill was taken from published documents detailing recent 
investments in waste infrastructure in the region. €6 million was used for the low 
scenario and €8 million for the high scenario. 
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A.2.2 Municipal Waste Services (Per Household Costs) 

Using a methodology consistent with that used to develop the European Environment 
Agency’s European Reference Model on Municipal Waste Management, the estimated 
total annual costs for MSW collection are calculated per household.72  

The following assumptions regarding the costs are used to calculate the costs of 
treatment and disposal: 

 The current rate of recycling is around 10%; 

 At 50% recycling rate, 15% is composting of biowaste; 

 The remaining 50% is disposed of at sanitary landfills; 

 Waste growth is assumed to be 2% per annum over the next 10 year; 

 The average cost of existing landfills is €15 per tonne; 

 The future cost of landfills is €45 per tonne; and 

 The cost of biowaste treatment plants, such as in-vessel composting, is €35 per 
tonne. 

The per household arisings are estimated in Table A - 11. 

A.2.3 Estimating Costs of Roadmap Recommendations 

The objective of the cost modelling described in this appendix is to provide a reasonable 
estimate of the costs associated with acting on the recommendations contained within 
the Roadmap documents produced under this contract. 

The costs are necessarily high-level approximations and will not reflect the 
comprehensive cost of all actions under the Roadmap. However, the measures 
highlighted here give a good indication of the level of funding required to get a 
considerable distance along the Roadmap. They cover the major items of expenditure 
required, and provide an indication of the level of cost each measure would incur. In 
many cases, the actions might be delivered in alternative ways that those laid out here, 
incurred different costs. 

Additionally, some of these costs may be partly already funded or committed to under 
existing or proposed packages of support.  

This appendix outlines the main methodology applied in estimating the costs of these 
measures, indicating the data sources and literature used. It also outlines, for each 
measure, the brief assumptions behind how the measure might be met, with the 
method applied for calculating the cost of that measure, and any key accompanying 
assumptions relied upon in the calculation. 

                                                      

 

72 European Environment Agency, Topic Centre on Waste and Materials in a Green Economy (2016) The 
European Reference Model on Municipal Waste, Date Accessed: 3rd June 2016, Available at: https://etc-
wmge.vito.be/node/11  

https://etc-wmge.vito.be/node/11
https://etc-wmge.vito.be/node/11
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A.2.3.1 Methodology 

Data Gathering 

Data was gathered from country literature reviewed during this project to obtain 
country-specific information, and the regarding the costs of comparable projects and 
tasks, for instance: 

 The number and type of facilities of different kinds; 

 The production of strategies and plans; 

 The closure and remediation of non-compliant municipal landfills and illegal 
dumpsites; 

Further sources of information used include: 

 The cost of comparable projects or initiatives elsewhere in South-Eastern Europe 
(for instance, Greece, Romania, and Bulgaria), through review of waste 
management plans, programmes of support, and government websites; 

 Costs of measures obtained from extensive previous work completed for the 
commission on waste management systems and measures in Europe, either 
publicised in reports or using expert judgement based on this experience;73 

Some data was also gathered on comparable resource requirements in the countries of 
the United Kingdom, in particular: 

 Spend per capita on tackling waste crime and supporting municipalities; 

 Resource requirements for facility permitting and inspections; and 

 Costs associated with introducing and enforcing product taxes on disposable 
items.  

Cost Modelling 

Costs were presented in Euros at real 2016 prices. Approaches to building up the costs of 
measures differ according to the type of resource required and data available. 

Some costs were estimated initially as an FTE resource requirement for a particular type 
and grade of public or private sector worker. The cost of this FTE resource is then 
calculated using: 

 the average wage by industry (public sector, professional); 

 adjusted by the wage differential between different public sector grades. 

Other costs were calculated based on cost data available in other European countries. 
Where a high proportion of costs were estimated to be labour costs, an appropriate 
proportion of these costs were subsequently adjusted for the wage differential between 
the country the data refers to, and the Roadmap country.  

                                                      

 

73  



  181 

A.2.3.2 Key Considerations and Assumptions 

Population 

Population and household data for each country are detailed in the subsection in section 
A.2.1.2. 

Wages 

Average wages by industry type were sourced where possible from recent official 
statistics. These were converted where relevant from the national currency into Euros 
using Eurostat data for 2015 where available, or data from Google Finance on 
26/04/2016. 

Annual wage data is collated in Table A - 13 below. 

Table A - 13: Average Annual Gross Salaries, € 

Country Mean Salary 
Public Sector 

Salary 

Professional, 
Scientific and 

Technical 
Activities 

Albania1 3,248 4,740 3,533 

Federation of Bosnia and Herzegovina2 8,630 12,199 9,387 

Republika Srpska3 8,630 12,199 9,387 

Kosovo4 5,709 7,421 6,209 

Former Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia5 6,362 7,582 9,296 

Montenegro6 8,917 9,336 7,819 

Serbia7 6,265 8,033 6,814 

Sources: 

1. Instituti I Statistikave, Albania (2015) Average monthly wage by occupations in public sector, 
2000-2014; Average monthly wage and salary per employee by economic activities, 2000-2013; 
Accessed 26/04/2016, http://www.instat.gov.al/en/themes/wages-and-labour-cost.aspx 

2. Agency for Statistics of Bosnia and Herzegovina (2015), First Release, Average Monthly Paid Off 
Net Earnings of Persons in Employment March 2015, 
http://www.bhas.ba/saopstenja/2015/NPL_2015M03_001_01-bos.pdf 

3. As above  

4. Statistical Office of Montenegro (2015), Average gross wages by activity sectors, Accessed 
26/04/16, http://monstat.org/eng/page.php?id=1270&pageid=24 

5. Republic of Macedonia State Statistical Office (2016), Average monthly gross wage paid per 
employee, February 2016, Accessed 26/04/16, 
http://www.stat.gov.mk/PrikaziSoopstenie_en.aspx?rbrtxt=41 

6. Kosovo Agency of Statistics (2015), Results of the 2014 Labour Survey, Accessed 26/04/16, 
https://ask.rks-gov.net/ENG/labour-market/publications 

http://www.instat.gov.al/en/themes/wages-and-labour-cost.aspx
http://www.bhas.ba/saopstenja/2015/NPL_2015M03_001_01-bos.pdf
http://monstat.org/eng/page.php?id=1270&pageid=24
http://www.stat.gov.mk/PrikaziSoopstenie_en.aspx?rbrtxt=41
https://ask.rks-gov.net/ENG/labour-market/publications
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7. Republic of Serbia (2016) Republic Statistical Office Press Release, Accessed 26/04/16, 
http://webrzs.stat.gov.rs/WebSite/public/PublicationView.aspx?pKey=41&pLevel=1&pubType=2&
pubKey=3549 

To estimate the FTE cost of public sector workers of different grades, the ratios outlined 
in table A - 14 are applied. 

Table A - 14: Public Sector Wage Ratio by Grade, Grade Wage to Average 
Public Sector Wage 

Grade of Public Sector Worker Ratio of Grade Salary: Average Public Sector Salary1 

Senior Managers 2.142 

Managers 1.55 

Professionals 1.15 

Technicians 0.89 

Clerks 0.78 

Workers 0.70 

Source:  

1. Instituti I Statistikave, Albania (2015) Average monthly wage by occupations in public sector, 
2000-2014, Accessed 26/04/2016, http://www.instat.gov.al/en/themes/wages-and-labour-
cost.aspx; 

2. Government of Montenegro (2015), National Waste Management Plan in Montenegro for the 
Period 2015-2020 

This calculation of salaries at different grades closely matches up with 2015 Montenegro 
case study data of waste management salaries at the regional level quoted in the NWMP 
2015-20.74 Professional grade employees earned 1.17 times the average public sector 
salary, and managers of each division (legal, finance, technical and operational) earned 
1.56 times the average public sector salary, suggesting these assumptions are valid 
across the region.  

Guidance on minimum standards and good practice consultation 

The cost of creating guidance documents on minimum standards and good practice 
based upon existing national guidance documents is estimated at €40 thousand. 

Landfill Closure and Remediation 

A review of existing landfill sites is necessary, prior to any detailed site assessment, to 
establish the likely remediation actions required at each site. 

                                                      

 

74 Government of Montenegro (2015), National Waste Management Plan in Montenegro for the Period 
2015-2020 

http://webrzs.stat.gov.rs/WebSite/public/PublicationView.aspx?pKey=41&pLevel=1&pubType=2&pubKey=3549
http://webrzs.stat.gov.rs/WebSite/public/PublicationView.aspx?pKey=41&pLevel=1&pubType=2&pubKey=3549
http://www.instat.gov.al/en/themes/wages-and-labour-cost.aspx
http://www.instat.gov.al/en/themes/wages-and-labour-cost.aspx
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In the absence of comprehensive assessments, assumptions were made regarding the 
numbers of existing landfills to be brought up to compliance and the number requiring 
closure and remediation. The larger number of non-compliant municipal landfills will be 
replaced by a smaller number of sanitary regional landfills, in order to obtain economies 
of scale. It is therefore assumed that unless existing plans specify otherwise, 10% of 
existing non-compliant municipal landfills would be restored and upgraded, and 90% 
would be closed. The costs of the construction of sanitary landfills (including the cost of 
upgrades) were estimated as part of the cost modelling described in section ‘Waste 
Treatment’ in A.2.1.2 above. 

The number of existing non-compliant landfills is shown within Table A - 12 above, and 
estimates of the number requiring closure and remediation, alongside the smaller illegal 
dumpsites, are shown in Table A – 15 below. 

Table A - 15: Number of Municipal Landfills/Dumpsites and Smaller Illegal 
Dumpsites requiring Closure and Remediation 

Country Municipal Landfills for Remediation Illegal Dumpsites 

Albania 56 700-1500* 

Federation of Bosnia and Herzegovina 40 340 

Republika Srpska 36 270 

Kosovo 0 350-900* 

Former Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia1 54 1,000 

Montenegro 17 155 

Serbia 147 3,500 

1. Assuming similar numbers of dumpsites across the region 

Sources: National Waste Assessments; Federal Institute for Statistics, Federation of Bosnia and 
Herzegovina (2011) First Release: Collected and disposed municipal solid waste in 2010”, No. 20.5.1, July 
20th 2011; Republika Srpska Institute for Statistics (2013) Generated, collected and disposed waste in 
2013”, No. 218/14, September 1st 2014 

Though there is considerable variation in the size of municipal landfills, the average 
population served by existing municipal landfills in each country (obtained by dividing 
the population by the number of municipal landfills) is relatively consistent, between 
32,000 and 52,000 per landfill. Therefore, the same average cost per landfill is broadly 
applicable across each country in this study.  

The cost of the closure and remediation of non-complaint landfills have been estimated 
based on comparable cost data sourced from reviews of literature including in particular: 
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 a 2012 strategy for the closure and remediation of the Former Yugoslav Republic 
of Macedonia’s municipal landfills;75 

 existing funded projects for the remediation of two landfill sites in Montenegro 
(dumpsites Café and Vrtjeljka); 76 and 

 programmes of landfill remediation and closure in Greece and Bulgaria.  

For an established, mixed waste municipal landfill, the remediation costs can range 
depending on the size of the landfill and type of remediation necessary – in the Former 
Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia, the costs for the closure and remediation of 54 
municipal landfills are estimated to range from €3,600 to clear a small landfill (180m3) to 
€2.7 million, with an average cost of €0.5 million. The dumpsite Vrtjelka in Montenegro, 
with a waste intake of 21,500 tonnes per year (equivalent to serving a population of 
45,000), may be taken as a representative of an ‘average’ municipal landfill, and the cost 
for its remediation was €1.6 million, whilst the larger landfill Café cost over €5 million to 
remediate.  

Due to this variation in potential costs, a range in cost per landfill was estimated. The 
lower bound cost assumed the same landfill distribution and costs as in the Former 
Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia, at an average of €0.5 million per municipal landfill. 
However, real-life case studies suggest the average cost may be higher, at closer to €1.6 
million per landfill as per the closure of dumpsite Vrtjeljka in Montenegro, and the 
programme of closure of non-compliant landfills in Bulgaria.77 Therefore an upper 
estimate was calculated using an average cost of €1.6 million. 

There are also considerable numbers of additional illegal dumpsites in each country. The 
cost of their cleaning will vary largely depending on the type of remediation suitable – 
depending on the size of the dumpsite, the types of wastes contained in it, and its 
potential to contaminate groundwater. The costs of dumpsite recultivation can range 
from €16.5-30 thousand per hectare.78  

Serbia’s nearly 3600 illegal dumpsites studied were estimated to have a total area of 
1,342 hectares.79 Across the seven countries in this study, the estimates of the number 
of illegal dumpsites range from between one for every 2,000 people in Serbia and in the 
Former Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia to one for every 7,000 people in FB&H. 

                                                      

 

75 Ministry of Environment and Physical Planning, Republic of Macedonia (2012), Capacity building for 
implementation of EU-landfill directive – closure of non-compliant landfills and inspections 
76 Montenegro Ministry of Sustainable Development and Tourism (2015), Overview of the Status of 
Projects in the Field of Municipal Infrastructure and Environment. 
77 EC (2012), Country Factsheet Bulgaria 
78 K. Veidemane, M. Lindert and I. Bremere (2010) Organizational and management recommendations for 
future regional waste management in Macedonia, September 2010 
79 ISWA (2012), State of the Nation Report: Serbia, December 2012 
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Reflecting these two main uncertainties – how comparable the nature of the dumpsites 
identified in each country are to those identified in Serbia, and the cost per hectare of 
clean-up, an upper and lower bound for this cost was calculated.  

The lower bound was calculated assuming that dumpsites identified are similar in scale 
and size distribution to those identified in the Serbian study. The reported area of 
Serbian dumpsites were scaled down in proportion to the estimated number of illegal 
dumpsites in each country, and a cost of €16.5 thousand per hectare was assumed. 

Because other estimates have underestimated the numbers of sites, missed out smaller 
dumpsites, or other countries may have fewer, larger dumpsites, the higher bound was 
calculated by scaling the hectares of Serbian dumpsites by the size of the population. It is 
likely that historical levels of illegal waste disposal have been similar throughout the 
region, and Serbia has one of the highest reported existing official collection coverage in 
the region. Additionally, the higher cost of €150 thousand per hectare was assumed. 

The resulting range is very large, reflecting the unknown level of remediation required. It 
is likely that the majority of dumpsites are small and can be dealt with in a low-cost 
fashion, for instance by transporting waste to an alternative location. 

Since these estimations, there have in places been funding recently committed or spent 
in the tackling of illegal dumping. 

Enforcement Activity Targeting Waste Haulier and Operators 

Additional resource at a regional and national level will be required to scale up and 
properly fund investigations, sanctions and prosecutions for persistent and larger-scale 
offenders.  

This cost was modelled on recent recommendations of a Eunomia report for the UK 
Government on an appropriate level of spend.80 Low-level enforcement at a municipal 
level is covered in the section on municipal job roles below. 

Table A - 16: Recommended Additional Enforcement Resource 

Type of Resource Modelled Cost 

Investigation/Prosecution Resource Increase to €0.7 per capita 

Municipal Enforcement Staff (FTE) Covered in Municipal Roles 

Notes: per capita spend derived from 2014 recommendations to the UK government in the Eunomia 
report 'Tackling Britain's Dirty Secret'. 

 

                                                      

 

80 Eunomia (2014), Tackling Britain's Dirty Secret 
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Bringing Together Permitting and Inspection Functions 

A single national service to cover both inspection and permitting may deliver cost-
savings over the current arrangements. Savings may come through: 

 The ability to prioritise and conduct inspections based on assessments made 
during the issuing of permits, so increasing the efficiency of inspections; 

 Administrative savings through having centralised management of databases and 
records;  

 Ensuring the inspection system operates without potential conflicts of interest 
(between the inspection and ownership/operation/fee-setting of the facilities); 

 The potential ability to reduce the number of inspectors through combining 
responsibilities and implementing more efficient working practices and processes 
across a single team; 

 Being able to more effectively coordinate and train staff to a consistent level of 
knowledge and application. 

There may be additional equipment and travel costs if the service is fully centralised 
(rather than maintaining regional offices). 

Redeveloping the Waste Management Plan 

 The re-development of waste management plan is estimated to cost approximately 
€500 thousand if procured externally, especially if including SEA. A preferable approach 
would be for the plan to be developed by officials with external oversight and training. 
This would assist in the development of capacity locally. 

The costs of a waste prevention strategy is already budgeted for Kosovo by EuropeAid in 
the Kosovo Waste Management Master Plan (WWMP)81, which the authors state should 
include a plan of waste prevention actions focused around the larger cities. To allow for 
proper investigation of approaches that would tackle priority non-household waste 
streams and the subsequent development of the programme, we have assumed a cost 
of €150 thousand. 

Scaling Up of Inspection Staff 

The level of inspection resource (to manage both the issuing of waste management and 
environmental permits, and conduct subsequent inspections) may need to be increased 
from current levels. The introduction of stronger producer responsibility legislation 
would create an additional load on inspection agencies to ensure compliance. 

The level of inspection resource recommended for the Former Yugoslav Republic of 
Macedonia in 2015 was 20 at the state level and 60 at a municipal level, which the 
authors of the report expected could be brought into a national service with staffing 
level of 64 inspectors. These inspectors would have responsibilities over all 

                                                      

 

81 EuropeAid (2016), Support Waste Management in Kosovo: Waste Management Master Plan Executive 
Summary 
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environmental permitting and inspection - in Montenegro, 75 of 380 local inspectors 
handle waste management inspections. 

On this basis, where there is a perception that the current inspection service is under-
resourced, we suggest a minimum staffing level based on the per capita resource 
requirement equivalent to the levels recommended for the Former Yugoslav Republic of 
Macedonia. Where the current enforcement staffing level is known, we were able to 
suggest the total cost of an increase to the recommended minimum level. 

It was assumed that each inspector earns the wage of a ‘technician’ grade public sector 
worker, and additionally incurs additional costs due to equipment and travel (an 
additional €1 thousand per annum). 

We would expect this inspection resource to need to grow each year to incorporate 
additional permitting and inspection functions, due to the continued development of 
more waste management facilities and the strengthening of producer responsibility 
legislation.  

Table A - 17: Minimum FTE Inspection Resource Recommended 

FTE Waste Management 
Minimum FTE Resource 

Recommended 
FTE Waste Management 

Albania 89 19 

Federation of Bosnia and Herzegovina 73 16 

Republika Srpska 41 9 

Kosovo 56 12 

Former Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia 64 14 

Montenegro 75 16 

Serbia 220 47 

   

Ministry Staff 

It is recommended that ministries should employ a team of a minimum of 4 to 10 people 
in order to devote enough resource to the development of waste management 
legislation, and ensure adequate coordination and delivery of national programmes and 
plans, including the implementation of this Roadmap. This resource was modelled at up 
to 2 senior manager, 3 manager, and 5 professional grade roles. 

Municipality Waste Management Staff 

Municipalities should gear up their staffing to effectively coordinate waste management 
at the municipal level. As a guideline, the staffing levels for a well functioning system 
may need to be of the order 3-4 for each municipality, excluding any operational staff 
and any staff involved in monitoring and inspection. 
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The average number of households per administrative region and municipality is shown 
in Table A – 18. 

Table A - 18: Households per Administrative Region and Municipality 

Country Average Households per Municipality 

Albania 12,135 

Federation of Bosnia and Herzegovina 9,129 

Republika Srpska 6,482 

Kosovo 7,818 

Former Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia 6,991 

Montenegro 8,358 

Serbia 15,263 

 

As a guideline, the following example regional and municipal staffing model was used to 
estimate a target level of resource at different grades. 

This model takes into account the relatively small size of municipalities compared with 
countries in Europe with more developed waste management systems. 

At the municipal level, the staffing requirements are modelled to be: 

 1 Head of Service at senior manager position; 

 1 monitoring manager (at professional grade); 

 1 data and performance officer (at professional grade); and 

 0.5 FTE of a finance officer. 

Currently, there is at most a single officer per municipality with responsibility for waste 
management. The increase in resource is therefore estimated at 2.5 FTE per 
municipality: 1 FTE at manager grade, and 1.5 FTE at professional grade. 

It is additionally recommended that municipalities employ staff to assist with low-level 
education and enforcement alongside the shift to more formal waste management and 
the clean-up of illegal dumpsites, at a level of at least 1 FTE per municipality at 
technician grade. 

Training of Ministry Staff 

Ministry staff would benefit from enhanced competence in terms of the implementation 
of key measures, and in respect of procurement to the extent that it affects their 
activities (for example, in respect of hazardous waste, and in respect of supporting 
municipalities in packaging and procuring their services and facilities). A programme of 
training activities oriented to these areas should be developed. 
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Costs for this training were estimated based the provision of a knowledge and training 
coordination role within the ministry, supported by a programme of external training 
workshops at an approximate cost of €20 thousand initially and €10 thousand per 
annum ongoing. 

Training and Support to Municipalities 

A programme of training and support for municipalities should be developed with a view 
to enhancing the competences of staff in municipalities. This ought to be a multi-annual 
programme of support, with tailored training delivered around collection services, 
procurement, and strategic planning. 

This would cover: 

 the training of municipal and regional staff on collections, procurement, and 
recycling markets, through training courses, workshops, seminars, and online 
resources; 

 a programme of funded support to municipalities to support them with 
communications and waste prevention initiatives, and collections service 
improvements; and 

 outreach activities to build an engaged community of practice amongst municipal 
staff. 

The UK spends €0.35 per capita on WRAP, the body established to manage these 
activities for England. Taking into account smaller populations, a similar budget would 
allow for the management of this programme ongoing, and the potential to deliver 
initiatives aimed also at business and industry. The initial year’s spend would focus on 
the development of training resources.  

 Programme of Engagement with Municipalities 

The programme of engagement with Municipalities should be ideally conducted through 
the processes of developing of plans and strategies, so that the plans properly support 
interests and concerns at the municipal level where waste is generated and collected. 
These plans and strategies would include for instance: 

 the reviewing of existing landfill sites and waste management capacity; 

 the gathering of data on illegal and wild dumpsites; 

 the revision of a national waste management plan; and 

 the development and implementation of waste prevention programmes. 

One additional senior-grade FTE and one administrative support role is recommended to 
help develop and ensure a programme of engagement is delivered, maintain strong lines 
of dialogue between national, regional and municipal governments, and potentially play 
a role in facilitating inter-municipal cooperation. An additional cost for travel and venue 
expenses was included based upon meeting with each municipality twice per year, 
estimated at €400 per municipality per year. 
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Data Capture and Monitoring Scheme 

The development and ongoing maintenance of a comprehensive data capture and 
monitoring scheme based on electronic tracking and reporting of data (from generator, 
through to collector, and then, to the subsequent handlers of waste), is modelled on the 
basis of the reported costs of building and maintaining comparable systems. 

A development cost of an online registry of this nature was estimated at €4m (the lower 
end of the scale concluded in Eunomia’s review of online registries).82 The ongoing cost 
of management and maintenance is assumed to be 30% greater than the maintenance 
cost of the UK’s e-doc system (as it involves greater complexity). However, two thirds of 
this cost was assumed to be supplied by in-country IT professionals, and so is adjusted to 
account for wage differentials. This results in an annual maintenance costs for each 
country of between €160k and €205k. 

It was also estimated that development costs can be reduced if a common platform 
were shared across countries (and potentially existing EU Member States). This was 
estimated to lower the development cost to below €1.5m per country. 

The following staff resource was modelled to manage and promote the system: 

 a team of three to manage the database comprising of one manager grade and 
two technician grade employees; and 

 two further employees at professional grade to: 
o ensure that the data is collected according to what is required; and  
o ensure municipalities and waste operatives are trained in its use and 

report data in the intended manner. 

Additionally, a training budget estimate of €500 per annum per municipality would 
support the training of municipalities and operators in the use of the system. 

Campaign Materials for Information Provision and Awareness Raising 

An annual cost of €1.5 per household was assumed for the development and 
dissemination of communication materials, based on Eunomia’s experience of the level 
of communication spend required.  This is comparable to the annual cost of €1.2 per 
household for the years 2015-17 recommended in the Kosovo WWMP produced by 
EuropeAid. 

These campaign materials are assumed to be led at national level and disseminated 
through municipalities. 

Product Taxes on Bags and Disposable Items 

European precedents for the implementation of taxes (levies) and charges for plastic 
bags provide a basis both for estimating one-of costs to national government, but also 

                                                      

 

82 Eunomia (2014), Impact Assessment on Options Reviewing Targets in the Waste Framework Directive, 
Landfill Directive and Packaging and Packaging Waste Directive, Appendix 8 - Assessing the Costs of Online 
Registries 
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the impact on consumption, and subsequent levy revenues. This cost modelling is not a 
cost-benefit analysis and excludes changes in costs to customers and retailers or 
economic impacts, but considers just the government costs of scheme introduction and 
implementation, and revenues collected by government through the levy. 

Set-up costs are based on those reported in impact assessments regarding the 
introduction of a charge for plastic bags, primarily: 

 Scottish Government (2013) Partial Business and Regulatory Impact Assessment 
Carrier Bag Charge, www.gov.scot/Resource/0042/00429421.pdf; and 

 Welsh Government (2011) Explanatory Memorandum to the Single Use Carrier 
Bags Charge (Wales) (Amendment) Regulations 2011. 

The levy revenue is calculated as: 

Levy per item x (Current items per capita x (1 - Reduction in Useage)) x Population 

Estimates have been made of current consumption in items per capita based on 
available data for Bulgaria, Romania and Croatia.83 For plastic bags, the levy per item and 
reduction in useage was assumed to be comparable with existing schemes. Assumptions 
used for the calculations of costs and revenues are outlined in Table A – 19, and the 
resulting overall costs and revenues are outlined in Table A – 20. 

Table A - 19: Key Features and Impacts of Product Taxes 

 Single-Use Plastic Bags 

Communication and Initial Enforcement 
Cost, € per capita 

€0.13 

Cost of Introducing Legislation €180k labour adjusted for wage differential 

Annual Administration and Enforcement 
Cost, € per capita 

€0.11 

Levy Per Item, € €0.03 

Baseline Consumption, Bags per capita 250 

Reduction in Consumption Due to Levy, % 
reduction 

76% 

Sources: BioIS (2011), Assessment of Impacts of Options to Reduce the Use of Single-Use Plastic Bags, 
Report for the European Commission; Scottish Government (2013), Partial Business and Regulatory Impact 
Assessment Carrier Bag Charge; Welsh Government (2011), Explanatory Memorandum to the Single Use 
Carrier Bags Charge (Wales) (Amendment) Regulations 2011 

                                                      

 

83 BioIS (2011), Assessment of Impacts of Options to Reduce the Use of Single-Use Plastic Bags, Report for 
the European Commission 

http://www.gov.scot/Resource/0042/00429421.pdf
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Table A - 20: Costs and Levy Revenues of Product Taxes by Country 

Country 
Set-up Cost 
(million €) 

Annual Cost 
(million €) 

Annual 
Revenue 

(million €) 

Net Annual 
Cost (million 

€) 

Albania 0.71 0.34 5.21 -4.87 

Federation of Bosnia and 
Herzegovina 

0.60 0.28 4.27 -3.99 

Republika Srpska 0.35 0.15 2.39 -2.23 

Kosovo 0.47 0.21 3.28 -3.07 

Former Yugoslav Republic of 
Macedonia 

0.54 0.24 3.74 -3.49 

Montenegro 0.21 0.07 1.12 -1.05 

Serbia 1.75 0.83 12.83 -12.00 

 

Levies introduced on other disposal materials, for instance cups and cutlery, may be 
expected not to have as great an impact on consumption, as there are clear alternatives 
to single-use plastic bags which do not inconvenience the consumer. In the absence of 
case studies, it is beyond the scope of this research to estimate the impact and revenues 
for levies on these other materials. 

Producer Responsibility 

If producer responsibility is implemented in line with the proposed Article 8a, then it 
follows that the costs would be visited on producers and importers. The total costs to 
producers and importers is difficult to estimate in full, but might be expected to be of 
the order €10-€15 per household in the medium- to long-term. 
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A.3.0 Examples of Internationally Funded 

Projects in the West Balkans 

The tables below bring together, for each of the six countries covered by this study, a 
number of examples of projects that have received funding from international financial 
institutions in recent years. This is not intended to be an exhaustive list, but is simply 
aimed at providing an overview of the types of projects that have been funded in the 
West Balkans. 
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A.3.1 Albania 

 

Project Name Project Description 
Type of Funding 

Total Budget 
Start Year and 
Project Stage 

Grant  Loan 

KfW 

Feasibility Study for 
Construction of Sanitary 
Regional Landfill – Vlora 
Region 

 

WBIF and KfW have provided funds to execute the planning 
and construction of a new regional sanitary landfill in the 
Vlora region. 

http://www.plan-
consult.com/index.php?option=com_content&view=article
&id=56&Itemid=47  

  
 K 
  

€16,700,000 

KfW Grant: €4,000,000 

KfW Loan: €10,200,000 

WBIF Grant: €1,000,000 

National Contribution: 
€1,500,000 

2014 

Preparation 

World Bank Group 

Advisory Services Project 
(Tirana Solid Waste 
Project) 

Project aimed at improving solid waste management 
services in the city of Tirana in Albania through a public 
private partnership transaction. The objectives are: 

 Mobilise private sector investment; 

 Improve residential access to solid waste; 
Management services;  

 Improve waste management practices; and 

 Upgrade landfill facilities. 

http://ifcext.ifc.org/ifcext/spiwebsite1.nsf/0/12BAAE72B95
2CF9985257B47004B4FEE?OpenDocument 

 
 

$755,129 

(£1 = 1.46 USD) 

2013  

Hold 

http://www.plan-consult.com/index.php?option=com_content&view=article&id=56&Itemid=47
http://www.plan-consult.com/index.php?option=com_content&view=article&id=56&Itemid=47
http://www.plan-consult.com/index.php?option=com_content&view=article&id=56&Itemid=47
http://ifcext.ifc.org/ifcext/spiwebsite1.nsf/0/12BAAE72B952CF9985257B47004B4FEE?OpenDocument
http://ifcext.ifc.org/ifcext/spiwebsite1.nsf/0/12BAAE72B952CF9985257B47004B4FEE?OpenDocument
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Project Name Project Description 
Type of Funding 

Total Budget 
Start Year and 
Project Stage 

Grant  Loan 

Integrated Coastal Zone 
Management & Clean-Up 
Project (APL #1) 

Project aimed at assisting the Government in developing 
sustainable tourism by improving public and community 
infrastructure and environmental services. The waste 
element of this project included the Bajkaj-Palavi sanitary 
landfill, which is still under construction due to delays in 
identifying and acquiring the site, obtaining approval and 
setting up management structures and determining gate 
fees. Other waste related projects included a transfer 
station and remediating and containing pollution hazards 
from a former chemical plant.  

http://www.worldbank.org/projects/P086807/integrated-
coastal-zone-management-clean-up-project-apl-1?lang=en 

   

US$ $38.56million 

30% targeting solid waste 

World Bank (International 
Development Association) 

credit $17.0 million 

Government of Albania $5.71 
million 

Other Donors include the 
European Commission, 

Austria, the Netherlands and 
Japan. 

2005 

European Bank for Reconstruction and Development (EBRD) 

Investment in Edipack 
Sh.a to support the 
company’s plans to install 
a recycled paper 
production line and 
establish waste paper 
recycling networks 
throughout Albania. 

The EBRD has invested €2 million in an Albania’s largest 
manufacturer of corrugated cardboard and packaging. The 
funds are earmarked for to support a new recycled-paper 
production line and to establish waste paper recycling 
networks throughout Albania. The company plans to install 
wastepaper bins in areas of large use, such as shopping 
centres, warehouses of importers (especially of fruit and 
vegetables), ministries, municipalities, universities and 
printing houses.  

The funds should allow the company to cut costs by 
reducing the company’s reliance on paper imports for its 
manufacturing processes.  

 
  €2 million equity investment 

2009 

Completed 

http://www.worldbank.org/projects/P086807/integrated-coastal-zone-management-clean-up-project-apl-1?lang=en
http://www.worldbank.org/projects/P086807/integrated-coastal-zone-management-clean-up-project-apl-1?lang=en
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Project Name Project Description 
Type of Funding 

Total Budget 
Start Year and 
Project Stage 

Grant  Loan 

http://www.ebrd.com/news/2009/edipack-paper-recycling-
comes-to-albania.html 

EC Technical Assistance and Information Exchange Instrument (TAIEX) 

TAIEX Study Visit on 
Environmental Protection 
for the Vicinity of Port 
Areas 

List of projects provided by the European Commission’s DG 
for Neighbourhood and Enlargement Negotiations 
(personal communication on 19th May 2016). No project 
descriptions were available.  

 
 Unknown 2016 

Study Visit on Landfill of 
Waste  

 Unknown 
2014 

Completed 

Workshop on Integrated 
Environment and Health 
Policies 

 
 Unknown 

2011 

Completed 

 

  

http://www.ebrd.com/news/2009/edipack-paper-recycling-comes-to-albania.html
http://www.ebrd.com/news/2009/edipack-paper-recycling-comes-to-albania.html
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A.3.2 Bosnia and Herzegovina 

 

Project Name Project Description 
Type of Funding 

Total Budget 
Start Year and 
Project Stage 

Grant  Loan 

World Bank Group 

Second Solid Waste 
Management Project 

Second Solid Waste 
Management Project 
Additional Financing - EC 
IPA 

Project objective is to improve the availability, quality, 
environmental soundness, and financial viability of solid 
waste management services in participating utilities and 
regions. 

Additional funding was provided in 2012 for citywide 
infrastructure and service delivery. 

http://www.worldbank.org/projects/P107998/second-
solid-waste-management?lang=en&tab=financial  

http://www.worldbank.org/projects/P144111?lang=en   

  
 D 
  

US$43.5 million 

90% of funds targeting waste 
management 

IBDR Loan: US$ 25 million 

IDA Loan: US$ 15 million 

National Contribution: US$3.5 
million 

Additional Grant Funding 
(2012): US$ 6 million 

100% of funds targeting waste 
management 

2008 

Active 

http://www.worldbank.org/projects/P107998/second-solid-waste-management?lang=en&tab=financial
http://www.worldbank.org/projects/P107998/second-solid-waste-management?lang=en&tab=financial
http://www.worldbank.org/projects/P144111?lang=en
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Project Name Project Description 
Type of Funding 

Total Budget 
Start Year and 
Project Stage 

Grant  Loan 

Solid Waste Management 
Project 

The main objectives of the project are to:  

 Cost effectively improve solid waste services in 
participating priority areas; 

 Increase administrative and technical capacity for 
solid waste management at the local and Entity 
level; 

 Improve cost recovery in the sector and encourage 
private sector involvement; and  

 Correct environmental problems and reduce 
health hazards caused by inadequate waste 
collection and disposal systems. 

http://www.worldbank.org/projects/P057950/solid-waste-
management-project?lang=en 

 
  

US$ 21 million 

97% of funds targeting waste 
management 

IDA Loan: US$ 18 million 

Unknown: US$ 3 million 

2002 

Environment and Climate Regional Accession Network (ECRAN)/ EC Technical Assistance and Information Exchange Instrument (TAIEX) 

National Roundtable on 
Cost Recovery and 
Cost/Benefit Analysis in 
the Waste Sector 

Objective to provide practical knowledge on experience of 
the EU Member States and support establishment of cost-
recovery mechanism in the country.  

http://ec.europa.eu/enlargement/taiex/dyn/taiex-
events/detail_en.jsp?EventID=61802  

  Unknown 
2016 

Completed 

EC Technical Assistance and Information Exchange Instrument (TAIEX) 

Workshops on Waste 
Management 

List of projects provided by the European Commission’s DG 
for Neighbourhood and Enlargement Negotiations 

  Unknown 2013 

http://www.worldbank.org/projects/P057950/solid-waste-management-project?lang=en
http://www.worldbank.org/projects/P057950/solid-waste-management-project?lang=en
http://ec.europa.eu/enlargement/taiex/dyn/taiex-events/detail_en.jsp?EventID=61802
http://ec.europa.eu/enlargement/taiex/dyn/taiex-events/detail_en.jsp?EventID=61802
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Project Name Project Description 
Type of Funding 

Total Budget 
Start Year and 
Project Stage 

Grant  Loan 

Workshop on Municipal 
Waste Selective Collection 
and Recycling 

(personal communication on 19th May 2016). No project 
descriptions were available. 

  Unknown 2012 
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A.3.3 Kosovo 

 

Project Name Project Description 
Type of Funding 

Total Budget 
Start Year and 
Project Stage 

Grant  Loan 

World Bank Group 

Strengthening Waste 
Management 

The objective of the project is to assist the Government in 
identifying key areas for reform and investment in the 
waste management sector in order to improve access, 
quality, financial sustainability and environmental practice 
of waste management services.  

http://documents.worldbank.org/curated/en/2013/08/181
02337/official-documents--implementation-agreement-ref-
tf072016-waste-management  

  
 L 
  

EUR1.2 million 

EBRD Grant (via WBIF): 
€400,000 

WB Loan: €700,000 

Own Contribution: €100,000 

2012 

Implementation 

EuropeAid 

Support Waste 
Management in Kosovo 

The WMK project seeks to support Kosovo competent 
authorities, and especially the Ministry of Environment and 
Spatial Planning to develop and successfully implement a 
modern waste management system. 

http://www.epem.gr/en/typography/66-kosovo/144-
support-waste-management-in-kosovo-europeaid-133800-
c-ser-xk.html  

 
  Unknown 

2014 

Ongoing 

Japan International Cooperation Agency (JICA) 

http://documents.worldbank.org/curated/en/2013/08/18102337/official-documents--implementation-agreement-ref-tf072016-waste-management
http://documents.worldbank.org/curated/en/2013/08/18102337/official-documents--implementation-agreement-ref-tf072016-waste-management
http://documents.worldbank.org/curated/en/2013/08/18102337/official-documents--implementation-agreement-ref-tf072016-waste-management
http://www.epem.gr/en/typography/66-kosovo/144-support-waste-management-in-kosovo-europeaid-133800-c-ser-xk.html
http://www.epem.gr/en/typography/66-kosovo/144-support-waste-management-in-kosovo-europeaid-133800-c-ser-xk.html
http://www.epem.gr/en/typography/66-kosovo/144-support-waste-management-in-kosovo-europeaid-133800-c-ser-xk.html
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Project Name Project Description 
Type of Funding 

Total Budget 
Start Year and 
Project Stage 

Grant  Loan 

The Project for 
Improvement of Solid 
Waste Management 

The project aims to improve the public waste disposal 
systems in Pristina, Prizren and surrounding municipalities 
by providing about 40 compactor vehicles to relevant utility 
companies. 

http://www.jica.go.jp/kosovo/english/activities/activity05.h
tml 

  
  €4.83 million 

2011 

Completed 

Project for Enhancement 
of Capacity for Waste 
Management Toward 
Sound Material-Cycle 
Society 

A technical Cooperation Project which objective was to 
strengthen the capacity of solid waste management in 
Prizren municipality. 

http://www.jica.go.jp/kosovo/english/activities/activity04.h
tml 

 
  Unknown 

2011 

Completed 

Environment and Climate Regional Accession Network (ECRAN)/ EC Technical Assistance and Information Exchange Instrument (TAIEX) 

National Roundtable on 
Cost Recovery and 
Cost/Benefit Analysis in 
the Waste Sector 

Objective to provide practical knowledge on experience of 
the EU Member States and support establishment of cost-
recovery mechanism in the country.  

http://www.ecranetwork.org/Events/156  

  Unknown 
2016 

Completed 

http://www.jica.go.jp/kosovo/english/activities/activity05.html
http://www.jica.go.jp/kosovo/english/activities/activity05.html
http://www.jica.go.jp/kosovo/english/activities/activity04.html
http://www.jica.go.jp/kosovo/english/activities/activity04.html
http://www.ecranetwork.org/Events/156
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Project Name Project Description 
Type of Funding 

Total Budget 
Start Year and 
Project Stage 

Grant  Loan 

EC Technical Assistance and Information Exchange Instrument (TAIEX) 

TAIEX Study Visit on 
Implementation of 
Regulation on the 
establishment of a 
European Pollutant 
Release and Transfer 
Register (E-PRTR) 

List of projects provided by the European Commission’s DG 
for Neighbourhood and Enlargement Negotiations 
(personal communication on 19th May 2016). No project 
descriptions were available. 

  Unknown 2015 

TAIEX Study Visit on 
European Waste Landfill 
Standards 

  Unknown 2016 

TAIEX Workshop on 
Developing Municipal 
Waste Management Plans 

  Unknown 2015 

Study visit on the 
Implementation of 
Environmental Legislation 
in the Field of Waste 
Management 

  Unknown 2013 
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A.3.4 Former Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia 

 

Project Name Project Description 
Type of Funding 

Total Budget 
Start Year and 
Project Stage 

Grant  Loan 

World Bank Group 

Second Municipal Services 
Improvement Project 
(MSIP2) 

Project aims to improve transparency, financial 
sustainability, and inclusive delivery of municipal services 
across the country. 

The project will provide sub-loans to municipalities for 
infrastructure investments. The project will also introduce a 
grant component to enhance service delivery and 
infrastructure for poorer and marginalized communities 
within municipalities throughout Former Yugoslav Republic 
of Macedonia. 

http://www.worldbank.org/projects/P154464/?lang=en&ta
b=newsmedia 

 
  

€25 million 

15% of funds targeting solid 
waste 

2016 

Active 

Municipal Services 
Improvement 

The development objective of the Municipal Services 
Improvement Project for Former Yugoslav Republic of 
Macedonia is to improve transparency, financial 
sustainability, and delivery of targeted municipal services in 
the participating municipalities. 

Additional funding for the Municipal Services Improvement 
Project (MSIP). 

 
  

US$ 25 million 

15% of funds targeting solid 
waste 

 

Additional Financing (2014) - 
MSIP (EU-IPA) 

US$ 26.54  million 

20% of funds targeting solid 
waste 

2009 

Active 

http://www.worldbank.org/projects/P154464/?lang=en&tab=newsmedia
http://www.worldbank.org/projects/P154464/?lang=en&tab=newsmedia
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Project Name Project Description 
Type of Funding 

Total Budget 
Start Year and 
Project Stage 

Grant  Loan 

Environment and Climate Regional Accession Network (ECRAN)/ EC Technical Assistance and Information Exchange instrument (TAIEX) 

National Roundtable on 
Cost Recovery and 
Cost/Benefit Analysis in 
the Waste Sector 

Objective to provide practical knowledge on experience of 
the EU Member States and support establishment of cost-
recovery mechanism in the country.  

https://www.eumonitor.eu/9353000/1/j9vvik7m1c3gyxp/vj
y64kfrdvw7?ctx=vg9pktppo1xz&start_tab1=35  

  Unknown 
2015 

Completed 

EC Technical Assistance and Information Exchange Instrument (TAIEX) 

Study Visit on Waste 
Management Information 
System 

List of projects provided by the European Commission’s DG 
for Neighbourhood and Enlargement Negotiations 
(personal communication on 19th May 2016). No project 
descriptions were available. 

  Unknown 2014 

Workshop on waste from 
electrical and electronic 
equipment (WEEE) 

  Unknown 2013 

Study Visit on Urban 
Waste Water Treatment 
and Sludge Management 

  Unknown 2013 

Workshop on Waste 
Management 

  Unknown 2012 

Study Visit on WEEE and 
RoHS (Restriction of 
Hazardous Substances) 
Directives 

  Unknown 2012 

https://www.eumonitor.eu/9353000/1/j9vvik7m1c3gyxp/vjy64kfrdvw7?ctx=vg9pktppo1xz&start_tab1=35
https://www.eumonitor.eu/9353000/1/j9vvik7m1c3gyxp/vjy64kfrdvw7?ctx=vg9pktppo1xz&start_tab1=35
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Project Name Project Description 
Type of Funding 

Total Budget 
Start Year and 
Project Stage 

Grant  Loan 

Study Visit on Waste 
Batteries and 
Accumulators 

  Unknown 2012 

Study Visit on 
Implementation of the 
Integrated and Financially 
Self-Sustainable Regional 
Waste Management 
System 

  Unknown 2012 

Workshop on Packaging 
Waste Management 

  Unknown 2012 

Study Visit on Medical 
Waste Management 

  Unknown 2011 

Workshop on the 
Management of Waste 
from Electrical and 
Electronic Equipment 

  Unknown 2011 

Workshop on Medical 
Waste Treatment, Packing 
and Labelling 

   Unknown 2010 

Workshop on Waste 
Batteries and 
Accumulators 

   Unknown 2010 
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A.3.5 Montenegro 

 

Project Name Project Description 
Type of Funding 

Total Budget 
Start Year and 
Project Stage 

Grant  Loan 

Western Balkans Investment Framework (WBIF) 

Construction of Regional 
Landfills in Pljevlja and 
Zabljak 

 

Unknown 

https://www.wbif.eu/Projects?by=country  

  
 H 
  

€54, 978,000 

WBIF Grant €978,000 

EC Grant €4,000,000 

EIB Sovereign loan 
€27,000,000 

Own contribution 
€23,000,000  

Unknown 

Ongoing 

World Bank Group 

Industrial Waste 
Management and Clean-
up Project 

Project objective designed to reduce contamination of 
Montenegro’s natural resources and public health risks of 
exposure to this contamination from selected industrial 
waste disposal sites.  

http://www.worldbank.org/projects/P122139/montenegro
-industrial-waste-management-cleanup-project?lang=en 

 
  

US$ 80.44 million 

IBDR and IDA commitment: 
US$ 68.9 million 

98% of funds targeting solid 
waste 

2014 

Ongoing 

https://www.wbif.eu/Projects?by=country
http://www.worldbank.org/projects/P122139/montenegro-industrial-waste-management-cleanup-project?lang=en
http://www.worldbank.org/projects/P122139/montenegro-industrial-waste-management-cleanup-project?lang=en
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Project Name Project Description 
Type of Funding 

Total Budget 
Start Year and 
Project Stage 

Grant  Loan 

Environmentally Sensitive 
Tourist Areas Project 

Project objective is to create ecological and commercially 
sustainable solid waste collection and disposal services in 
coastal municipalities, in order to maintain a clean, and 
environmentally attractive coastal area. 

http://www.worldbank.org/projects/P079116/environment
ally-sensitive-tourist-areas-project-
montenegro?lang=en&tab=financial  

   

US$ 9.50 million 

Additional finance in 2010: 
US$ 7.10 million 

95% of funds targeting solid 
waste 

2003 

Closed 

Montenegro 
Environmental 
Infrastructure 

Project objective to improve environmental conditions in 
the coastal region and improve the quality of water supply 
in the Zeta Valley to be achieved through:   

 Rehabilitation of key solid waste infrastructure in 
several coastal municipalities;  

 The completion of a water pipeline to replace 
contaminated water sources in the Zeta Valley; 
and  

 Technical assistance for engineering services and 
auditing. 

http://www.worldbank.org/projects/P074618/montenegro
-environmental-infrastructure?lang=en&tab=overview 

  
 K 
  

US$ 2.80  million 

Grant Amount: US$ 2 million 

68% of funds targeting solid 
waste 

2001 

Closed 

European Investment Bank (EIB) 

Waste and Water 
Infrastructure 

€10 million loan will support the rehabilitation and 
construction of water and waste infrastructure in 
municipalities across the country. 

http://www.eib.org/projects/regions/enlargement/th
e-western-balkans/montenegro/  

 
  €10 million 

2015 

Ongoing 

http://www.worldbank.org/projects/P079116/environmentally-sensitive-tourist-areas-project-montenegro?lang=en&tab=financial
http://www.worldbank.org/projects/P079116/environmentally-sensitive-tourist-areas-project-montenegro?lang=en&tab=financial
http://www.worldbank.org/projects/P079116/environmentally-sensitive-tourist-areas-project-montenegro?lang=en&tab=financial
http://www.worldbank.org/projects/P074618/montenegro-environmental-infrastructure?lang=en&tab=overview
http://www.worldbank.org/projects/P074618/montenegro-environmental-infrastructure?lang=en&tab=overview
http://www.eib.org/projects/regions/enlargement/the-western-balkans/montenegro/
http://www.eib.org/projects/regions/enlargement/the-western-balkans/montenegro/
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Project Name Project Description 
Type of Funding 

Total Budget 
Start Year and 
Project Stage 

Grant  Loan 

EC Technical Assistance and Information Exchange Instrument (TAIEX) 

Expert Mission on Mining 
Waste 

List of projects provided by the European Commission’s DG 
for Neighbourhood and Enlargement Negotiations 
(personal communication on 19th May 2016). No project 
descriptions were available. 

  
Unknown  2016 

Expert Mission on 
Evaluation of the Criteria 
for End of Waste Status 
for Certain Types of Waste 

 
 Unknown 2016 

Study Visit on Waste 
Management  

 Unknown 2015 

Study Visit on Waste 
Management  

 Unknown 2015 

Expert Mission on Waste 
Data Collection Including 
Waste Composition 
Analysis 

 
 Unknown 2015 

Study Visit on Waste 
Management  

 Unknown 2014 

Workshop on Medical 
Waste Management  

 Unknown 2013 

Study Visit on Medical 
Waste  

 Unknown 2013 
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Project Name Project Description 
Type of Funding 

Total Budget 
Start Year and 
Project Stage 

Grant  Loan 

Expert Mission on Waste 
Water  

 Unknown 2010 
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A.3.6 Serbia 

 

Project Name Project Description 
Type of Funding 

Total Budget 
Start Year and 
Project Stage 

Grant  Loan 

European Bank for Reconstruction and Development (EBRD) 

Kragujevac Infrastructure 
Upgrade Project 

The EBRD is providing a senior loan of up to €15 million for 
road construction and the procurement of waste collection 
vehicles, bins and containers in the City of Kragujevac, €2.5 
million of which would go to the purchase of waste 
collection trucks. 

http://www.ebrd.com/work-with-
us/projects/psd/kragujevac-infrastructure-upgrade-
project.html  

 
  €15 million 

2015 

Signed 

Duboko Solid Waste 

ERBD loan of up to €5 million. The project includes the 
construction of a regional solid landfill to serve nine Serbian 
municipalities, two recycling separation lines, three transfer 
stations and the closure of existing dumpsites. 

http://www.ebrd.com/work-with-us/projects/psd/duboko-
solid-waste.html  

   
€11.9 million 

EBDR Loan: up to €5 million 

2007 

Signed 

http://www.ebrd.com/work-with-us/projects/psd/kragujevac-infrastructure-upgrade-project.html
http://www.ebrd.com/work-with-us/projects/psd/kragujevac-infrastructure-upgrade-project.html
http://www.ebrd.com/work-with-us/projects/psd/kragujevac-infrastructure-upgrade-project.html
http://www.ebrd.com/work-with-us/projects/psd/duboko-solid-waste.html
http://www.ebrd.com/work-with-us/projects/psd/duboko-solid-waste.html
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Project Name Project Description 
Type of Funding 

Total Budget 
Start Year and 
Project Stage 

Grant  Loan 

EC Technical Assistance and Information Exchange Instrument (TAIEX) 

Environment and Climate 
Regional Accession 
Network (ECRAN), 
National Roundtable on 
Cost Recovery and 
Cost/Benefit Analysis in 
the Waste Sector 

Objective to provide practical knowledge on experience of 
the EU Member States and support establishment of cost-
recovery mechanism in the country.  

http://euparl.net/9353000/1/j9vvhskmycle0vf/vjy64kfrdvw
7?ctx=vg9pktppo1xz&v=1&tab=1&start_tab0=5  

  Unknown 
2015 

Completed 

Study Visit on Waste 
Management 

List of projects provided by the European Commission’s DG 
for Neighbourhood and Enlargement Negotiations 
(personal communication on 19th May 2016). No project 
descriptions were available. 

  Unknown 2015 

Workshop on Waste 
Management 

  Unknown 2013 

Workshop on Waste of 
Electrical and Electronic 
Equipment (WEEE) 

  Unknown 2011 

Expert Mission on 
Remediation of 
Contaminated Sites 

  Unknown 2010 

Study Visit on Best 
Available Techniques in 
Facilities Dealing with 
Hazardous Waste 

  Unknown 2010 

http://euparl.net/9353000/1/j9vvhskmycle0vf/vjy64kfrdvw7?ctx=vg9pktppo1xz&v=1&tab=1&start_tab0=5
http://euparl.net/9353000/1/j9vvhskmycle0vf/vjy64kfrdvw7?ctx=vg9pktppo1xz&v=1&tab=1&start_tab0=5
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Project Name Project Description 
Type of Funding 

Total Budget 
Start Year and 
Project Stage 

Grant  Loan 

Workshop on the 
Management of 
Healthcare Waste 

  Unknown 2010 

Expert Mission on 
Practical Issues Regarding 
Waste Incineration 

  Unknown 2010 

 

  



  213 

A.3.7 Regional/Multi-Country Projects 

 

Project Name Project Description 
Type of Funding 

Total Budget 
Start Year and 
Project Stage 

Grant  Loan 

European Western Balkans Joint Fund (EWBJF)  

PPP Institutional 
Strengthening in the 
Western Balkans 

The project was implemented under the WBIF and was a 
joint initiative of the EU, International Financial Institutions 
(including the EIB), bilateral donors and the governments of 
the Western Balkans. 

The project involved bringing EPEC’s PPP expertise to the 
Western Balkans and assisting the countries to harmonise 
institutional structures and move forward with their PPP 
programming and PPP project readiness assessment to 
procure and deliver projects. 

http://www.eib.org/epec/wbif/index.htm  

  €1 million 
2013 

Closed 

European Bank for Reconstruction and Development (EBRD) 

Municipal Infrastructure 
Development Facility 

The Municipal Infrastructure Development Facility is 
intended to provide senior loan finance for utility company 
and municipality projects in the Western Balkans. The funds 
are provided by EBRD and KfW. The loans will finance 
infrastructure investments in water and wastewater, 
district heating, solid waste management, energy efficiency, 
public transport and other municipal infrastructure. 

http://www.ebrd.com/work-with-
us/projects/psd/municipal-infrastructure-development-
fund.html 

   
€100,000 - €5 million per 

project 
2013 

http://www.eib.org/epec/wbif/index.htm
http://www.ebrd.com/work-with-us/projects/psd/municipal-infrastructure-development-fund.html
http://www.ebrd.com/work-with-us/projects/psd/municipal-infrastructure-development-fund.html
http://www.ebrd.com/work-with-us/projects/psd/municipal-infrastructure-development-fund.html
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Project Name Project Description 
Type of Funding 

Total Budget 
Start Year and 
Project Stage 

Grant  Loan 

EC Technical Assistance and Information Exchange instrument (TAIEX) 

A list of individual project activities is provided below.84 

Environment and Climate 
Regional Accession 
Network (ECRAN) 
Workshop on Compliance 
with the Legislation on 
Trans-Frontier Shipment 
of Waste 

Albania, Bosnia and Herzegovina, Kosovo, Montenegro, 
Serbia, Turkey, the Former Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia. 

  Unknown 2016 

ECRAN Multi-Country 
Workshop on Compliance 
with the Legislation on 
Trans-Frontier Shipment 
of Waste 

Albania, Bosnia and Herzegovina, Kosovo, Montenegro, 
Serbia, Turkey, the Former Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia. 

  Unknown 2016 

                                                      

 

84 The list of projects was obtained via personal communication with the European Commission’s DG for Neighbourhood and Enlargement Negotiations, 19th May 
2016. 
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Project Name Project Description 
Type of Funding 

Total Budget 
Start Year and 
Project Stage 

Grant  Loan 

ECRAN Multi-Country 
Workshop / Training on 
Assessment of 
Greenhouse Gas 
Inventories in Waste 

Workshop aim to improve technical knowledge and 
institutional and procedural capacities of the ECRAN 
countries to prepare submissions of the National Inventory 
Reports. 

www.europa-
nu.nl/id/vjyzaij0n2zi/agenda/taiex_multicountry_workshop
_on_ecran?ctx=vg9pjk198axu&tab=1&start_tab1=20 

 

  Unknown 2015 

ECRAN Regional 
Workshop on remediation 
of landfills in the context 
of regional waste 
management 

Workshop objective to provide participants with experience 
of Member States in implementation of Landfill of Waste 
Directive to improve understanding of the Directive and 
implementation and planning skills in the waste sector. 

  Unknown 2015 

ECRAN Multi-Country 
Workshop on Compliance 
with the Legislation on 
Trans Frontier Shipment 
of Waste 

Albania, Bosnia and Herzegovina, Croatia, Kosovo, 
Montenegro, Serbia, Turkey, the Former Yugoslav Republic 
of Macedonia. 

  Unknown 2015 

Regional Workshop on 
Cost Recovery in the 
Waste Sector 

Workshop aimed at providing practical knowledge and 
experience of other countries and support establishment of 
cost-recovery mechanisms in the region.  

http://www.ecranetwork.org/Events/60  

  Unknown 
2015 

Completed 

http://www.europa-nu.nl/id/vjyzaij0n2zi/agenda/taiex_multicountry_workshop_on_ecran?ctx=vg9pjk198axu&tab=1&start_tab1=20
http://www.europa-nu.nl/id/vjyzaij0n2zi/agenda/taiex_multicountry_workshop_on_ecran?ctx=vg9pjk198axu&tab=1&start_tab1=20
http://www.europa-nu.nl/id/vjyzaij0n2zi/agenda/taiex_multicountry_workshop_on_ecran?ctx=vg9pjk198axu&tab=1&start_tab1=20
http://www.ecranetwork.org/Events/60
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Project Name Project Description 
Type of Funding 

Total Budget 
Start Year and 
Project Stage 

Grant  Loan 

Multi-Country Workshop 
on Trans Frontier 
Shipment of Waste, 
Waste Management and 
Landfilling of Waste 

Workshop objective to increase the effectiveness of 
authorities and inspection bodies and promoting 
compliance with environmental requirements Specific 
Objective:  

 increased capacity in SEE in the field 
implementation of EU waste legislation; and 

 increase insight in related compliance and 
enforcement mechanisms and knowledge about 
performing inspections.  

http://ec.europa.eu/enlargement/taiex/dyn/taiex-
events/detail_en.jsp?EventID=60746 

  Unknown 
2015 

Completed 

ECRAN Multi-Country 
Workshop on Compliance 
with Chemicals Legislation 

Albania, Bosnia and Herzegovina, Croatia, Kosovo, 
Montenegro, Serbia, Turkey, the Former Yugoslav Republic 
of Macedonia. 

  Unknown 2014 

ECRAN Multi-Country 
Workshop on the 
Coordination of Strategic 
and Investment Planning 
in the Waste Sector 

Albania, Bosnia and Herzegovina, Croatia, Kosovo, 
Montenegro, Serbia, Turkey, the Former Yugoslav Republic 
of Macedonia. 

  Unknown 2014 

ECRAN Multi-Country 
Workshop on Compliance 
with the Legislation on 
Trans Frontier Shipment 
of Waste 

Albania, Bosnia and Herzegovina, Croatia, Kosovo, 
Montenegro, Serbia, Turkey, the Former Yugoslav Republic 
of Macedonia. 

  Unknown 2014 

http://ec.europa.eu/enlargement/taiex/dyn/taiex-events/detail_en.jsp?EventID=60746
http://ec.europa.eu/enlargement/taiex/dyn/taiex-events/detail_en.jsp?EventID=60746
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Project Name Project Description 
Type of Funding 

Total Budget 
Start Year and 
Project Stage 

Grant  Loan 

Multi-Country Workshop 
on the Transposition and 
Implementation of the 
Waste Framework 
Directive 

Aim of the workshop was to learn about the 
implementation of the Waste Framework Directive with a 
focus on:  

 prevention of Waste production; 

 reuse and recycling; 

 WFD provisions for Producer Responsibility;  

 status of end of waste and by-product; and 

 process of planning in the Waste Management. 

http://ec.europa.eu/enlargement/taiex/dyn/taiex-
events/detail_en.jsp?EventID=57735  

  Unknown 
2014 

Completed 

Multi-Beneficiary 
Workshop on the 
Transboundary 
Movement of Hazardous 
Wastes 

Albania, Armenia, Azerbaijan, Belarus, Bosnia and 
Herzegovina, Georgia, Kosovo, Moldova, Montenegro, 
Serbia, Turkey, Ukraine, the Former Yugoslav Republic of 
Macedonia. 

  Unknown 2015 

Workshop on 
Environmentally Sound 
Management of 
Hazardous Waste 

Albania, Bosnia and Herzegovina, Croatia, Kosovo, 
Montenegro, Serbia, Turkey, the Former Yugoslav Republic 
of Macedonia. 

  Unknown 2014 

TAIEX Local 
Administration Facility 
Workshop on Waste 
Management 

Albania, Bosnia and Herzegovina, Kosovo, Montenegro, 
Serbia, Turkey, the Former Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia. 

  Unknown 2014 

http://ec.europa.eu/enlargement/taiex/dyn/taiex-events/detail_en.jsp?EventID=57735
http://ec.europa.eu/enlargement/taiex/dyn/taiex-events/detail_en.jsp?EventID=57735
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Project Name Project Description 
Type of Funding 

Total Budget 
Start Year and 
Project Stage 

Grant  Loan 

Study Tour on Waste 
Management 

Albania, Bosnia and Herzegovina, Croatia, Kosovo, 
Montenegro, Serbia, Turkey, the Former Yugoslav Republic 
of Macedonia. 

  Unknown 2013 

Multi-Country - Workshop 
on National Reporting 
and Extended Producer 
Responsibility 

Albania, Belarus, Bosnia and Herzegovina, Croatia, Kosovo, 
Moldova, Montenegro, Serbia, Turkey, Ukraine, the Former 
Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia. 

  Unknown 2013 

Multi-Country - Workshop 
on Waste Framework 
Directive's 
Implementation into 
National Legislation 

Albania, Bosnia and Herzegovina, Croatia, Kosovo, Moldova, 
Montenegro, Serbia, Turkey, Ukraine, the Former Yugoslav 
Republic of Macedonia. 

  Unknown 2012 

Study Tour on Waste 
Management 

Albania, Bosnia and Herzegovina, Croatia, Kosovo, 
Montenegro, Serbia, the Former Yugoslav Republic of 
Macedonia. 

  Unknown 2012 

Multi-country Workshop 
on Management of Waste 
from Electronic and 
Electrical Equipment 
(WEEE) 

Albania, Bosnia and Herzegovina, Croatia, Kosovo, Moldova, 
Montenegro, Russia, Serbia, Turkey, Ukraine, the Former 
Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia. 

  Unknown 2012 

Multi-Country - Expert 
Mission on Priorities in 
the Environment Sector in 
the Western Balkans and 
Turkey 

Albania, Bosnia and Herzegovina, Kosovo, Montenegro, 
Serbia, Turkey, the Former Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia. 

  Unknown 2012 
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Start Year and 
Project Stage 

Grant  Loan 

Multi-Country - Workshop 
on Waste Classification, 
Inventory and National 
Reporting 

Albania, Bosnia and Herzegovina, Croatia, Moldova, 
Montenegro, Serbia, Turkey, Ukraine, the Former Yugoslav 
Republic of Macedonia. 

  Unknown 2011 
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