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
Final Report

Dr Dominic Hogg and Thomas Vergunst
January – 2017

Europe Direct is a service to help you find answers
to your questions about the European Union.
Freephone number (*):

00 800 6 7 8 9 10 11
(*)
The information given is free, as are most calls (though some operators, phone
boxes or hotels may charge you).

LEGAL NOTICE
This document has been prepared for the European Commission however it reflects the views only of the
authors, and the Commission cannot be held responsible for any use which may be made of the information
contained therein.
More information on the European Union is available on the Internet (http://www.europa.eu).
Luxembourg: Publications Office of the European Union, 2017
ISBN 978-92-79-67661-1
doi:10.2779/41

© European Union, 2017
Reproduction is authorised provided the source is acknowledged.

EUROPEAN COMMISSION
Directorate-General for Environment
Directorate ENV.F - Global Sustainable Development
Unit F2 —International, Regional and Bilateral Relations
Contact: Ms. Maja Mikosinska
E-mail: Maja.MIKOSINSKA@ec.europa.eu
European Commission
B-1049 Brussels

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
Final Report

A COMPREHENSIVE ASSESSMENT OF THE
CURRENT WASTE MANAGEMENT
SITUATION IN SOUTH EAST EUROPE AND
FUTURE PERSPECTIVES FOR THE SECTOR
INCLUDING OPTIONS FOR REGIONAL COOPERATION IN RECYCLING OF ELECTRIC
AND ELECTRONIC WASTE
FINAL REPORT

Dr Dominic Hogg
Thomas Vergunst

31st January 2017

Report for: Maja Mikosinska DG Environment of the European
Commission
Prepared by: Dr Dominic Hogg (Eunomia) and Thomas Vergunst
(Eunomia)

Approved by

………………………………………………….
Dr Dominic Hogg
(Project Director)

Eunomia Research & Consulting Ltd
37 Queen Square
Bristol
BS1 4QS

Tel: +44 (0)117 9172250
Fax: +44 (0)8717 142942
Web: www.eunomia.co.uk

United Kingdom

Disclaimer
The information and views set out in this study are those of the author(s) and do not
necessarily reflect the official opinion of the Commission. The Commission does not
guarantee the accuracy of the data included in this study. Neither the Commission nor
any person acting on the Commission’s behalf may be held responsible for the use
which may be made of the information contained therein.
Eunomia Research & Consulting has taken due care in the preparation of this report to
ensure that all facts and analysis presented are as accurate as possible within the
scope of the project. However, no guarantee is provided in respect of the information
presented, and Eunomia Research & Consulting is not responsible for decisions or
actions taken on the basis of the content of this report.

Executive Summary
E.1.1

Project Background

Eunomia Research & Consulting (Eunomia), along with its partners, was commissioned
by DG Environment at the European Commission to undertake a study entitled: A
Comprehensive Assessment of the Current Waste Management Situation in South East
Europe and Future Perspectives for the Sector Including Options for Regional Cooperation in Recycling of Electric and Electronic Waste.1 The study, referred to more
widely as the South East Europe Waste Assessment (SEEWA) project, covered the
following six countries:







Albania;
Bosnia and Herzegovina;
Kosovo;
Former Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia;
Montenegro; and
Serbia.

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. 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 was undertaken with this in mind and this final
project report presents a summary of the key findings of regional significance. It
accompanies a much bigger body of work which has been prepared as separate
documents.

E.1.2

Approach to the Study

A key task of the project (Task 1) was to develop a National Waste Assessment and
Roadmap for improving waste management in each of the above listed countries. The
Roadmaps were developed by means of a 13-stage approach:



Stage 1 – Develop assessment criteria;
Stage 2 – Gather baseline information and data;

1

Partners on the study included LDK, IVL and national experts based in each of the countries covered by
the study.


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.
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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.

Task 2 of the project involved a detailed compliance check of the Former Yugoslav
Republic of Macedonia’s waste legislation to assess the extent to which the EU waste
acquis has been transposed into law. A ‘compliance check’ is an article-by-article check
to ensure that a given part of the EU acquis has been correctly transposed into the law of
the relevant nation. It is an exercise in examining legislative compliance, rather than
whether the legislation is proving effective in practice. Only one country was covered as
part of this task as compliance checks had already been completed for the other
countries covered by this study.
A third task explored the options for the regional management and treatment of waste
electrical and electronic equipment (WEEE). Task 3 involved the following six stages of
work:







Stage 1 – Assessment of current approach to the management of WEEE in
each country;
Stage 2 – Development of projections on the likely WEEE arisings in each
country for the period 2014 - 2030;
Stage 3 – Literature review on the key elements for effective WEEE
management;
Stage 4 – Assessment of the options for managing WEEE in the West Balkans;
and
Stage 5 – Present findings at regional workshop and discuss scope for
regional collaboration; and
Stage 6 – Development of recommendations.

The final task, Task 4, was imbedded into Tasks 1 and 3. It involved the delivery of
national workshops in each of the countries covered by the study and one regional
workshop held in Podgorica in December 2016. These workshops were part of a broader
stakeholder consultation processes and were used to gain further feedback and input
from relevant stakeholders in the region.

E.1.3

Key Issues for the Region

The ten most important issues of regional significance that were identified as part of the
National Waste Assessments carried out in each country were as follows:
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1) Poorly defined roles and responsibilities at various levels of government;
2) Weak enforcement of laws;
3) Prevalence of illegal dumping and continued use of substandard landfills;
4) Low levels of fee collection and reluctance to increase fees;
5) Existing policy measures are unlikely to drive materials up the waste hierarchy;
6) Ineffective approach to procuring / funding widespread service changes;
7) Waste collection infrastructure is unlikely to deliver against EU recycling targets;
8) Poor quality of waste data;
9) Gaps in application of extended producer responsibility; and
10) Limited administrative and technical capacity.
Each of these issues were evident, to varying degrees, within the six countries covered
by the study. The recommendations outlined in the Roadmaps were aimed at addressing
these issues and moving the countries towards a more sustainable system of solid waste
management.

E.1.4

Key Recommendations for Change

A number of tailored recommendations were made in the Roadmaps to address the
issues listed above as well as additional country specific issues that were identified and
consulted upon as part of the National Waste Assessments. The recommendations were
presented under the following themes and suggested timings for each recommendation
were set out in a detailed Gannt Chart for each country:










E.1.5

Clarifying roles and responsibilities;
Effective waste management planning;
Regulating the disposal of waste;
Moving waste up the waste hierarchy;
Ensuring cost recovery;
Enhancing extended producer responsibility;
Capacity building;
Improving the quality of waste data; and
Addressing the management of hazardous waste.

Compliance Checks of the Former Yugoslav
Republic of Macedonia’s Legislation Against
Selected Pieces of EU Waste Acquis

As part of this project a detailed compliance check was carried out to determine the
extent to which the Former Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia has transposed the EU
waste acquis. Across the suite of legislation examined, it is clear that considerable efforts
have been made on the part of the authorities to transpose the EU waste acquis.
Legislation in the country accurately captures the great majority of the requirements of
the Directives examined, and the areas of non-compliance are generally of a relatively
minor and incidental character – rather than being systemic or wide-ranging.

iii

E.1.6

Scope for Regional Cooperation in the Management
and Treatment of WEEE

The approach to managing WEEE in the West Balkans was recorded and documented as
part of the National Waste Assessments. Approaches to managing WEEE vary across the
six countries. Albania is likely the furthest behind with no formal systems in place, while
Serbia seems to have made the most progress and is in the process of developing a more
formalised system of extended producer responsibility (EPR), with some formal
treatment capacity already in place. The remaining countries represent a mixed picture
with some having passed EPR legislation, but having done little, so far, to enforce it.
Except for Kosovo, all of the countries are signatories to the Basel Convention, enabling
them to export hazardous materials. However, the laws in all of the six countries prohibit
the import of hazardous materials which poses a challenge to developing a regional
treatment facility for WEEE. In Kosovo, the export of WEEE and other hazardous
materials requires bilateral agreements with the recipient country as well as any transit
countries. It is reported to be a relatively complicated and costly process.
In essence, the work concluded that at the level of policy, there is a strong case for
regional collaboration. This would rest on countries collaborating to agree ‘consistent
features’ of a harmonised approach reflecting a common design of the framework for
management of WEEE across collaborating countries. The case for regional treatment
infrastructure was found to be less strong. Both the low labour costs in the region and
the nature of the transport infrastructure mitigate against reliance on regional treatment
of ‘whole WEEE’. Unless the state is to play an operational role, then as in most
examples of existing schemes, who treats what types of WEEE, and where, will be left to
operators of schemes to decide. If one or more operators present in more than one
country determine that regional treatment facilities make commercial sense, then they
should be left to make that decision themselves. The argument for regional facilities
seems most likely to arise in respect of more specialised treatment facilities (e.g.
facilities to sort plastic containing brominated flame retardants from WEEE plastics, or
for degassing of fridges, or for treatment of mercury containing equipment). Such
treatment processes are required under the WEEE Directive, and their nature is such
that, given the quantities of WEEE likely to be collected in future years in some of the
countries, there is unlikely to be a commercial case for establishing facilities in each
country.
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1.0

Introduction

1.1

Project Background

Eunomia Research & Consulting (Eunomia), along with its partners, was commissioned
by DG Environment at the European Commission to undertake a study entitled: A
Comprehensive Assessment of the Current Waste Management Situation in South East
Europe and Future Perspectives for the Sector Including Options for Regional Cooperation in Recycling of Electric and Electronic Waste.2 The study, referred to more
widely as the South East Europe Waste Assessment (SEEWA) project, covered the
following six countries (Figure 1-1):







Albania;
Bosnia and Herzegovina;
Kosovo;
Former Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia;
Montenegro; and
Serbia.

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 lifecycle of resources.

2

Partners on the study included LDK, IVL and national experts based in each of the countries covered by
the study.
3
th
European Commission (2016) Strategy and Reports, Date Accessed: 13 December 2016, Available at:
http://ec.europa.eu/enlargement/countries/package/index_en.htm

1

Figure 1-1: The Six West Balkan Countries Included in this Study

Bosnia and
Herzegovina

Serbia

Kosovo

Montenegro
Former Yugoslav
Republic of Macedonia
Albania

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 was undertaken with this in mind and the work comprised of four tasks:




Task 1 – included the completion of a National Waste Assessment for each
country and the production of tailored Roadmaps whose recommendations, if
implemented, will help the countries achieved compliance with the waste
acquis.
Task 2 – involved a detailed compliance check of the Former Yugoslav
Republic of Macedonia’s waste legislation to assess the extent to which the
EU waste acquis had been transposed into law.
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1.2

Task 3 – explored the scope for regional cooperation on the treatment of
waste electrical and electronic equipment (WEEE).
Task 4 – involved the delivery of national workshops in each of the countries
covered by the study (held in the autumn of 2016) and one regional
workshop help in Podgorica in December 2016. These workshops were part of
a broader stakeholder consultation processes and were used to gain further
feedback and input from relevant stakeholders in the region.

Project Scope

The project was focused on the six countries cited above and covered the following
waste streams:









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.

The breadth of coverage and the stage at which the countries find themselves led to
recommendations being made that cover a wide range of issues, these being tailored to
the country’s specific circumstances as far as was possible and relevant.

1.3

Structure of Report

This report is structured as follows:







Section 2.0 – outlines the approach taken to delivering the four tasks
presented above.
Section 3.0 – summarises the findings from Task 1. The key issues facing the
region are presented first. These issues were identified as part of the National
Waste Assessments completed in each country. This is followed by an
overview of the types of recommendations that were put forward in the
country Roadmaps to address the identified issues.
Section 4.0 – provides a brief summary of the key findings from the
compliance check that was completed on the waste legislation currently in
place in the Former Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia (Task 2).
Section 5.0 – summarises the key elements of the work that was completed
in relation to exploring the options for regional collaboration in relation to
the treatment and management of WEEE (Task 3).
Section 6.0 – briefly outlines how national workshops held in each country
fed into Task 1 and summarises the key aspects of the regional workshop.
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2.0

Approach to Study

2.1

Task 1

Roadmaps for improving solid waste management in each country were 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.

The interrelationship between each stage is summarised in Figure 2-1. From this it can
been seen that the work was divided into five components. The first component
included the completion of the National Waste Assessments, followed by stakeholder
engagement to ensure that the issues identified were representative of the realities on
the ground and accurately portrayed the situation in each country. Based on the list of
issues emerging from the first round of stakeholder consultation the project team
drafted Roadmaps for each country.
The draft Roadmaps included a large number of recommendations for addressing the
issues that had been identified. The draft recommendations were then shared with the
relevant ministries in each country ahead of face-to-face meetings to discuss the nature
and appropriateness of these recommendations. Where necessary, the
recommendations were updated based on the feedback from ministry officials. The
revised recommendations, still in draft form, were then shared with a range of
stakeholders involved in solid waste management and discussed at a day long workshop
held in each country during October 2016 (these workshops formed part of Task 4 – see
Section 2.4). The feedback received at these workshops led to the adjustment of some
recommendations before the Roadmaps were finalised and submitted to the European
Commission for final signoff.
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Figure 2-1: Summary of Approach Taken
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2.2

Task 2

A ‘compliance check’ is an article-by-article check to ensure that a given part of the EU
acquis has been correctly transposed into the law of the relevant nation. It is an exercise
in examining legislative compliance, rather than whether the legislation is proving
effective in practice. Therefore, even where full legislative compliance is established, a
separate exercise would be needed to check whether practice in each country is
generally in conformity with the requirements of the laws.
Eunomia’s legal experts carried out systematic, article-by-article checks on the Former
Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia’s legislation to assess whether each part of the EU
acquis has been correctly transposed. Only one country was covered as part of Task 2 as
compliance checks had already been completed for the other five countries. The starting
point for the analysis was Tables of Concordance (ToCs) prepared by the relevant
ministries of the Former Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia. These were used as a sensible
starting point for the identification of the legislation through which EU legislation had
been implemented, and to signpost our legal experts to the applicable sections of
substantial documents. However, legal experts carried out entirely fresh analysis of the
legislation and prepared fresh ToCs to offer an independent opinion on compliance.
In carrying out the compliance reviews, the legal experts applied the following principles:







In order to achieve compliance, it is not necessary that national legislation
should transpose a Directive “word for word”, provided that the wording
used achieves the same (or more stringent) effect than the Directive.
Where dates for achieving compliance are specified in the Directive and
occurred in the past – for example, for packaging waste recycling targets – it
is reasonable for the Former Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia to set
alternative dates that would lead to compliance within a practicable
timescale and that would result in compliance in advance of any prospective
accession.
Where Directives include measures that require, for example, co-operation
between Member States which may not be available to states that are not yet
part of the European Union, it is not reasonable to require such measures to
be included in national legislation prior to accession.
Where Directives include references to other Directives, it is not necessary
that these references be transposed, provided that any substantive content
of the reference is included within the transposition, or reference is made to
equivalent requirements in other national legislation.

It was initially proposed that areas of non-compliance might be categorised in a number
of different ways – for example, highlighting minor and major omissions, or areas where
transposition was present, but not accurate. In practice, this approach proved not to be
helpful, with many instances of non-compliance including elements of more than one
category. In any case, each instance of non-compliance needs to be addressed. Our legal
experts took the approach whereby each instance of non-compliance was briefly

6

explained in the ToC, alongside a specific recommendation regarding the measures
required to bring national legislation into line with the relevant Directive.

2.3

Task 3

The scope for regional cooperation in the management and treatment of WEEE was
assessed via means of a six-stage process:







Stage 1 – Assessment of current approach to the management of WEEE in
each country;
Stage 2 – Development of projections on the likely WEEE arisings in each
country for the period 2014 - 2030;
Stage 3 – Literature review on the key elements for effective WEEE
management;
Stage 4 – Assessment of the options for managing WEEE in the West Balkans;
and
Stage 5 – Present findings at regional workshop and discuss scope for
regional collaboration (see Task 4 below); and
Stage 6 – Development of recommendations.

The results of this work are summarised in Section 5.0.

2.4

Task 4

Day long workshops were held in each of the six countries during October 2016 (these
workshops formed the basis for Stage 12 shown in Figure 2-1). The primary aim of the
workshops was to have a detailed exchange of views between the project team and
those present at the workshops. The discussions focused on the key issues and priority
recommendations that were proposed in the draft version of the 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.
A final regional workshop was held in Podgorica, Montenegro, in December 2016. This
workshop provided an opportunity for the project team to present some of the key
findings from the project and discuss with stakeholders some of the issues of regional
significance, such as the scope for regional collaboration in the management and
treatment of WEEE, financing of waste management services, and the export and import
of waste. The feedback from the workshop was summarised in a short report and used
to refine the final WEEE report developed under Task 3.
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3.0

Project Results for Task 1

3.1

Key Issues for the Region

This section provides an overview of the ten most important issues that were identified
as part of the National Waste Assessments. Each of the issues were evident, to varying
degrees, within the six countries covered by the study. The issues of regional significance
can be summarised as follows:
1) Poorly defined roles and responsibilities at various levels of government;
2) Weak enforcement of laws;
3) Prevalence of illegal dumping and continued use of substandard landfills;
4) Low levels of fee collection and reluctance to increase fees;
5) Existing policy measures are unlikely to drive materials up the waste hierarchy;
6) Ineffective approach to procuring / funding widespread service changes;
7) Waste collection infrastructure is unlikely to deliver against EU recycling targets;
8) Poor quality of waste data;
9) Gaps in application of extended producer responsibility; and
10) Limited administrative and technical capacity.
The recommendations outlined in the Roadmaps were aimed at addressing these issues
and moving the countries towards a more sustainable system of solid waste
management. Each of these issues are described in more detail below; however, before
doing so, it is worth exploring what an effective waste management system looks like in
practice. It is easier to contextualise the issues and provide recommendations for
addressing these if one has a clear understanding of what is trying to be achieved in the
medium- to longer-term.

3.1.1

Overview of an Effective Waste Management System

Key components of integrated sustainable solid waste management in countries at early
stages of developing such systems have been widely discussed in the literature.4,5,6,7
Based on this and the results of the National Waste Assessments undertaken in each

4

Schübeler, P., Wehrle K. and Christen J. (1996) Conceptual Framework for Municipal Solid Waste
Management in Low Income Countries. SKAT, St Gallen, Switzerland. UMP/ SDC Collaborative Programme
on Municipal Solid Waste Management in Developing Countries, Urban Management Programme (UMP)
Working Paper Series No. 9
5
Shekdar, A. V. (2009) Sustainable Solid Waste Management: An Integrated Approach for Asian Countries,
Waste Management, Vol. 29, pp 1438 - 1448
6
Guerrero, L. A., Maas, G., and Hogland, W. (2013) Solid Waste Management Challenges for Cities in
Developing Countries, Waste Management, Vol. 33, No. 1, pp. 220 - 232
7
Wilson, D. C., Velis, C. A. and Rodic, L. (2013) Integrated Sustainable Waste Management in Developing
Countries, Proceedings of the Institution of Civil Engineers: Waste and Resource Management, Vol. 166,
pp. 52-68
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country Eunomia developed an outline of what a sustainable solid waste management
system may look like in the West Balkans. An overview of this system is provided in
Figure 3-1. This provides a rough template of what each country should be working
towards and the aim of the Roadmaps was to set each country on the right trajectory for
achieving this.
It can be seen from Figure 3-1 that the waste management system is divided into two
parts:
1) The governance of the system; and
2) The operational waste management system that implements a country’s
legislation, policies and strategies on the ground.
The two elements are interlinked through effective stakeholder engagement and
communication, and a robust system of sanctions and consistent enforcement of laws in
a timely manner.
A country’s waste management system is strongly dependent on the existence of
appropriate laws and regulations, and crucially, on their effective enforcement: indeed,
this is absolutely fundamental to any formal waste management system that aims to
protect human health and the environment. Without effective legislative structures, and
supporting enforcement, an effective, sustainable waste management system is
extremely difficult, if not, impossible to develop. In countries where the enforcement of
waste legislation is weak – and the West Balkan countries fall into this category – then
the system will struggle to find a solid footing that encourages investment and ensures
that active steps are taken to moving the management of waste up the waste hierarchy.
There is a need for decision-makers to engage with stakeholders who are involved with
the provision of waste management services on the ground (e.g. municipalities, public
utility companies, private companies, non-government organisations, and citizens).
Stakeholders should be adequately consulted on issues related to the development of
policy, and the waste strategy and planning processes. This will help to ensure that the
policies, strategies and waste management plans that are developed – as well as
respecting the trajectory for waste management implied by EU legislation - are based on
sound operational realties and reflect, as far as possible, a balanced view of the various
stakeholders as to how targets and other objectives can be met. During the course of the
project a number of stakeholders suggested that the level of engagement between the
different tiers of government and civil society could be improved.
In terms of governance, the system outlined in Figure 3-1 calls for sound government
institutions to ensure that national legislation, strategies, and plans are drafted and
implemented in a timely manner. The policies that are drafted ought to be designed in
such a way that they implement the waste hierarchy (as set out in Article 4 of the Waste
Framework Directive (Directive 2008/98/EC)). The development of clear waste strategy
and planning documents play a central role in setting out how the government (or
regional / local authority) plan to implement the policies in practice.
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Figure 3-1: Key Elements of an Effective Waste Management System for the
West Balkans
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The operational aspects of a sustainable waste management system consist of a number
of components that can broadly be categorised as follows:










The existence of high quality waste collection services that are consistent
with movement of waste up the hierarchy, and which are on offer (not
necessarily in a uniform manner) to all households and businesses within a
country (i.e., there is 100% coverage);
The system needs to achieve full cost recovery to pay for the collection,
management, and subsequent treatment of all waste stream. Full cost
recovery requires that full cost accounting is undertaken to determine what
rates need to be charged in order to support delivery of quality services that
households and businesses are willing to pay for, to maintain the requisite
infrastructure, to deliver the necessary communications and educational
materials, and ensure that desirable improvements can be made in future.
The costs should be recovered from households and businesses, but also from
contributions made by producers who place products on the market. In
future, extended producer responsibility legislation could be applied to a
much wider range of materials than is currently covered by EU Directives (e.g.
furniture, textiles, oils, and tyres).8 This could further help to reduce the
financial burden on the public purse and ensure that producers play a more
active role in the end-of-life management of their products.
Waste needs to be managed and treated in such a way that it respects the
principles of the waste hierarchy. Thus, where waste cannot be prevented in
the first instance, priority needs to be given to preparation for reuse and
recycling (and this should influence the way waste is collected). This may
require active development of markets for key recycled materials, such as
compost, and digestate from anaerobic digestion facilities. Caution is
required to ensure that the development of long term residual waste
infrastructure does not prevent future recycling targets from being achieved.
An important component of any waste management system is consistent
reporting of accurate data on waste. This allows for the following:
o Monitoring of the environmental and operational performance of the
entire waste management system;
o Accurate measurement of performance against recycling targets;
o Projections to be developed that can be used to inform policy and
planning processes; and
o Meeting of various obligations to report data on waste.
In order to ensure that the systems outlined above operate within the
confines of the law it is necessary to have a robust system of environmental

8

D. Hogg, A. Mitsios, S. Mudgal, A. Neubauer, H. Reisinger, J. Troeltzsch, M. Van Acoleyen (2012) Use of
Economic Instruments and Waste Management Performances, Report for DG Environment, April 2012,
http://ec.europa.eu/environment/waste/pdf/final_report_10042012.pdf
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inspection and licencing. Facility operators need to have environmental
permits with clear conditions for operation that are regularly inspected
against. If the permit conditions are breached, the inspectorate needs to take
appropriate action to enforce the conditions. Where necessary, legal action
may need to be taken and this should be carried out by the courts in a timely
manner and be consistently applied across the country. In all Western Balkan
countries, there appear to be problems with taking cases through the judicial
process. Ideally, the inspection and licencing should be undertaken by the
same organisation to improve efficiency and maximise effective
communication / learning between the two activities: in a number of West
Balkan countries, permitting and inspection are split, and in some cases,
responsibilities for inspection and enforcement are split between local and
regional / national bodies.
The above description, together with Figure 3-1, provides a high-level overview of what
components a sustainable solid waste management system should have in the countries
of the West Balkans. The key regional issues that have been identified are outlined
below and can be contextualised in terms of the progress we hope that the countries
within the study will make in the near future.

3.1.2

Poorly Defined Roles and Responsibilities

In a number of countries covered by this study there were various examples of situations
where roles and responsibilities for waste management had not been clearly defined.
For instance, in some countries, although one Ministry has responsibility for most waste
streams, responsibility for one or more was streams – such as construction and
demolition waste – resides with another ministry. There are also instances of overlaps in
licensing and inspection functions at different levels of government. The reasons for the
poorly defined roles and responsibilities vary widely, but the consequences tend to be
similar: it can generate inefficiencies through duplication of work, or lead to the
emergence of ‘gaps’ as people feel that somebody else should be taking responsibility
for a problem. This means that some areas are not adequately regulated, or managed in
an appropriate fashion.

3.1.3

Weak Enforcement of Laws

As noted above, the effective enforcement of the legal structures surrounding waste
management are essential for encouraging and maintaining the development of a sound
waste management system. Across the six countries enforcement of waste legislation
remains weak and needs to be addressed. This affects a number of areas of waste
management: for example, poor enforcement, and the illegal dumping of waste, results
in substantial visual disamenity, and has impacts on human health and the environment
(Figure 3-2). Without the effective enforcement of laws, waste will usually follow ‘the
path of least resistance and lowest cost’ – that is, it follows the cheapest and easiest
route that waste handlers can get away with.
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Figure 3-2: Illegal Dumping of Waste is Widespread in the West Balkans

3.1.4

Continued Illegal Dumping
Substandard Landfills

and

Continued
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Reflecting the weakness of enforcement, across the region, illegal dumping of waste
remains prevalent. This includes municipal waste, construction and demolition waste as
well as other waste streams. The illegal dumping of municipal waste can occur because
households – often in rural areas – are not covered by a formal waste collection service,
or the coverage of the service on offer is so poor that households do not take their waste
to the ‘nearest’ collection point. Improving coverage so that 100% of households and
businesses receive a good waste collection service will help to improve matters.
However, there were also reports of public and private waste operators illegally
dumping waste.
A large number of municipalities in the region still use substandard landfill sites for
depositing of their residual waste: relevant departments accept these as ‘necessary’,
even though in some of the countries concerned, the law effectively makes them illegal.
The sites do not meet the conditions set out in the landfill Directive but have been
officially endorsed / licensed to receive waste. These sites pose significant threats to the
environment and local communities and are essentially storing up long-term liabilities
that will have to be dealt with in the future through appropriate remedial actions. The
pace at which these sites are being replaced by sanitary sites that are fully aligned with
the standards of the Landfill Directive, or by operations higher in the waste hierarchy, is
slow, and in some cases, heavily influenced by the availability of external grant funding.
It is a matter of concern that the most basic infrastructure cannot be financially
supported independent of grants, and operations at the lowest tier in the hierarchy are
effectively being subsidised by grants, thereby undermining the movement of waste up
the hierarchy (which is incentivised by the avoided costs of disposal).
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Figure 3-3: Example of Four ‘Official’ Non-Sanitary Municipal Landfill Sites

3.1.5

Low Levels of Fee Collection and Reluctance to Increase
Fees

Across the six countries approximately 60% to 90% of households were reported to pay
their waste collection fees, with the average for the region being just over 70%. Although
fee levels vary somewhat across the countries, in some, the fees charged to households
for the collection of municipal waste were at very low levels. These two problems, one of
the rate of fee collection, and the other of the level of fees, lead to critical concerns
regarding the recovery of costs from service delivery.
If these fees are to be the foundation for the recovery of the costs of the service, then
overall revenue generation will have to be increased in order to provide better waste
collection services that deliver against EU recycling targets in future, and to cover the
costs of environmentally sound treatment and disposal of residual waste. If fee
collection rates are not improved, the level of increase in fees will need to be higher than
would be the case where all those able to pay are contributing their share. Many of the
problems stem from the fact that public utility companies are often charged with fee
collection but have limited recourse to exerting pressure on nan-payers, especially since
in most of the region, the collection service is a communal one so that access to the
service cannot be restricted only to those who pay. There are examples, however, of

14

measures being used across the region to sanction non-payers, including resort to public
bailiffs.
There is a related challenge presented by the widespread reluctance among local
politicians to increase fees. Those charged with paying are also voters: politicians are
reluctant to increase fees, though at the same time, there is a suggestion that some use
the public utility companies as a source of patronage close to elections (by giving jobs to
supporters, and contributing to inefficiency in service delivery).
There is a need for national government to ensure that local government
representatives face the right incentives to ensure they improve the quality of services,
and recover the costs of their delivery. There are some good examples of where
municipalities are recovering costs within the region as waste collection services are
improved. Improving the quality of the waste collection services is likely to have a
positive feedback as households may be more willing to pay for a decent service that is
convenient and easy to use.
If such fees are not to be the sole basis for ensuring cost recovery, then revenues from
such fees will need to be supplemented by revenues either from other local taxes, or by
transfers from central to local government. In most countries in the region, national
budgets are not well-placed to fill any gap, so reliance on local sources of revenue is
preferable.

3.1.6

Policy Measures Unlikely to Drive Materials up the Waste
Hierarchy

In general, implementation of the priority ordering of the waste hierarchy was not
strongly evident in the region. Recycling rates remain at low levels and a few countries
have not yet introduced targets (or other meaningful measures to improve performance)
for key waste streams. In many places much of the recycling activity is accounted for by
the informal sector whose activity is driven by the value to be gained from the sale of
secondary materials (even though they might receive less than favourable deals from
middle men). In the absence of other measures, the generally low level of disposal costs
is insufficient to drive activity further up the waste hierarchy. In a few areas there are
plans for the development of incineration plants which could act to constrain the
amount of recycling that could take place in future. This is closely linked to the issue of
how grant funds from central government, international financial institutions, and donor
agencies are targeted at the capital-intensive infrastructure at the bottom of the waste
hierarchy rather than on recycling.

3.1.7

Suboptimal Approaches to Funding and Procuring Changes
in Collection and Treatment

The problems associated with raising sufficient revenue to fund service delivery tends to
lead to over-reliance on other forms of funding. This includes funding from bilateral
donors (such as SIDA, GIZ and JICA), as well as funds from the European Commission.
These funds are not always made available in such a way that they favour development
of services in the upper tiers of the waste hierarchy.
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Some consideration is required as to how best to make use of grant funding. In some
countries, notably in Albania and in the Former Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia, the fact
that grants made available to national government are used to fund basic infrastructure,
such as landfills, tends to slow the pace of their development to the rate at which grant
funding can be secured.
In addition, to the extent that grant funding is made available for capital investment,
there has been a tendency for some countries in the region to procure facilities through
contracts for the build, or for design and build, of the infrastructure, with the contractor
taking no responsibility for operation. Waste management facilities are complex to
operate, and experienced companies also recognise the need for design modifications to
deal with specific issues and waste streams. In contracts which effectively give the
contractor no stake in the operation phase, there is a concern that facilities are being
constructed to inappropriate design specifications, and / or which are simply not being
operated properly. The operational phase is crucial in ensuring the effectiveness of the
investment (the early phases of landfill operation being especially critical for effective
operation and longevity of the asset). If the funds being made available are to be put to
effective use, then consideration needs to be given to the most appropriate project
structures.

3.1.8

Collection Infrastructure
Recycling Targets

Unlikely

to

Deliver

Against

Not all residents are served by waste collection schemes. The coverage of the services in
urban centres tend to be much better, but there is substantial variation across the
region. The less than complete coverage tends to lead to illegal dumping of waste.
Coverage has been increasing, and this welcome trend needs to be maintained.
The waste collection infrastructure in place across the region is improving in some areas,
and some separation of wastes is occurring that facilitates recycling, alongside the
ongoing activities of the informal sector. Without major changes in the coming years, the
collection systems in place will not be able to deliver the required performance increases
to ensure EU recycling targets are met in future. In relation to municipal waste most
countries in the West Balkans use bring type systems for residual waste, with small
localised areas offering some form of recycling service (Figure 3-4). In what are still
relatively exceptional cases, door-to-door collection services are made available.

3.1.9

Poor Quality of Waste Data

Accurate data on waste arisings and management routes are important for
environmental reporting, policy making and effective planning for the future. The quality
of waste data varies across the region and across waste streams. In general, however,
the quality of data on municipal waste was poor and for many other waste streams the
data was either incomplete / missing, or was based on high level estimates. Whilst the
absence of good quality waste data should not prevent action being taken on the other
issues outlined here, it is important that steps are taken to start addressing this issue at
a relatively early stage.
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Figure 3-4: Examples of the Varied Waste Collection Infrastructure in the
West Balkans
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3.1.10

Gaps in the Application of Extended Producer Responsibility

Extended producer responsibility is a mechanism intended to ensure producers of
products and packaging take responsibility for the fate of their products at the end of
their life: appropriately designed schemes may also help to improve product design. In
addition, appropriately designed schemes can play an important role in covering the
costs associated with manging products at the end of their lives, reducing the need to
raise fees levied directly on households.
Although extended producer responsibility legislation has been drafted for the waste
streams covered by EU Directives in many of the countries, implementation on many
fronts remains sporadic. Furthermore, the approach being followed does not always lead
to improvements in collection from households, and in cases where such infrastructure
has been supported by the collective schemes in place, the support has been far from
uniform. Much more needs to be done to improve the effectiveness of the existing
systems: scheme design ought to ensure that producers contribute funds to the
collection of wastes that arise as part of the municipal waste stream. A lot has been
learned from the implementation of extended producer responsibility legislation across
European Member States and this experience can be used to inform the approach taken
in the West Balkans.
Figure 3-5: Example of Two End-of-Life Vehicle Treatment Facilities9

3.1.11

Insufficient Administrative and Technical Capacity

Stakeholder discussions and other research undertaken as part of the National Waste
Assessments indicated that there were, to varying degrees, technical shortcomings and /
or deficient numbers of staff in key positions. At the national level, staff in waste
management departments demonstrate considerable commitment: however, there are

9

Left hand photograph: Public Source, http://mondo.rs/a798793/Foto/Info/Centar-za-reciklazu-uBeogradu-i-FIAT-u-akciji-Recikliranje-je-cool.html; Right hand photograph: Martin Steiner, courtesy of
Eurosteel
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some deficiencies in technical capacity so that the effective and timely implementation
of the necessary policies, plans, and strategies is not assured. At the local level, there is
limited experience in rolling out and managing waste collection systems, or procuring
waste collection services / waste treatment infrastructure from private operators: the
number of staff dedicated to managing the waste management service is generally
small.
Whilst there are concerns that in most of the countries in the region, the staffing of
enforcement services is below the required level (though there are reasons to believe
that these services could be delivered more efficiently), there is evidence to indicate that
over-staffing of public companies occurs at the local level due to political patronage
(those in power distribute public sector jobs to their supporters). In a number of
countries the International Monetary Fund (IMF) has placed restrictions on the hiring of
additional public sector staff. This could pose a challenge in those countries were
additional capacity is required. In these countries, improved efficiency of delivery and
enhanced training of existing staff should be prioritised.

3.2

Key Recommendations for Change

Below we provide a high-level overview of the key recommendations made in the
Roadmaps to address the issues listed above.

3.2.1

Clarifying Roles and Responsibilities

Where relevant, country specific recommendations to address particular areas of
ambiguity in relation to the roles and responsibilities for waste management were put
forward. As alluded to in Section 3.1.2, these recommendations aimed to ensure that
steps are taken to clarify, for example, which ministries should assume responsibility for
particular waste streams. The aim of the recommendations was to improve the
efficiency of the waste management systems and to ensure that ‘gaps’ – that is, areas
where confusion over responsibilities have resulted in no action being taken by either
party – are addressed, and there is coherence in policy affecting different waste streams.

3.2.2

Effective Waste Management Planning

An effective waste management plan is not necessarily reflected in one single document:
there are activities which are more and less appropriate for being carried out at national,
or sub-national levels. In most countries in the study, the relevant responsibilities for
national and local bodies, and regional bodies where these exist, are not always clear.
Furthermore, to the extent that there are requirements for developing plans at the
various levels, there are elements in this overall plan that are missing. As such, the plans
were found to be, generally, non-compliant with Article 28 of the Waste Framework
Directive.
Clear planning is essential in order to ensure that the region will be able to make the
challenging transition towards achieving compliance with the EU waste acquis.
Recommendations presented in the Roadmaps were tailored to each country depending
on the level of progress that had been achieved and the extent to which the current
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plans were deemed to be fit for purpose. Furthermore, there is a need to be clear about
what activities are more appropriately planned for at the local rather than the national
level. Another feature of the region is the fact that regional planning for waste
management has been formalised to varying extents, but with somewhat limited
success: although the regional layer has been justified through appeal to develop
infrastructure at scale, this appears to have distracted attention from actions that can
usefully be taken at local level (notably in respect of collection systems), thereby slowing
progress. Generally, municipalities should seek to cooperate on the basis of a mutuality
of interest, this interest stemming from the framework of policies and targets being set
at the national level.

3.2.3

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 costs recovery. Some countries have made greater progress than others
in terms of ensuring that municipalities have access to sanitary landfills, and others but
progress has been slow.
The project team recommended a range of measures aimed at achieving the closure of
old dumpsites and the development of alternative approaches to treatment and
disposal. By way of example, some of the key recommendations presented in the
Roadmaps included the following:
1) Suitable sites for developing sanitary landfill sites should be identified as part of
the waste planning process.
2) Municipalities / public utility companies should commit to send their residual
waste to the designated sites, and to pay the necessary gate fees which the
successful tenderer proposes.
3) Grant funds should not be used in such a way that they have the effect of
reducing the tipping fees paid by those disposing of waste to landfill. Preferably,
grant funding should not be used to support any residual waste treatment
infrastructure.
4) Within each country, the ongoing review of existing municipal landfills and illegal
sites should be continued.
5) Ensure that 100% of households are covered by a suitable waste collection
service.
6) A robust system of sanctions and consistent enforcement needs to be developed
in order to drive forward the necessary changes within the waste management
sector.
7) Develop new landfill sites for accepting inert excavation, demolition and
construction waste.
8) The relevant legislation covering the management of construction, demolition,
and excavation waste needs to be tightened up and effectively enforced to
ensure better management in future.
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9) The illegal dumping of construction, demolition and excavation waste should be
prevented from emerging through greater enforcement activity targeting private
households and construction firms.

3.2.4

Moving Waste up the Waste Hierarchy

There is no reason, in principle, why the countries covered in this study should not have
high recycling rates in future. Although there are, no doubt, challenges to be confronted
in increasing recycling performance, the project team proposed a number of
mechanisms for addressing some of these challenges in the Roadmaps. These
recommendations, if appropriately implemented and enforced, will enable the EU waste
management targets to be achieved over time. Generic examples of some of the key
recommendations that have been put forward include the following:
1) EU targets should be cascaded down to the local level with fines being
administered by the state when they are not met.
2) Set minimum standards of service provision for waste collected from both
households and commercial premises.
3) Develop a network of recycling centres / container parks to increase the
convenience of recycling and to increase the number of items that are prepared
for reuse.
4) Develop, at the national level (or at the entity / regional level where
appropriate), campaign materials to help educate and inform households and
businesses about recycling and the sound disposal of different waste streams.
5) Introduce deposit refund schemes for beverage packaging and implement taxes
on single-use bags and disposable items.
6) Introduce taxes on waste sent to landfills that are not compliant with the
conditions set out in the Landfill Directive.
7) For industrial wastes, use the Industrial Emissions Directive to reduce hazardous
waste generation.
8) For construction and demolition wastes, instigate voluntary initiatives to work
with major developers. These initiatives could be supplemented with the use of
refundable compliance bonds linked to Site Waste Management Plans.

3.2.5

Ensuring 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, and
so that developers of facilities can be confident that they will be paid for the service they
offer. 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
(e.g. cascading recycling targets down to the local level and administering fines if they
are not achieved). If they are to act without creating a financial deficit, then the matter
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of cost recovery has to be addressed. For most of the countries the key
recommendations revolved around the following points:
1) The collection of fees from households and businesses in order to cover the costs
of waste management would be improved if fee collection was not undertaken
by public utility companies / public communal enterprises, but rather, directly by
municipalities.
2) In order to recover the higher costs of waste management in future,
municipalities will have to increase fees, or if this is not deemed feasible, then
transfers from central government will need to be considered for proper
management of municipal waste.
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.
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 bio-waste and residual waste. The more material is recycled under producer
responsibility schemes, the lower is the financial burden remaining on the public sector.

3.2.6

Enhancing Extended Producer Responsibility

The experience with implementing extended producer responsibility legislation in the
West Balkans has been very mixed. Some of the countries have made reasonable
progress in relation to certain waste streams, such as, packaging waste, but more
remains to be done to ensure that functional systems of extended producer
responsibility are implemented across the region.
By way of example, the project team believes that the characteristics of a well-designed
extended producer responsibility system for packaging waste would have the following
features:
1) One sole scheme for packaging waste collection undertaken by municipalities (or
those operating on their behalf) which is a single not-for profit private entity.
Whether there is a need for a separate scheme for packaging collected from
other sources is an open question: the mechanism for channelling funds would
be different and the ultimate recipients would be waste collection companies;
2) A key purpose of the scheme would be to channel funds from producers to
municipalities / waste collection companies, and hence, the lack of a need for
multiple schemes which, experience has shown, leads to a ‘syphoning off’ of
funds from the compliance system to compliance schemes;
3) The producers would be responsible for paying the full costs of collection,
reprocessing and communication, as well as for the costs of treatment / disposal
of the unrecycled fraction;
4) The fees paid by producers would be modulated in accordance with the ease
with which materials could be reused / repaired / recycled;
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5) The producers would have a say in the nature of the municipal collection
systems, having regard to the quality of the materials that would be collected;
and
6) The scheme would have responsibility for arranging for preparation for reuse,
and for any necessary treatment and reprocessing of collected materials; it would
pay the necessary fees for treatment / preparation for reuse and / or generate
revenues from the sale of collected and sorted material. This responsibility would
allow for stable contracting arrangements with relevant parties.
The above scheme design thereby assigns greater financial responsibility to producers,
as well as allowing the producers to offset some of their costs through the sale of
secondary materials, giving the producers an interest in the nature of the logistics used.
This revenue, in turn, leads to changes in the fees being charged to producers in order to
fund the system: fees go up when secondary material prices are low, and hence
revenues, are low, and vice versa. This implies that producers’ fees increase at times
when their raw material prices are lowest, so that there is a ‘counter-cyclical’ nature to
the fees being charged to producers.
This approach can also help to support higher levels of recycling at a time when price
volatility in the market for secondary materials has placed stress on the arrangements
between local authorities and their contractors. It also has the potential to ensure that
producers support secondary materials markets since declining values simply lead to a
requirement for higher fees to make up the shortfall.
In the Roadmaps the recommendations are varied by country, depending on the national
situation and what steps have already been taken. In general, it was suggested that they
should be set up in accordance with the provisions set out in Article 8a of the proposed
revisions to the Waste Framework Directive.10

3.2.7

Capacity Building

There is a need to build capacity in most areas affecting waste management in each of
the countries. However, the implementation of the EU waste acquis also rests
significantly on staff at the local level. Key recommendations in terms of capacity
building focused on the following points:
1) In most countries, it was suggested that the number of inspectors be increased to
enable improved enforcement.
2) 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 (e.g. 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.

10

European Commission (2015) Proposal for a Directive of the European Parliament and of the Council
Amending Directive 2008/98/EC on Waste, Brussels, 2.12.2015 COM(2015) 595 Final

23

3) Key staff managing / operating waste treatment and disposal infrastructure
should have appropriate certificates of professional competence;
4) At a local level, across all countries, there is a major gap between the existing
level of technical knowledge, and the required levels of competence to deliver
the transformation that is required. This applies in respect of understanding of
collection systems, treatment options and in respect of procurement. It seems
unlikely that this gap would be closed through occasional ad-hoc technical
assistance which tends to be insufficiently focused on operational matters;
5) In some countries, it was suggested, in the context of the national workshops,
that responsibility for enhancing capacity at the local level could be given to a
new Waste Agency, which would sit between government and local authorities
and the service delivery companies, and take on a number of roles in respect of
enhancing the competence of staff, but remain focused on implementation.

3.2.8

Improving the Quality of Waste Data

In order to generate quality data regarding waste management, and the fate of wastes,
then some form of data capture mechanism has to be in place. In principle, possibilities
of varying technological sophistication exist, but the cost of implementing the more
sophisticated systems, based on electronic data transfer, is falling. Given the absence of
an effective system that would have to be replaced, we recommend implementation 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. Such systems can help to measure performance, and indicate where
potentially illegal activities are taking place. This recommendation is appropriate for all
countries.

3.2.9

Addressing the Management of Hazardous Waste

The management of hazardous waste remains a key concern for all six countries and the
lack of local treatment capacity significantly increases the cost of dealing with these
materials. In addition, a number of countries have stockpiled substantial amounts of
hazardous waste over many decades and these materials are often stored
inappropriately (Figure 3-6). All six countries covered by the study ban the import of
hazardous waste. While this can help to prevent the important of unwanted materials it
is a decisive barrier to any form of regional collaboration on the treatment of less
innocuous hazardous items (e.g. certain WEEE streams). Among stakeholders there
seemed to be support for the idea that the existing bans could be changed in order to
enable the import / transit of specified hazardous waste streams (such as those covered
by extended producer responsibility legislation – for example, WEEE, batteries, end of
life vehicles, and packaging).
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Figure 3-6: Entrance of a Locked Store for Industrial Chemicals11

The option for regional treatment infrastructure was raised at some of the workshops
hosted during the course of the project. Although the benefits of such an approach were
recognised, there appeared to be limited appetite for the proposal, recognising that this
tended to lead to discussions around hosting such facilities that were difficult to bring to
a clear conclusion. On the other hand, such a regional facility might be possible to
establish if there were clear plans to compensate local communities for hosting the
facility. In addition, there would need to be collaboration between the countries to
ensure the safe passage of waste materials, as previously mentioned.

11

Photograph by Martin Steiner, TBU
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4.0

Project Results for Task 2

As part of this project a detailed compliance check was carried out to determine the
extent to which the Former Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia has transposed the EU
waste acquis. A ‘compliance check’ is an article-by-article check to ensure that a given
part of the EU acquis has been correctly transposed into the law of the relevant nation. It
is an exercise in examining legislative compliance, rather than whether the legislation is
proving effective in practice. The compliance check covered the following EU Directives:









Directive 86/278/EEC on Sewage Sludge;
Directive 94/62/EC on Packaging and Packaging Waste;
Directive 1999/31/EC on the Landfilling of Waste;
Directive 2000/53/EC on End-of-life Vehicles;
Directive 2006/21/EC on Waste from Extractive Industries
Directive 2006/66/EC on Batteries and Accumulators;
Directive 2008/98/EC on Waste; and
Directive 2012/19/EU on Waste Electrical & Electronic Equipment.

Across the suite of legislation examined, it is clear that considerable efforts have been
made on the part of the authorities of the Former Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia to
transpose the EU waste acquis. Legislation in the country accurately captures the great
majority of the requirements of the Directives examined, and the areas of noncompliance are generally of a relatively minor and incidental character, rather than being
systemic or wide-ranging.
A key exception is the transposition of the Waste Framework Directive, where a number
of shortcomings were identified. We were unable to identify evidence that the country
had transposed the 50% recycling target, and numerous important definitions and key
concepts (such as the waste hierarchy, set out in Article 4 of the Waste Framework
Directive) were either absent or inaccurately transposed. Also missing from the laws is
an up to date transposition of the EU List of Wastes, which should urgently be remedied.
In general, the definitions used in Directives were less accurately transposed than other
parts of the legislation. In some cases, definitions were erroneously excluded; in other
cases, definitions are not a close match to those in the Directives.
In addition, the Former Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia has introduced a small number
of exceptions in ways that do not appear to be mandated by EU law, in particular
regarding the application of certain legislation (e.g. the requirements of the Packaging
and Packaging Waste Directive) to small producers. Such exceptions need to be removed
or revised in order for full compliance to be achieved.
The full details of the compliance check and the associated recommendations have been
prepared as a separate document. It is worth noting, however, that in December 2015
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the European Commission published proposals for revising six of the above listed
Directives.12 The proposed legislative changes were being debated at the time of writing
had not been written into EU law. The Former Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia may wish
to follow the progress of these revisions, and be mindful of them when making changes
to existing legislation. The proposed changes include more ambitious recycling targets
for municipal and packaging waste. For example, when transposing the 50% recycling
target, and when planning future infrastructure requirements, the country should bear
in mind that higher recycling rates may need to be achieved over the longer-term.

12

The Commission’s revised legislative proposals for six waste Directives can be found here: European
th
Commission (2016) Circular Economy Strategy, Date Accessed: 7 May 2016, Available at:
http://ec.europa.eu/environment/circular-economy/index_en.htm
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5.0

Project Results for Task 3

Part of the project was to identify feasible options for regional co-operation in the
management and treatment of WEEE. The sections below provide a summary of this
work, the outcome of which is presented in separate report.

5.1

Current Approach to Managing WEEE

Despite the environmental benefits and the potential for increased resource security
that better management of WEEE can offer, most of the West Balkan countries do not
have effective WEEE management systems in place. WEEE is also often exported to
developing countries where the use of crude and inefficient techniques can result in
harm to both people and the environment.13 As a consumer of an increasing quantity of
electrical and electronic goods, the West Balkans is in need of effective collection and
treatment processes to take advantage of the opportunities that better management of
this waste stream can offer.
The approach to managing WEEE in the West Balkans was recorded and documented as
part of the National Waste Assessment. Approaches to managing WEEE vary across the
six countries. Albania is likely the furthest behind with no formal systems in place, while
Serbia seems to have made the most progress and is in the process of developing a more
formalised system of extended producer responsibility (EPR), with some formal
treatment capacity already in place. The remaining countries represent a mixed picture
with some having passed EPR legislation, but having done little, so far, to enforce it.
Except for Kosovo, all of the countries are signatories to the Basel Convention, enabling
them to export hazardous materials for recovery without major problems. However, the
laws in all of the six countries prohibit the import of hazardous materials which poses a
challenge to developing a regional treatment facility for WEEE. In Kosovo, the export of
WEEE and other hazardous materials requires bilateral agreements with the recipient
country as well as any transit countries. This is a relatively complicated and costly
process for the country.

5.2

Projected WEEE Arisings

According to Eunomia projections, based on previous work by the United Nations
University, an estimated 177 thousand tonnes of WEEE is forecast to arise across the
West Balkan Countries in 2030, up from an estimated 130 thousand tonnes in 2014
(Figure E - 1). The greatest proportion of WEEE comes from small and large equipment,
followed by temperature exchange equipment (Figure E - 2).

13

United Nations University (2015) The Global E-Waste Monitor 2014: Quantities, Flows and Resources,
2015, http://i.unu.edu/media/unu.edu/news/52624/UNU-1stGlobal-E-Waste-Monitor-2014-small.pdf
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Figure E - 1: Tonnage of WEEE Arisings by Country
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Figure E - 2: Tonnage of WEEE Arisings by Category
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5.3

Key Elements for Effective WEEE Management

A review of the literature was undertaken and identified key elements and examples of
best practice for the effective management of WEEE. The themes covered in the review
were:







Key components of a sustainable EEE / WEEE management system;
Reuse of electrical and electronic equipment;
Management and financing structures;
WEEE collections;
WEEE treatment; and
Reporting, monitoring, and enforcement.

An effective WEEE management system should cover all flows of EEE and WEEE through
the economy. EPR legislation should address the entire system, stretching from product
design, and monitor when a product is prepared for reuse, recycled, or disposed of at
the end of its life. A number of key elements, which should be incorporated in any
EEE/WEEE management system were identified:








5.4

Sound institutions (covered within the Roadmaps that have been produced –
see above);
A policy framework that supports the effective implementation of the waste
hierarchy (also covered within the Roadmaps);
Effective management, financing and communication structures;
Systems promoting the reuse of EEE and preparation for reuse of WEEE;
Appropriate WEEE collection schemes;
Appropriate treatment, recycling and disposal of WEEE; and
Effective reporting, monitoring and enforcement of the system.

Opportunities and Challenges for Managing WEEE in
the West Balkans

There are a number of opportunities and barriers to regional cooperation in managing
and treating WEEE – these are summarised in Table 5-1. In essence, the work concluded
that at the level of policy, there is a strong case for regional collaboration. This would
rest on countries collaborating to agree ‘consistent features’ of a harmonised approach
reflecting a common design of the framework for management of WEEE across
collaborating countries. In this regard, the relatively early stages of development of
legislation might be seen as providing an opportunity.
The case for regional treatment infrastructure was found to be less strong. Both the low
labour costs in the region and the nature of the transport infrastructure mitigate against
reliance on regional treatment of ‘whole WEEE’: a more suitable approach is likely to
make use of first stage manual dismantling processes where this is possible, with the
(higher value) materials and components then reprocessed / sent for treatment
accordingly. Such an approach would reduce the costs of bulk transport. Furthermore,
relying on regional treatment effectively presumes that the relevant producer
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organisations / systems in different countries would agree to send their wastes to the
relevant facility, and commit to doing so for a reasonable period. The implied monopoly
might not amount to the most efficient way of managing WEEE, and indeed, this might
only be possible under a system where the state takes a strong role in the operational
side of the scheme. Unless the state is to play an operational role, then as in most
examples of existing schemes, who treats what types of WEEE, and where, will be left to
operators of schemes to decide. If one or more operators present in more than one
country determine that regional treatment facilities make commercial sense, then they
should be left to make that decision themselves.
The argument for regional facilities seems most likely to arise in respect of more
specialised treatment facilities (e.g. facilities to sort plastic containing brominated flame
retardants from WEEE plastics, or for degassing of fridges, or for treatment of mercury
containing equipment). Such treatment processes are required under the WEEE
Directive, and their nature is such that, given the quantities of WEEE likely to be
collected in future years in some of the countries, there is unlikely to be a commercial
case for establishing facilities in each country. There is, it should be said, no need for
governments to become financially involved in developing such facilities if, under welldesigned extended producer responsibility, the producers are made financially
responsible for end-of-life management. That is not to say that a given country might not
take the view that such an establishment within its borders might provide a boost to the
economy, and therefore, give support under more conventional policies to encourage
inward investment. There would also be a need to address (as mentioned above) the
current bans on the import of hazardous waste to enable the safe passage of hazardous
WEEE products / components.
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Table 5-1: Opportunities and Challenges to Regional Collaboration
Opportunities

Challenges

Policy Level







Relatively small countries.
Collaboration
would
make
possible
harmonised approach to monitoring /
enforcement to ensure level playing field.
Different systems across (and within)
countries lead to higher administrative costs
for producers and potential distortions of the
market.
Design of policy and legislation, and
implementation thereof, is at relatively early
stages




Complex history with strong cultural / political
divides.
All six countries have bans in place on the
import of hazardous waste.

Management and Financing of WEEE Collection / Treatment Systems


A harmonised regional approach
minimise costs / market distortions.

would



A number of system operators / producer
compliance schemes have already been set up
in some countries.



Regional treatment would be reliant on the
development of effective collection schemes
and / or imports from other countries.
Agreements would have to be formed
between system operators / producer
responsibility organisations to send materials
to a given facility.
Small volume of WEEE / state of transport
infrastructure.

Treatment Infrastructure


Regional treatment facility for specific
hazardous WEEE streams could help to reduce
transport costs and retain value added within
the regional economy.
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6.0

Project Results for Task 4

6.1

National Workshops

The national workshops were effectively integrated into Task 1 and acted as a means of
obtaining further stakeholder feedback on the list of issues identified as part of the
National Waste Assessments and the associated recommendations presented in the
Roadmaps. The day long workshops all followed a similar structure, with much of the
time being dedicated to facilitated discussions among the workshop attendees. Detailed
notes of stakeholder comments were taken and the feedback received was used to
refine the recommendations presented in the Roadmaps.

6.2

Regional Workshop

The sub-sections below summarise some of the key elements of the regional workshop
that was held in December 2016.

6.2.1

Common Issues Related to Waste Management in the West
Balkans

Following a formal welcome by Eunomia and the European Commission, Eunomia gave a
presentation which summarised the main common issues that had been identified as
part of the National Waste Assessments (these issues have been summarised in Section
3.1). It was explained that the issues were evident, to varying degrees, within each of the
countries covered by the study. Following the presentation, the floor was opened for a
broader discussion among delegates.

6.2.2

Scope for Cooperation in the Treatment and Management of
WEEE

Eunomia presented an overview of the work that had been undertaken on assessing the
scope for regional cooperation on the management of waste electrical and electronic
equipment (WEEE). The presentation started by providing an overview of the situation in
the West Balkans, highlighting the relatively small amount of WEEE generated in the
whole region. It then went on to outline what an effective WEEE management system
might look like and what treatment options were likely to best serve the region.
Feedback from the workshop delegates was recorded and used to update the final WEEE
report that was delivered as part of Task 3.

6.2.3

Financing of Waste Management Services

The third presentation of the day introduced a number of themes in relation to the
financing of waste infrastructure and services. It was suggested that too much grant
funding was being targeted at the lower end of the waste hierarchy (i.e. on landfilling
and infrastructure for the treatment of residual waste). A number of reasons for this
were highlighted, but it was stressed that in order to move towards achieving the EU
recycling targets, funding would have to be targeted, to an increasing extent, on waste
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collection infrastructure for separate collection of dry recyclables and bio-waste, and for
the associated treatment infrastructure to process the bio-waste.
A possible system / model for project financing of waste infrastructure was put forward
and discussed at some length with workshop delegates. The project team was keen to
explore how the funding that is made available to the region could be reoriented to the
top of the waste hierarchy. It was also suggested that project structures which a) did not
dictate the design of the facility to the contractor (leaving this to the contractor to
decide) and b) which required the contractor to operate the facility for a reasonable
period following construction, could help avoid situations where poorly designed
facilities were constructed and where operating companies were left with sub-standard
facilities to work with.

6.2.4

Implementing Change: The Role of a Waste Agency

The session commenced with an overview being provided by Eunomia of the type of role
that a Waste Agency could play in assisting municipalities with the implementation of
legislation and the effective role out of the necessary collection infrastructure. It was
suggested that such an Agency could be structured in a number of ways and did not have
to be a new department within existing ministries; indeed, it would likely be better if it
was not a new department but rather an independent body with close links to
government. By way of example, it was proposed that a Waste Agency could undertake
the following:







Coordination of training and sharing of best practice;
Assist with capacity building;
Support communication activities and stakeholder engagement;
Support on procuring waste management services;
Provide guidance on specific topics of importance (e.g. on waste prevention,
waste collection schemes); and
Assist with market development for compost (and digestate from anaerobic
digestion plants) and, where relevant, dry recyclables.

Two case studies were provided to illustrate two examples of how similar organisations
in the United Kingdom (WRAP) and Belgium (OVAM) had assisted municipalities in many
ways and made a significant contribution over the years to driving forward the resource
efficiency agenda in both countries. The presentation was followed by a general
discussion with delegates.

6.2.5

Imports and Exports of Waste

The workshop concluded with a presentation on the issues surrounding the import and
export of waste across the region. In the national workshops, different countries had
hinted at their desire to restrict imports, or to restrict exports of recyclables: the
presentation looked at the pros and cons of such approaches and the regulatory position
regarding transfrontier movement of wastes. A lively discussion was held following the
delivery of the presentation, particularly in relation to the bans on the import of
hazardous waste and the impact that this has on the treatment of, for example, WEEE.
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