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RREUSE Comments on JRC 3rd Working Document on EoW for Biowaste 21.01.2013 

Introduction 

Local, community and neighbourhood composting activities are characterised by using source 

separated domestic kitchen waste and green waste, which is both produced and spread locally 

resulting in benefit to agriculture or ecological improvement and also provides a variety of social and 

educational benefits. The inputs to these composting and AD activities can all be found on the 

current positive list that has been drawn up by the JRC, and are source separated and safe low risk 

materials. 

The purpose of this paper is to highlight concern as to how such EoW criteria will negatively impact 

such activities, especially financially, despite their clear benefits to environment and society.  

1.1 Lack of clarity on costs of EoW criteria to composting facilities below throughput of 500-1000 

tonnes/annum 

RREUSE feels that in the current working paper there is no clarity about how EoW Criteria will 

financially impact facilities operating at or below a throughput of 1000 tonnes/annum. Firstly, in 

table 10 (Line 4495)  (Fig 1) there are no cost estimates of quality assurance for 5 out of 6 countries 

with a throughput of below 1000 tonnes/annum.  Furthermore, the current working paper states 

that in the case of a plant processing 500 tonnes compost/year, quality assurance can make up 

more than 15 % of total costs (Line 4477), however, the evidence base for this is seemingly very 

limited.  

 
 
Figure 1: table from 3rd Working Document showing costs of compost quality assurance in 6 EU Countries. Note that for 
only Austria there are quality assurance figures for plants with throughput of 500 tonnes/year. There are no figures for 
plants below a throughput of 1000 tonnes per annum apart from Austria.  

 
There are further references to small scale production of compost within the 3rd WD in the following 
instances:  
 

Lines 4528-4536 the minimum analysis requirements for measurement of organic pollutants, would imply 
an additional cost in the first year of 4 Euro per tonne for the smallest plant. If organic 
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pollutant limits are low only one analysis per year thereafter would be foreseen as a 
minimum. 
 

Line 4574 “ Where the quality certification of compost and digestate needs to be upgraded for 
complying with end-of-waste criteria, this creates increased costs for compost …this may 
make up to 20 % of total costs in the case of very small-scale production”… 

 

RREUSE requests a clarification as to what in the context of the 3rd working paper is being 

considered as ‘the smallest’ plant and what is ‘very small-scale’ production as this is unclear.  

It is important to note here that those activities, where transfer of ownership of the feedstock does 
not occur, and the resulting compost is spread locally, should be kept exempt from regulation, 
including the achievement of quality criteria (e.g. local university or school composting or farm sites 
also hosting feeding activities, etc. for use on-site). In Sweden, for example, Neighbourhood 
composting (activities carried out by residents from blocks of flats) are not covered by any special 
regulations and are considered an authorised domestic activity as are home composting activities 
(Annex 1). 
 
However, for community composting initiatives which are subjected to the waste regime because 
there is a transfer of feedstock ownership (e.g. through collection charge/gate fee etc.) any quality 
assurance criteria procedures asked of them must be proportionate to their size and type of input 
they take on. The aforementioned benefits of community composting activities, using source 
separate materials must not be put at jeopardy through stringent and costly quality assurance 
standards that are principally designed for large facilities with far reaching markets for their 
products.  
 
As an example, the Community Composting Network, UK, has estimated that current quality 
assurance in the UK based on the PAS 100 model costs around £2000-3000 per annum in staff time 
(See annex 2). For small scale facilities processing 1000 tonnes per annum or less, where the 
compost is used locally, stringent quality assurance combined with other costs such as 
environmental permitting exemptions will put small scale local initiatives in serious financial 
jeopardy.  
 
Mentioning a ‘small scale low risk’ provision is therefore very important to include within the JRC 
Working Document (more in section 1.3).  
 
1.2 Cost of environmental permits  

 
It is important to mention other costs incurred through composting activities which includes those of 

environmental permitting.  

Environmental permit costs can be very high in a number of countries, even in the case of requesting 

exemptions for smaller scale operations. For example, England, Scotland and Northern Ireland 

charge for permit exemptions annually which makes the introduction and enforcement of EoW 

particularly problematic for smaller scale operations.  

To illustrate this, the cost benefit analysis in Annex 2 shows a facility processing 875 tonnes of green 

waste that together with UK quality assurance as well as permit costs would lead to a deficit of 

£8150.00 in the first year. 
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In addition, small scale community composting projects in countries such as the UK sometimes 
receive recycling credits for their activities. The problem is that not meeting an EoW criteria for 
financial reasons would mean the possible removal of these credits despite such operations resulting 
in significant ecological improvement. They would be using EoW criteria as a means of defining 
recycling and if the criteria are not met, small scale composting would be seen as being on the same 
level as energy recovery on the waste hierarchy. As above, this is why a small scale low risk provision 
is needed to help community composters achieve EoW status if they are required to, such as in the 
case of the UK.   
 
1.3 RREUSE believes the following points must be taken into account in the current JRC working 

paper  

 

1.3.1 In light of the lack of clarity over economic impacts of EoW Criteria on facilities smaller than 

500-1000 tonnes throughput per annum (1000 - 2000 m3) RREUSE asks to integrate a “small 

scale low risk” provision into the current working document. This would be aimed at helping 

small scale community composting activities, subjected to the waste regime, achieve EoW 

status and be recognised for the benefits they provide. This having been said, RREUSE is of 

the opinion that the feedstock materials, composted by producers themselves (i.e. where no 

transfer of ownership occurs as in the case of on-site composting at schools, universities and 

the like) should not be considered waste i.e. this activity is given the position of ‘waste 

prevention’ 

 

1.3.2 Alternatively,   where no such provision can be explicitly incorporated, then member states 

must ensure some provision is made that protects and safeguards good localised small scale 

practices, including local, community and neighbourhood composting, from being 

disadvantaged by criteria which is created primarily for larger scale operations which have 

large markets for their products. A requirement for member states to do this should be 

integrated within the current working document.  

This small scale low risk provision could have the following elements included:  

Small scale: Could be defined on national level relative to environmental permitting 

laws. Having a one size fits all definition of what is small scale would be difficult 

owing to the wide disparities with this concept among member states as can be seen 

in Annex 1. Furthermore a guiding principle should be established, according to 

which all activities which do not undergo transfer of ownership of input materials 

rank as “waste prevention” and should be exempt from any quality criteria.  

Low Risk: RREUSE proposes a subset of inputs from the positive list that may help 

define such facilities based on inputs to the facility rather than outputs.  

Local activities: Measures are put in place to ensure that the destination of the 

compost is for use as a growing medium or soil amendment within a reasonably 

proximal locality (the proximity principle is a key characteristic of community 

composting); 
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Social Aspects: That the social benefits of the activity be recognised by means of the 

links with the community and the not for profit structure of the organisation or 

group, (this should not preclude a financially sustainable income being generated 

that creates employment, volunteer and training opportunities or is used to support 

other activities of benefit to the community); 

 

 

 
References:  
 
Trivalor/Ademe (2006) Local and small-scale biowaste management around Europe: a panorama of 
the situation in Sweden, Belgium, Germany, UK, Austria and Switzerland - Original Title: Panorama 
de la gestion de proximité dans 6 pays d’Europe 
 
Ministere de l’ecologie, du developpement durable et de l’energie (2012) Circulaire du 13 décembre 
2012 relative aux règles de fonctionnement des installations de compostage de proximité 
 

 

Who we are : 
 
 

The Reuse and Recycling EU Social Enterprises network (RREUSE) is a European umbrella organisation for 
national and regional networks of social enterprises with re-use, repair and recycling activities. Approximately 
42,000 Full Time Equivalent (FTE) employees and over 200,000 volunteers and trainees work throughout our 
24 member organisations across 13 EU Member States. Although structures and national contexts are diverse, 
RREUSE members share common elements such as the protection of the environment, the fight against 
poverty and, especially, the progress of disadvantaged people back into the labour market. RREUSE’s main goal 
is to put sustainable development into practice by encouraging job creation and social inclusion in the field of 
waste prevention and sustainable waste management activities 

 
 

For more information please contact: 
Michal Len 

RREUSE Network Coordinator 
michal.len@rreuse.org 

mailto:michal.len@rreuse.org
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Annex 1: Table 1: table showing examples of how differently small scale composting facilities are treated with regards to environmental permitting  and quality assurance. Note 

that planning laws express any size thresholds either based on volume or tonnages.  

Member State Comments 
 
Source 

Austria 

Administrative procedures are simplified for sites processing less than 300 m3 of biowaste per year, since they do 
not require a permit. 
 
To check quality of compost 
 

 < 50m
3 

compost produced
 : 

one analysis of compost quality needed at start-up of site 

 < 300 m
3 

1 analysis every three years 

 < 2000 m3, 1 analysis per year Trivalor, 2006 

Germany 

Simplified permitting process for less than 3000 t/year. On-farm composting: if the feedstock is mostly agricultural, 
the sites are not subject to the waste ordinance, unless they take kitchen and/or commercial food waste 
 
Home composting:  If 1.5 - 2 m³ of compost per 100 m² garden area is produced there is no regulation Trivalor, 2006 

Belgium 
(Wallonia) 

Under 500 m
3
 you are classified as Class 3 composting activity which only needs to be declared to the local 

authority - no permits or testing required. For facilities below 10 m
3 

there there are no restrictions or legislation 
relating to the activity.  Link 

Belgium 
Flanders No restriction or legislation if processing <10 m3. A VLAREM class 2 is applied if 10 – 25 m

3
  Trivalor, 2006 

UK (England) 

Upto 60 tonnes  (or 80 tonnes if it’s closed loop all on one site) you must register an exemption which is free; 
within this exemption there is a sub- limit of 10 tonnes of food/catering waste. Over 60 tonnes – you must apply 
and pay for an Environmental Permit. There are a suite of standard permits with strict parameters for composting, 
CCN members who do not fit into the exemption tonnage limit of 60t are looking to apply for one upto 500t.  
However if you cannot meet the strict parameters, i.e. not be within 250m of a house, you have to apply for a 
bespoke permit which is much more expensive.   Link 

Scotland 

Scotland has its own Environment Protection Agency (SEPA) who have retained the Paragraph 12 exemption 
allowing up to 1000m3 on site at anyone time.  Within this exemption the following limits or charges apply:  

 upto 100 m3 – have to register but its free  

 over 100m3 – there is a fee and a more complex application process . 

 Under 2m3 there is a provision for commercial or educational facilities to just notify SEPA that they have a 
composting activity on site.  Link 

http://environnement.wallonie.be/data/dechets/cet/20CBD/20_2Compostage.htm
http://www.communitycompost.org/
http://www.environment-agency.gov.uk/static/documents/Business/EP_scheme_and_guidance_2011-12.pdf
http://www.sepa.org.uk/waste/waste_regulation/application_forms/exempt_activities/paragraph_12.aspx
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Northern 
Ireland 

 
upto 200 tonnes – you have to register for a Paragraph 13 exemption for which there is an annual charge (£570)  
 Link 

Finland 
Under 10 tonnes you receive permit from local authority only - Over 10 tonnes and you must apply for regional 
national permit link 

France 

a recent circular by the French ministry of environment states that local small schemes, between 1 Ton/ year in a 
compost bin or a small collective composting scheme composting around 100 Tonnes/year, are not subject to any 
specific regulation. The lowest level at which regulations would come into force would be composting of 2 tonnes 
per day or 700 tonnes per year link 

Sweden 

There is a simplified permitting system for on-farm co-composting of commercial biowaste when not more than 
200 tons are composted per year. Obligations include measuring agricultural parameters, hygienic factors and 
trace metals once a year. 
 
Neighbourhood composting (activities carried out by residents from blocks of flats) is not covered by any special 
regulations and is considered an authorised domestic activity 
 Trivalor, 2006 

Switzerland 

From 100 tonnes/year a site must follow certain requirements about the composting process, the quality of 
ingredients and analysis of compost (agronomical values and trace metals) 
 
Less than 100 tonnes/year compost produced – no authorisation is necessary to run the site Trivalor, 2006 

http://www.doeni.gov.uk/niea/waste-home/authorisation/exemption/wml_complex_exemptions/complex_para13.htm
http://www.ymparisto.fi/default.asp?node=7604&lan=en
http://circulaire.legifrance.gouv.fr/pdf/2012/12/cir_36241.pdf
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Annex 2 

Source: Community Composting Network, UK 

 

 

 

Paper for Item 1  

Case-Study   

Moelyci Environment Centre, Wales 

 

About Moelyci 

Moelyci Environmental Centre (hereinafter Moelyci) is an Industrial & Provident Society (IPS) 

situated on the outskirts of Tregarth, close to the University city of Bangor and within view of the 

spectacular Snowdonia mountain range The not-for-profit cooperative was created in 2003, when 

the IPS purchased Moelyci farm from the Penrhyn Estate. The property includes farm buildings, and 

350 acres of land, including an SSSI on Moelyci Mountain, arable land, grazing and ffridd (habitat 

between upland and lowland areas, often steep sided and frequently uncultivated). 

Membership of the cooperative is by the purchase of shares (at least 25 x £1 shares) in the IPS. 

There are currently approximately 700 members, some 85% of them from the local community The 

Society is viewed by the Inland Revenue as a Charity for tax purposes. Thus the Centre is owned and 

run cooperatively by its members, ensuring that Moelyci Farm, the land and the Mountain will 

develop for the benefit of the community and the environment. A number of sustainable 

enterprises have been set up to provide employment, education, training and recreational 

opportunities for all. 

Current enterprises and projects are: 

 Organic market gardening & farming 

 Recycling & composting 

 Bridleway access & horse grazing 

 Environmental management 

 Education & training 

 Allotments 

 the Moelyci Heritage Project 
 

Workshops about environmental and historical topics & rural crafts and skills are run by experts 

from the local community. There is a particular emphasis on involving families with young children, 

people with disadvantages and the unemployed. 
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The workforce is made up of: 

 Volunteers some long term and assisting a specific project; others short term visitors e.g. 
from abroad or another part of the country 

 Beneficiaries on ‘back-to-work’ employment programmes e.g. Intermediate Labour Market 
(ILM), Gateway, Future Jobs Fund (FJF) 

 Placements from North Wales Probation unpaid work Community Pay back schemes 
 

All the above receive induction, education and training through their direct, supervised involvement 

in the enterprises and projects. 

The composting activities are integral to the market garden, and allotment activities. 

For more information please visit the website at: http://www.moelyci.org/ 

 

Current situation and causes: 

On the 25th July, CCN received an email from Moelyi stating that their Local Authority, Gwynedd 

Council, has notified them that they would not using Moelyci as a processor of the green waste 

collected by the council. This also means that the income from the recycling credits paid to Moelyci, 

for the composting service, would be stopped.  

This is as a direct result of the recent WAG consultation paper on guidance which stated that all 

Composters had to prove that they were working towards PAS100 and be PAS100 compliant by 

2015: 

"As of 1 April 2012 existing composting and AD facilities that are receiving 
municipal bio-wastes from local authorities must either be producing 
composts or digestates that are Quality Protocol compliant or be in the 
process of applying for appropriate accreditation. These facilities must be 
producing Quality Protocol outputs by 1 April 2014, if the local authority inputs 
are to count towards recovery targets. " 

 

Note that the deadline of 1st April was 16 days before the end of the consultation period  (16th April 

2012). 

Despite interventions from CCN and Russ Owens (Waste Strategy Branch 
Welsh Government) Gwynedd were not to be persuaded that Moelyci were meeting the 

requirements as laid down in the draft guidance. That the requirement to 'be in the process of 

applying' didn’t fit with the PAS100 accreditation process didn’t help. Composters only apply to be 

PAS100 when they have the required operational and recording measures in place which are quite 

onerous for a small composter. 

A second problem, alongside the issues with PAS100, for Moelyci is that the council also cited the 

'expiry' of Moelyci's E.A. waste management licence exemption when in fact they have been given 

clear permission from EA to continue operating (and of which Gwynedd have been notified). 

Moelyci, along with other composters are still in the transition from Waste management licensing 

http://www.moelyci.org/
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to Environmental permitting, i.e. from a free paragraph 12 exemption to a new low risk bespoke 

position costing up to £3,320 (negotiated down from £7000-9000).  
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. 

Cost estimates for PAS100 affordability 

The site will be operating under a permitted position by April 2010 (up to 500 tonnes on site at any one 

time) and accepted 875 tonnes of green waste in 2011. 

Scenario 1: stopping the composting activity 

Current on-site use of our own compost last year was about 80 tonnes 

Cost to replace by bought in PAS100 compost at £50/tonne = £4000 

This would put a new financial pressure on market garden, soft fruit field and allotments, leading to higher 

prices and reduced sales/rent income. Hard to quantify, but likely to be in the thousands. (n.b. in deprived 

areas the availability and affordability of fresh fruit and veg is a big issue). The composting activity also 

brings in revenue for employment in an area where employment opportunities are few 

Scenario 2 – becoming PAS100 accredited 

Estimates that implementing recording systems for PAS100 might cost about 2 to 3K per annum in staff 

time. 

The logic of being PAS100 certified would mean that we would establish extra facilities and processes for 

developing, packaging, storing and marketing the end product. Whilst this would be likely to increase 

income in the long term, this is not guaranteed, and the investment involved in all parts of the PAS100 

process would put extra strain on already critically fragile cash flow of the whole organisation. 10 jobs at 

stake if we go over the edge! 

The maximum the site can currently comfortably accommodate is 300 tonnes on site so more capacity 

would have to be created to increase the throughput. 

 

Costs   

Income £ 

Local Authority gate fee/recycling credits 30,000 

Sales of soil improver to  compost club members 2,000 

Other gate fees (e.g. landscapers) 3,000 

Expenditure  

Staff (includes some short term labour on back to work schemes) 26,000 

Machinery incl. fuel (no allowance for upgrades or depreciation 
built in here) 

6,000 

Consumables/overheads 3,000 

  

Balance 0 

 

The numbers are rough and ready but the 'just-breaking-even' is a fact. As is the total dependence on local 

authority incom 

Not included in these figures yet are the costs of permitting - £2,750 in the first year (application fee) and 

£970 every year there after (subsistence fee). This organisation falls foul of the 250m rule for a standard 

permit, and requires a bespoke position so the permitting costs are slightly higher. Sales will need to 

increase to cover this cost 

PAS100 accreditation will add at least another £2400 of costs on top of this,  

All told the balance based on current costs would be a deficit of £8150 in the first year. 

Our last correspondence from Moelyci indicated that they were having a Director's meeting 

discuss the implications for the members of staff and the organisation and that at least one 

redundancy appeared inevitable 


