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management infrastructures in helping Member States achieve EU waste 

                                                

Introduction 

In 2010, each EU citizen generated on average 502 kg of municipal waste, ranging from 304 
kg in Latvia to 760 kg in Cyprus. This waste, if not managed adequately, can cause negative 
environmental impacts on air, soil and water, as well as a threat to public health, while proper 
waste management can lead to an improvement in the use of resources (recycling, compostin
and energy recovery). Energy recovery and especially recycling have gained importance in 
recent years, neverth

In order to reduce the negative impact of municipal waste on the environment and publi
health and to promote a more efficient use of resources, the EU has introduced general 
principles and common standards and targets in the form of directives. The framework of EU
waste policy was establ

The 2008 waste directive was complemented by a number of specific directives for w
treatment operations (landfilling and incineration) or specific waste streams, such as 
packaging or electrical and electronic equipment. These directives set quantitative targets
be met by Member States in terms of percentage of biodegradable waste diversion from 
landfill, packaging recycling 
electronic equipment waste. 

In specific regions, Member States may request EU financial support for infrastructures in 
field of municipal waste management t
(ERDF) and the Cohesion Fund (CF). 

During the 2000–06 programming period, 4 600 million euro was earmarked from thes
for urban and industrial waste infrastructures. Structural measures mainly co-financed 
composting and anaerobic digestion plants, mechanical biological treatment facilities, 
separate collection systems and landfills with an aim to contribute to the achievement o
waste policy obj

For the 2007–13 period, the EU contribution to waste infrastructures will i
million euro, of which around 70 % will be in the EU-12 Member States. 

Co-financed infrastructures are implemented under shared management, with
bearing the ultim

 

Audit scope and approach 

The main objective of the audit was to assess the effectiveness of structural measures funding
of municipal waste 
policy objectives.  

 
1 Council Directive 75/442/EEC of 15 July 1975 on waste (OJ L 194, 25.7.1975, p. 39) 
2 Directive 2008/98/EC of the European Parliament and of the Council of 19 November 2008 (OJ L 312, 22.11.2008, p. 3) 
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(b) Have EU waste policy objectives been achieved at regional level? 

h-level EU financial support for waste management 

unicipal solid waste objectives in the eight regions audited; 

 at 

astructure operators. All the waste 
anagement infrastructures in the sample were visited during the course of the audit. The 

 

waste, generally performed satisfactorily in 

s was below the design target 

as 

ievement of EU waste 
ical 

The Court addressed the following three questions: 

(a) Have municipal waste management infrastructures been successful? 

(c) Were measures put in place to maximise the effectiveness of EU funding? 

The audit was carried out at the European Commission and in eight regions in four Member 
States (Spain, Italy, Portugal and Romania). The sample of infrastructures audited focused on 
Member States and regions receiving a hig
during the 2000–06 and 2007–13 programming periods. 

The audit was based on an assessment of: 

(a) the performance of a sample of 26 waste management infrastructures co-financed during 
the 2000–06 programming period: five sorting facilities, seven composting or anaerobic 
digestion plants, seven mechanical biological treatment plants and seven landfills; 

(b) the achievement of EU m

(c) the implementation in the regions sampled of supporting measures as well as of the role of 
the Commission. 

The audit was conducted between January and November 2011. Project files were reviewed
the Commission and in the four Member States sampled and interviews were held with 
Commission staff, Member State authorities and infr
m
Court was assisted by external independent experts. 

 

Court's findings 

The Court found that waste management plants were effective to varying degrees but those
receiving unsorted waste underperformed. The five sorting plants reviewed by the Court, 
which were designed to recuperate packaging 
relation to their technical design and to generally acceptable standards in terms of ratio 
input/output. 

The Court found varied performance of the seven composting or anaerobic digestion plants, 
intended to producing compost. In four of the plants the quantity of compost produced 
compared to the tonnage of municipal waste entering the facilitie
in four of the plants, and in two plants, the quality of the compost produced was below the 
objectives set in the applications. 

Six audited mechanical biological treatment plants were operational; however, a seventh w
not in operation at the time of the audit. Five of the six operational mechanical biological 
treatment plants audited were intended to treat mixed waste. The Court noted a very low 
performance in terms of recovered materials and waste diversion from landfill. Only one 
mechanical biological treatment plant clearly contributed to the ach
policy objectives and particularly to landfill diversion, another mechanical biolog



 
treatment plant had a mixed level of performance, while four mechanical biological treatment
plants did not significantly re
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duce the quantity of waste landfilled. 
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tive requires the setting aside of 
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y 

 

 waste landfilled in kilograms per capita was 

 

aste 

 

 the audit, all the infrastructures 
 

easures funding did not influence the implementation of 

Regarding the seven selected landfill sites, the Court noted that the quantity of biodegradable 
waste landfilled ranged from 31 % to 55 % of total waste landfilled as a result of a failure to 
effectively treat such waste. 

Almost all infrastructures met environmental requirements; however, at the time of the audit, 
in two of the seven selected landfills, gas resulting from the decomposition of biodegradable 
waste deposited was not collected and treated or flared, as required by the landfill direct
The Court also noted problems regarding the applicable limits for odour emissions. 

The Court found that five of the seven selected landfills lacked a sufficient financial security 
for closure and after-care costs, while the landfill direc
amounts those costs for a period of at least 30 years. The Court also noted significant 
differences in the methodologies in place in the regions to determine the amount of the 
financial security, resulting in very different amounts. 

Following its visits to eight regions in the four Member States sampled, the Court noted some 
inconsistencies regarding the reporting of the achievement of EU targets. Data reported to the 
Commission could not always be 
Commission checks the consistency of figures received, but does not assess their reliability. It 
can make it difficult for the Commission to assess whether EU waste targets are actuall
being achieved. 

The court found that only two out of the eight regions selected made significant progress with
separate collection and diversion from landfill: there was decrease in municipal waste 
landfilling over the same period from 74 % to 23 % for Sardinia and from 64 % to 39 % for 
Catalonia. In these two regions a reduction of
observed, whereas this indicator remained almost stable or increased in the other six regions 
sampled. Sardinia and Catalonia are also the only regions which contributed to achieving EU
targets for specific types of municipal waste. 

According to data provided by the regions audited, during the 2000–09 period, illegal dumps 
had been either eradicated or their number significantly reduced; however, municipal w
was generally landfilled without proper treatment. 

In general in the regions where the sampled waste management infrastructures were located, 
there was evidence of complementary information activities such as public awareness 
campaigns or the publication of waste management guidelines. However, in none of the
regions sampled did the responsible authorities measure the success of their information 
campaigns and no measurable targets had been defined at the outset.  

The Court found that the eight regions implemented a system of issuing of permits for 
establishments carrying out waste treatment. At the time of
were subject to inspections by the responsible authorities. Such inspections were, however,
limited to the assessment of potential environmental impacts and did not cover the 
performance aspect of the waste management facilities. 

The Court found that Structural m



 
information, administrative and economic supporting measures. The Commission required
limited information on such instruments when deciding on the co-financing of waste 
management infrastructures. 

The Court observed that the lack of a link between EU funding and the existence of 
supporting instruments was especially significant in relation to the implementation of the 
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olluter pays principle’: while according to cohesion policy regulations and to Commission 
l support should take into consideration the implementation of 

ifferentiated rates of assistance, the Commission did not apply the 

ns 

nd after-care costs of 

strate 
en 

e is no legal reporting 

irective 

2015. The legally binding waste hierarchy positions 

 
ste. Finally, the landfill targets are 

inclusion of tariffs (user charges) into the calculation of 

‘p
internal guidelines, EU financia
the principle through d
principle of a differentiated rate of assistance by reducing the co-financing rate. 

 

Commission's replies 

In the framework of projects co-financed by the cohesion policy, the Commission was not 
empowered to check the appropriateness and assess on substance the waste management pla
or to impose the inclusion of supporting measures. At the moment of the projects’ approval 
and their implementation, separate collection was not an EU legal requirement.  

The Commission acknowledges that the issue concerning the closure a
landfills is a systemic problem, in need of a global approach. In the framework of cohesion 
policy, the 2007–13 application form for major projects required applicants to demon
that operating and maintenance costs including replacement costs will be covered over a giv
reference period to ensure sustainability of the project. 

The Commission has put in place the collection of regional municipal waste statistics at EU 
level in 2010. The Commission applies the quality framework as established for the 
production of annual municipal waste statistics, which are being produced since 1995. The 
data collections on municipal waste are provided by Member States on a voluntary basis in 
the frame of the Commission’s annual statistical work programme. Ther
obligation at regional level: directives and their requirements, including targets, are addressed 
to the Member States. Member States have to report on progress on the achievement of the 
recycling and recovery targets for municipal waste under the 2008 waste framework d
at national level; reporting has started in 2012. 

The 2008 waste framework directive requires Member States to set up separate collection for 
at least paper, glass, metal and plastic by 
landfilling at the bottom of the waste management treatment options. In line with the 
‘Roadmap to a resource efficient Europe’ (COM(2011) 571 final), by 2020 landfilling should
be minimised to non-reusable and non-recyclable wa
established at national level. 

It is the responsibility of the national/regional/local competent authorities to ensure that 
information campaigns are carried out to raise the awareness of the population on the waste 
management practices and infrastructure available. 

The ‘polluter pays principle’ is taken into consideration by the Commission for the Cohesion 
Fund and major projects, through the 
the rate of assistance. The application of this principle needs to be seen in conjunction with 



 
the ‘affordability principle’. For the revenue-generating projects, the granted rates of 
assistance are based on a balanced approach taking into account the ‘polluter pay
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 rates of assistance for Member States who integrate the ‘polluter 
pays principle’ into co-financed operations than for Member States who do not. 

 the annual discharge report: 

jects effective in helping member states achieve EU waste 
p c
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asons behind this situation, and what means it employs and/ or has envisaged to 
introduce in order to prevent such and similar failures; 
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the data 
received from Member States for reliability; 

fs 

The Technical Paper 1 ‘Application of the polluter pays principle’ issued in 1999 encour
a wider application of the principle by the differentiation of rates of Community assistance, 
while avoiding setting lower

 

Draftsman's recommendations for possible inclusion in

[The European Parliament] 

Welcomes the Court’s special report "Is structural measures funding for municipal waste 
management infrastructure pro
oli y objectives?", and endorses its recommendations; 

asises the fact that the Court's findings demonstrate varied and even poor performance 
f th  projects which benefited from EU financial support for infrastructures in the field of 
u cipal waste management through the European Regional Development Fund and the 
oh sion Fund, in particular: 
- out of seven audited mechanical biological treatment plants only one contributed to 

landfill diversion, and one had a mixed level of performance, while four plants did not 
reduce the quantity of waste landfilled, and one plant was not operational, 

- in four out of seven audited composting plants the quantity of compost produced was 
below the design target, 

- in the eight regions sampled the quantity of biodegradable waste landfilled ranged from 
31 % to 55 % as a result of a failure to effectively treat such waste, 

- in none of the eight regions sampled did the responsible authoritie
of their information campaigns, nor had they defined measurable targets; 

notes with concern that those Court's findings cast doubt on the Commission's effectivenes
managing public money, and calls on the Commission to report to the discharge authority 
what are the re

Reminds to the Commission that it should focus not only on legality and regularity of the EU 
spending, but also on performance as its main goal; commends in this context the Cou
audit work, in particular its special reports, which focus on efficiency and effectiveness o
EU spending; 

Believes that EU financial support should be linked to the achievement of EU waste po
objectives; invites the Member States to set up reliable waste management databases, both to 
monitor their progress towards the achievement of EU waste policy objectives and to 
underpin their reporting to the Commission; calls on the Commission to assess 

Urges the Commission, in relation to the ‘polluter pays principle’, to request from the 
Member States the application of reduced rates of assistance when waste management tarif



 
paid by households do not cover operating costs and depreciation costs of municipal waste 
management, and to apply itself this principl
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e when approving major projects; 

aste, 

 to 
nd 

 schemes and other 
incentives in the tariffs paid by households; 

 
at that landfill sites should possess a sufficient 

financial security to cover closure and after-care costs for a period of at least 30 years, the 
calculation of which should be based on an appropriate methodology; 

Invites the Member States to pay greater attention to increasing public awareness and 
participation in waste management schemes, especially in relation to waste segregation at 
source by households, and to systematically measure results achieved by awareness-raising 
campaigns and educational strategies. 

Stresses the importance of separate collection implementation, including biodegradable w
in order to maximise the performance of waste management infrastructures and to progress 
towards the achievement of EU waste policy objectives; encourages the Member States
introduce economic instruments in the management of waste to promote waste prevention a
recycling, particularly through a waste disposal tax, ‘pay as you throw’

Invites the Member States to focus on waste management infrastructures treating waste 
previously segregated at source, and to ensure that municipal waste deposited in landfills has
been treated before disposal; stresses th


