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	Pag 11
	Chapter 2.2. treatment process Mechanical biological treatment


	379-382
	te
	Italy does not share the description of the MTB process given in the document. As already mention in previous position of April 2011 the main purpose of a MTB plan is the separation of the dry fraction from the biodegradable fraction. Such a dry fraction, which is in the document called “reject fraction”, constitutes the most valuable part of the waste and it is often used to produce RDF. The biodegradable fraction separated from the mixed municipal waste in MBT plan is stabilized in order to reduce greenhouse gas emissions from the following disposal operation. Only in few countries such stabilized organic fraction is allowed for recycling purposes in agriculture or landscaping. 


	In mechanical biological treatment, the mixed MSW undergoes a mechanical sorting of the waste into a biodegradable fraction and a dry fraction, which may be further split, especially to sort out and recycle metals. The biodegradable fraction is either landfilled or incinerated.


	

	Pag 11
	Chapter 2.2. treatment process 
Mechanical biological treatment


	point 386-392
	te
	Italy ask for further explanation regarding the difference on the design of the two types of installations. The technology called “mixed waste composting” should be reported in details  and if there are differences with MBT technology these ones should be explained.

	
	

	Pag 12
	Chapter 2.2. treatment process
composting
	417-419
	te
	Italy doubts that MTB installation can produce high quality compost.


	
	

	Pag 12
	Chapter 2.2. treatment process

composting
	438-439
	te
	According with Italian legislation the composting process last for no less than 3 months. Italy is very surprised and scared that a composting process can be performed in a week o even few weeks! Italy believes that minimum time period for a composting process should be 3 months.
	Depending on the composting technique applied and the ‘maturity’ of the compost product, the duration of the composting process can vary from a little more than a week to several months but in order to produce a good compost several months are necessary

	

	pag 61
	Chapter 2.8 Environmental and health issues


	2367-2369
	te
	Italy does not share the sentence and believes that the data clearly indicate that the heavy metal content depends on the input material and not on the used technological approach generally. In fact it is not clear how technology may influence the heavy metal content in compost. The sentence also contradict the sentence in the same paragraph that says that “the contents of heavy metals are determined by the materials entering the composting process as inputs. Apart from a natural enrichment of heavy metals due to water and organic matter losses, the composting process itself has little impact on the heavy metal content.” 


	The data clearly indicate that the used technological approach generally has a large influence on heavy metal content, as e.g. shown from the difference in heavy metal content for French composts derived from either source separation or MBT.
	

	Pag 61
	Chapter 2.8 Environmental and health issues


	2374-2377
	te
	Italy  does not understand how  French MTB can provide for removal of heavy metals coming from not separately collected municipal solid waste entering the plants. 
	“Finally, lower levels of heavy metals in MBT composts obtained in more recent times in France compared to the metal levels in compost from Spanish MBT plants longer ago suggests that technological advancement offers possibilities for quality improvement.
	

	Pag 61-62
	Chapter 2.8 Environmental and health issues
	2377-2379
	te
	Italy does not share the sentence and believes that it is not matter of technology used but quality of the  input material. If the input materials are clean  (only from separate collection) the monitoring is not of utmost importance!
	This illustrates that the use of a certain technology in itself does not constitute a sufficient guarantee or insurmountable hurdle for compost quality and that monitoring the quality of input materials, processes and product quality is of utmost importance
	

	Pag 69
	Chapter 3. JRC Sampling and analysis campaign
	2689
	te
	In the previous Working Document it is stated that 162 samples were collected during the screening exercise. However, in the current one the results are based on only 120 samples. On what basis have these 42 samples been excluded from the analysis? Which category did they belong to?
	
	

	Pag 69
	Chapter 3. JRC Sampling and analysis campaign
	2708-2710
	te
	The objective of the JRC sampling and analysis campaign was to assess the level of (in)organic pollutants in different types of compost and digestate to discuss the suitability of different materials (especially sewage sludge compost/digestate and compost/digestate based on MBT) to be allowed as input materials in the EoW criteria (lines 2656-2663). Therefore, when presenting the results (Figures 6-12), the materials should be grouped according to their type (biowaste compost, green waste compost, sewage sludge compost, MBT compost, etc.) without taking into account their final destiny. Consequently, all the results obtained for MBT compost should be grouped in the same category, regardless of the final destiny of the compost. In the present document, instead, the original category “MBT” has been divided and results from some MTB installations have been eliminated from the catergory “MTB” and have been put in the new category “other” together with bark compost (they have nothing in common).  
	Other, minor categories. These include bark compost or municipal solid waste compost like output generated by Mechanical Biological Treatment aimed at stabilizing a rest fraction sent to landfill
	

	Pag 69
	Chapter 3. JRC Sampling and analysis campaign
	2694-2695
	te
	It is not clear if only good quality sewage sludge compost has been analysed in the campaign or if more types of sewage sludge compost have been analysed but only good quality sludge compost has been reported.
	
	

	Pag 71. 
	Chapter 3. JRC Sampling and analysis campaign
	2757-2759
	te
	Which type of candidate participants were excluded from France? MBT Co? or BWCo or GWCo??
	
	

	Pag 75 
	Chapter 3. JRC Sampling and analysis campaign
	2821-2822
	te
	For a statistically sound comparison between the results obtained in the sampling campaign and the proposed maximum values for EoW product criteria should be based on the p90value. This approach allows taking into account the high variability of the input materials from a precautionary perspective. 

Italy believes that the comments of the result are too simplistic. The aim of the analysis campaign should  not be the confirmation of the proposed limit values but the supporting of the decision-making process for the development of end-of-waste criteria especially that ones on input materials requirement. Italy  believes that the results of the analysis on heavy metal should aim at comparing the quality of compost in relation with the input materials. From the chart Italy notes that figures from SSCo and MBTCo are much higher compared to all of the other categories and 90% values are twice bigger than the values from other categories (except “other” category). 
	
	

	Pag 75
	Chapter 3. JRC Sampling and analysis campaign
	2826-2827
	te
	Italy notes that p90 values from MBT Co and Other categories are much higher compared to the rest of the figures and believes that the considerations reported are not exhaustive.
	
	

	Pag 75
	Chapter 3. JRC Sampling and analysis campaign
	2828-2829
	te
	Italy notes that 90% of the samples from “MBT Co and Other” categories are exceeding the limit value. The considerations reported are not exhaustive
	
	

	Pag 75
	Chapter 3. JRC Sampling and analysis campaign
	2860-2863
	te
	When the p90 value is used the results show that mixed MSW should not be eligible as allowed input material for the production of EoW compost or digestate, as the p90 values for MBT compost exceed the proposed maximum values for 4 out of 7 heavy metals. The aim of the analysis campaign should  not be the confirmation of the proposed limit values. The aim should be that one of supporting the decision-making process for the development of end-of-waste criteria especially that ones on input materials requirement. Italy  believes that the results of the analysis on heavy metal clearly show that MBT Co samples and other samples do not give sufficient guarantee on the quality of compost therefore mixed municipal solid waste should not be allowed as a input material for EoW compost. 

	“In conclusion, it can be stated that the proposed limit values are feasible targets. Some composting/digestion technologies or input materials might lead to a lower likelihood of meeting the proposed limit values, but at the same time some plants using these technologies or input materials still manage to meet the proposed limit values.” Therefore such input materials should be excluded from the positive list.

	

	Pag 76
	Chapter 3. JRC Sampling and analysis campaign
Physical impurities
	2880-2884
	te
	Although only 16 out of 120 samples have been analyzed for physical impurities, the results clearly show that MBT compost samples are not able to meet the proposed limit value. In light of these results what is stated in lines2880-2884 is unacceptable. From the perspective of deciding whether certain input materials such as mixed MSW are eligible to become input materials for the production of End-of-waste compost or digestate, it is irrelevant if some Member States have higher limits on impurities or if it seems reasonable that plants operate to meet national legislation. What is relevant is that the impurities in MBT composts clearly makes mixed MSW ineligible as input material for the production of End-of-waste compost or digestate. Moreover, impurities on MBT composts come mainly from the input materials entering the process. Without a separate collection of biowaste it will be very difficult and very costly to diminish these impurities in the final product, no matter the design of the plant or the legislation in Member States. Therefore, the conclusions in lines 2880-2884 should be modified as indicated in the next column. 
	In view of these results it seems very unlikely that, at the moment, MBT composts can meet the proposed limit value for physical impurities. Therefore mixed MSW should not be included into the positive list of input materials allowed for the production of EoW composts and digestates.
	

	Pag 76
	Chapter 3. JRC Sampling and analysis campaign
Organic pollutants
	
	te
	The results clearly show that the contents of all the analyzed organic compounds are low and do not pose a problem except for materials included in the category “Other” (maybe samples of compost from mixed MSW?) and, in the case of PFC, for sewage sludge. The results clearly show once again that mixed MSW must be excluded from the positive list of allowed input materials. 
	
	

	Pag 85
	Chapter 3. JRC Sampling and analysis campaign
Conclusion and recommendation 
	3168-3190
	te
	Italy does not share the conclusion and recommendation presented in the document. According to the comments above, Italy believes that the conclusion should underline the need of excluding non separately collected materials from the input positive list.
	
	

	Pag 100
	Chapter 4
	3727
	te
	Italy does not share the limit of 15% on minimum organic matter content. As a soil improver compost should have much higher organic matter content!
	
	

	Pag 104 


	Chapter 4
	
	te
	Italy does not share the proposed approach of reducing or exempting plants from monitoring after the first year.
	
	

	Pag 106
	Chapter 4
	3864
	te
	Italy is very surprised that after the last meeting in Seville the JRC still continue to propose the inclusion of certain input materials. The JRC says that the two positive list were established after detailed stakeholder consultation but does not mention that at the Seville meeting all the participants (except representative from France) expressed their aversion to the inclusion of Mixed municipal solid waste in the positive list of input material for compost and digestate. Such inclusion contradicts the output of the Sevilla meetings, of the consultations and of the analytical results.
	
	

	Pag 110
	Chapter 4
	
	te
	Italy also believes that 15 % of additives is too much because it can lead to dilution.
	
	

	
	
	
	te
	Italy believes that EoW criteria for digestate should be developed specifically and do not copy that ones set for compost.
	
	

	Pag 97
	Chapter 4
	3620
	
	The criterion for a minimum stability is no longer included among the product quality requirements. In our opinion a minimum stability is needed to avoid that immature materials with relatively high concentrations of pollutants just pass the proposed limit values. Moreover, when immature compost degrades in soil this degradation affects both, compost organic matter and soil organic matter. Consequently, the application of immature compost on land could lead to the loss of soil organic matter. Therefore it should be included within the product quality requirements or, at least, declared when placing compost/digestate in the market. 
	
	

	Pag 116
	Chapter 4
	4081
	te
	We do not agree with the exclusion of the mineralisable nitrogen content (NH4-N, NO3-N) from the parameters to be declared for compost within the provision of information requirements. The different availability of N forms for plants (readily available in the case of mineral forms and slowly available in the case of organic N) makes this parameter very useful to assess the usefulness of compost concerning fertilizing function. 
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� 1	Type of comment:	


ge = general. Please note that the objective of this consultation is to contrast the accuracy of the background data collected. Political statements without appropriate argumentation will not be considered.


te = technical/specific


ed = editorial/typographic. Please note that editorial corrections of layout and English language are not necessary as this will be done on the final version.








page 7 of 7

