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« A few facts & figures

» Sep collection, optimisation and results
* Tools and approaches







Strategic approaches to reduce impact
of organics in landfills

Landfill diversion targets (Directive 99/31 EC)

Probably the most important driver for waste
management in last decade in the EU (and
elsewhere)

Landfill Bans (e.g. US, Brazil)

Garden waste only or organics as a whole

May be lacking some flexibility, anyway an important
driver to consider for proper evolution of waste
management systems !

Requires proper definition of acceptance.
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AU BE DK FIN FRA GER GRE IRL ITA |
YEAR (quantities) 1998 1997 1998 1997 1998 1998 1997 1998 1998
Total MSW (million tonnes) 4.85 4.69 2.93 2.51 44.4 49.1 3.9 2.06 26.9
(38)
Total (OECD) (1997 data, 4.1 4.85 2.95 2.1 28.8 40.0 3.9/ 2.03 26.6
or latest year)
)
Kitchen and Yard Waste 29.2 34.9 37 40 29 29.9 ‘. 47 ) 27 33.6
Yard Waste 13.4 50
Kitchen Waste 21.6 28.5
Paper and card 24 18.9 36.8 16 20 32.5 22.8
Paper
Cardboard
Timber 1.4 1.9'
Textiles 2.8 2.6 0.8 2 2.1 5.1
Nappies 2.8 2.0
Plastics 8.2 6.8 4.5 5.4 4.5 11.4 10.3
Glass 9.4 5.1 2.3 9.2 4.5 4.8 7.2
Metals 7.2 3.7 3.2 3.2 4.5 2.6 3.0 /
Ferrous metals 1.7
Non-ferrous metals 09 P
—
Other 17.8 26.0 12.4 37.3 31.5 5 19.2 1
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International Solid Waste Ascociation
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In implementation

Eurgpean biowaste B In beginning phase
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Waste in EU15:
60 Mio. t / year
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Best Recycling Municipalities,
pop < 10,000 inhabitants

R T T

1  GIFFONI SEI CASALI 5.350 82,58 J 84,4% \ 1429
[ SALENTO S.A 1.049 75,96 76,1% ‘ 199,1
3 SAN MARTINO IN PENSILIS | (B 4.848 15,17 70,6% 12,3
4 VILLAFRANCA SICULA AG 1.458 75,03 ! 13,6% 1 /18
> FONNI NU 4.138 /4, ?B' 66,0% | 11269
5  ROCCADASPIDE SA ].44] 74,26) | 81,3% | y 669
/ ATENA LUCANA SA 2362 ?S,BDI 98,1% 195,6
3 ROFRANO SA 1.721 /3,26 11,4% | 33,4
7 FOGLIANISE BN 3.550 72,990 | 735% | I 564
10 CERRETO SANNITA BN 4.209 12,88 | 744% | | 457
[T TORREVECCHIA TEATINA | (H 4.077 /2,47 \ 69,3% I 81,0
12 MOIO DELLA CIVITELLA SA 1.922 /2,28 66,7% 51,7
13 CASIEL SAN LORENZO SA 2124 /1,30 \ 728 (I 90,
14 SANZA SA 276] ?U,BU Y\ 77.6% J 1629
15  ANACAPRI NA 6.741 70,16 1y 69,1 41 1623

N/



Province capitals
(larger towns, with high-rise buildings)

1 VERBANIA VB 31.157 I 7T,7%

2 PORDENONE PN 51.404 ] 163

3 NOVARA NO 104.390 72,0%

4 BELLUNO Bl 36.618 I 624% |\
5 ASTI ) 75.848 L
6 TRENTO N 115.551 56, 6%

7 MONZA MB 121,545 I s34 |1
8 BERGAMO BG 119.234 | SLZ% |
9 GORIZIA 60 35.667 54,1%

10 UDINE U 99.439 | osoo% |
11 ROVIGO RO 51.872 | 583% |
12 REGGIO EMILIA RE 166.678 51,1%

13 LECCO C 47791 Voserw |l
14 BIELLA Bl 45,845 \  50,8%

15 TREVISO v 86.301 50,6%

16 SONDRIO S0 22.33] \ 50,0%

17 CUNEO (N 55.464 \ 50,8% /

N/
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Turin

« Pop. 909,000
« Separate collection = 42%

* 404,000 inhabitants with
collection at the doorstep
(“kerbside”)

Waste separation in
neighbourhoods with
kerbside, incl. food
waste = 59%

Waste separation in
neighbourhoods
without kerbside ( road
containers, 3,2 m 3) =
25%




Waste “ management” in Italy ?
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The “new” European Map — Economist 2010

Displaced

tnniilrnental drift pho i
1. Metherlands 9. Croatia Norwegian . Fictional
2. Luxembourg 10, Moldova e countries

3. Ruritania 11. Borduria
4. Belgium 12. Bosnia

5. Syldavia 13, Montenegro
6. Vulgaria 14. Macedonia
7. Slovakia 15. Kosavo

8. Slovenia 16. Albania
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Salerno

— |
150,000 inhabitants 1

Pilot project covering
30,000 inhab., July 2008

Extension in 5 steps,
completed in September
2009

Separate collection= 75 %
Organics 50% !




‘Optimising logistics, making management sustainable
(and cost-effective)




“bespoke” food waste collection:
Food waste In residual waste




Cost optimisation (Lombardy, 1500 Municipalities)
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