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DG Internal Market, Industry, Entrepreneurship and SMEs 
Communication, Access to Documents and Document Management Unit A5 
BREY 13/092 
B - 1049 Brussels (Belgium) 

 
 
Dear Mr Liégeois, 
 
Call for allowing use of the EU ABP Implementing Regulation’s Alternative 
Transformation Parameters rule when making EU Organic Fertilisers and Soil 
Improvers 

 

Context 

Following the circulation of DG GROW’s October 2015 version of the indicative roadmap for 
Revision of the Fertilisers Regulation (EC) No. 2003/2003 and some feedback from the 
European Biogas Association, the REA would welcome the optional harmonisation variant 
that is briefly discussed in connection with policy options 2 to 5.  We understand that the 
Commission has considered the benefits and drawbacks of optional harmonisation and 
welcome that it is likely to be included in DG GROW’s finalised proposal for revision of the 
Fertilisers Regulation.   

In this letter, the REA focusses on the revised regulation’s likely restrictions on treating 
Animal By-Products (ABPs), as they will; 

1. very negatively impact a number of UK compost and digestate product producers if 
optional harmonisation is not included in the revised EUFR, or   

2. restrict the number of UK compost and digestate product producers that could choose 
to comply with the revised EUFR if optional harmonisation is included in the revised 
EUFR. 

 

Commission experts’ views on ABP transformation parameters ~ late 2014 

The REA’s call is made in response to views of the Commission's experts on the treatment of 
ABPs, which were notified1 to relevant working groups in November 2014 and mentioned in 
the Fertilisers Working Group meeting held on 15-16 December 2014.  As far as the REA is 
aware, the experts’ views remain the same and we understand that their views ‘do not bind 
the Commission, or prejudge any formal decision to be taken by it.   

                                                 
1
 Excerpt from section 4, page 3: ‘The two Units agreed to work on the following approach: (a) The 

COM proposal would include an amendment to Article 5 of the ABPR which would allow the 
Commission to determine an end point in the manufacturing chain within the meaning of that Article for 
certain derived products which constitute or are incorporated in fertilising products within the meaning 
of the new Fertilisers Regulation. After having reached this end point, derived products processed 
following the harmonised transformation parameters and reaching the sanitary conditions defined in 
the ABP-IR would no longer be subject to official controls under the ABPR.’ 
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The experts’ views were that only the Standard Transformation Parameters (STPs) 
specified in EU ABP Implementing Regulation 142/2011 should be allowed for 
producing EU Organic Fertilisers or Soil Improvers from Animal By-Products (the types 
that are allowed to be composted or digested).  Please see Annex A for details of STPs and 
how efficacy of the composting or anaerobic digestion (biogas) treatment process must be 
demonstrated, according to the ABP-IR.  The REA believes that allowing only STPs to be 
used would be unnecessarily restrictive. 

 

Scale of potential exclusion amongst UK compost and digestate producers 

The REA has reviewed publically available information and invited its members’ responses 
about the impacts (see Annex B for presentation of the analysed data).  The figures stated in 
this letter are likely to be very conservative estimates.  We refer below to processes rather 
than plants, sites or facilities because some host more than one process (e.g. two separate 
composting processes). 

Analysis of data published in 2015 indicates that this would prevent at least 24 out of 198 (12 
%) composting and AD processes in the UK, that already produce certified composts and 
digestates products, from complying with the revised Fertilisers Regulation.  These 
processes were treating 727,500 input tonnes per annum.  In addition, there were 4 product-
producing processes – which together treated 35,700 input tonnes per annum – whose ABP 
treatment parameters were not clear and may all be complying with national rules for low-risk 
ABPs.  

Considering the processes that were likely to start producing compost or digestate products, 
at least one digestion process, with throughput of 120,000 input tonnes per annum, was 
treating catering wastes according to national rules.  For an additional five processes, which 
were together treating 1,101,183 input tonnes per annum, it was unclear which ABP 
treatment parameters they were using. 

At best, the UK data indicates that 727,500 input tonnes per annum could not be turned into 
EU fertiliser products (24 excluded processes) and at worst the excluded tonnage could 
be as high as 1,984,383 per annum (according to data for 2015). 

 

Call for allowing use of Alternative Transformation Parameters 

The revised Fertilisers Regulation’s rules should, in addition to the STPs, allow use of 
the ABP-IR’s Alternative Transformation Parameters (ATPs), which are described in this 
letter’s Annex A and set out in this regulation’s Annex V, Chapter III, Section 2, Point 1.  

 

Demonstrating efficacy of the ATPs 

The ABP-IR requires that efficacy of the ATPs is assessed by the competent authority, based 
on validation evidence which must demonstrate adequate reduction of biological risks, i.e. 
achieves sufficient logarithmic reductions in concentrations of introduced pathogens as well 
as proving absence of Salmonella and no, or very low concentration of, E. coli in samples of 
material that has undergone the ATPs.  

Importantly, the evidence required by the ABP-IR for proving effective ATPs is more 
extensive than the evidence required for demonstrating the efficacy of the STPs 
(details are provided in this letter’s Annex A).  Under ATP processing, adequate log reduction 
of introduced pathogen species must be demonstrated (in a validation period) as well as not 
exceeding stringent limits on concentrations of E. coli or Enterococcaceae, and proving the 
absence of Salmonella in digestion residues or compost.  Under STP processing, the 
evidence only has to demonstrate compliance with the same limits on concentrations of       
E. coli or Enterococcaceae and absence of Salmonella in digestion residues and composts. 
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In summary, the same E. coli / Enterococcaceae and Salmonella limits apply to composts 

and digestion residues made using STPs or ATPs but the logarithmic reduction evidence is 
only required if ATPs are used. 

 

Taking account of the JRC’s report 

You have previously informed stakeholders that proposals for the revised Fertilisers 
Regulation will take account of issues analysed and recommendations made in the Joint 
Research Centre’s report on end of waste criteria for waste-derived composts and 
digestates2.  Its section 4.6 ‘Requirements on treatment processes and techniques’ included 
proposed temperature-time profiles for composting / digestion of wastes that do not include 
ABPs and also these additional provisions (see page 168 to 170):  

 'The producer is allowed to apply an alternative time-temperature profile for which he 
can demonstrate equal or better effectiveness for hygienisation as the above indicated 
time-temperature profiles and provided he is granted authorization by the Member 
State competent authorities.’ 

 ‘Animal by-product regulations should remain fully applicable for any compost or 
digestate material containing animal by-products (inclusive possible relaxations for 
national rules pursuant to Article 15(2)(a)(ii) of Regulation (EC) No 1069/2009 and 
restrictions of placing certain compost/digestate materials only on national Member 
State markets).’ 

JRC IPTS’s explanatory text included these relevant comments: ‘The desired risk control can 
be achieved, avoiding being overly descriptive, by allowing a number of alternative 
temperature-time profiles from existing standards or regulations. The producer must comply 
with at least one profile that has been approved as suitable for the type of 
composting/digestion process applied and is specified in the licence / permit by the 
competent authority.’   

In summary, the JRC’s report proposed allowing alternative time-temperature profiles 
when treating ABPs, provided they are authorised by the Member State’s competent 
authority.  (In REA’s view, the authorised alternative profiles would include maximum 
particle size as well as temperature and time.) 

 

Placing ABP-derived composts and digestion residues on the market as organic fertilisers or 
organic soil improvers 

The ABP-IR’s rule 4 a) in Section 2 of Chapter III in Annex V allows composts and digestates 
‘which have been produced according to parameters which have been authorised by the 
competent authority’ to be placed on the market anywhere within the EU.  Such parameters 
can be the STPs or the ATPs authorised by the competent authority.   

Your intended revisions of the ABP regulations (to define ABP-material exit point from these 
regulations) and Fertilisers Regulation will allow the placing of ABP-derived compost and 
digestate products on the market anywhere within the EU, where they comply with the 
requirements.  Allowing treatment of ABPs using the ATPs would fit within your 
intended ABPs and fertilisers regulatory frameworks for EU markets.   

 

                                                 

2 End-of-waste criteria for biodegradable waste subjected to biological treatment (compost & 

digestate): Technical proposals, European Commission, Joint Research Centre, Institute for 
Prospective Technological Studies, Spain, 2014, JRC87124.  
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ATP rules are not the same as national rules for low-risk ABPs 

Please bear in mind that the ABP-IR’s rules about ATPs are different from its other rules that:  

1. allow EU Member States to set their own national rules for reduction of pathogens in 
catering waste and other specified low-risk ABPs, and 

2. restrict composts and digestion residues made under these national rules to being 
placed on the market ‘within the Member State where those [treatment] parameters 
have been authorised’ (where the operator wants to place the treated material on the 
market rather than send it to disposal or energy recovery).  

The REA understands that; 

 there are concerns about the level of evidence that some EU Member States require 
for demonstrating treatment process efficacy under national rules, and 

 ABP materials treated according to national rules can only be placed on the market of 
the Member State in which they were treated, which does not fit with the revised 
Fertilisers Regulation’s scope, which will allow products produced within the EU to be 
placed on any market within the EU.  

 

Constraints that would discourage or prevent use of STPs, for already operating processes  

Annex C provides feedback from REA members about the implications of changing from 
treating ABPs using ATPs or national rules for low-risk ABPs to using STPs.  Changing to 
higher temperature treatment of waste that has smaller particles would be likely to require;    
 

 replacement of shredding equipment to achieve smaller particle sizes in shredded 
waste (e.g. necessary where garden waste is co-collected with food waste), 

 replacement of the air extraction system, including installation of an additional thermal 
cooling process if biofilter beds are already installed, 

 improvement in performance of the air quality management system so it continues to 
adequately control dusts and bioaerosols, which are likely to arise in higher 
concentrations when the treatment phase is composting, and 

 more irrigation of waste with water, when the treatment phase is composting. 
 
The financial and practical implications can be a considerable barrier and for at least one 
member, ABP treatment using STPs would require change of the waste collection system 
and processes (facilities) used for treating the wastes.   
 
Extent of changes to treatment: national rules versus ATPs 
 
Please note that processes that currently treat ABPs according to national rules could try to 
validate the same treatment regime (time, temperature, maximum particle size and number 
times each batch is exposed to the treatment conditions) under the ATPs validation process. 
Some processes may succeed and others may fail, but it is likely that the nature of any 
necessary changes to the treatment regime (that would enable successful validation of 
ATPs) could be better tailored to the individual process than changing to using STPs.       
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Summary 

1. It would be unnecessarily restrictive to allow only the use of STPs when making      
ABP-derived compost or digestate that complies with the revised Fertilisers 
Regulation’s criteria for organic fertilisers and organic soil improvers. 

2. At best, the UK data indicates that 727,500 input tonnes per annum could not be turned 
into EU fertiliser products and at worst the excluded tonnage could be as high as 
1,984,383 per annum. 

3. Please allow the use of the ABP-IR’s ATPs rule. The evidence required for proving 
efficacy of ATPs is more extensive than is required for STPs, and limits are the same 
where the same pathogen species are tested.   

4. ATP rules are not the same as national rules for low-risk ABPs. 

5. Allowing treatment of ABPs using the ATPs would fit within your intended ABPs and 
fertilisers regulatory frameworks for EU markets. 

6. Some processes that currently treat low-risk ABPs according to national rules may 
succeed in validating the same treatment regime when carrying out an ATPs validation 
exercise.  Others may fail, but it is likely that changes to the treatment regime (that 
would enable successful validation of ATPs) could be better tailored to the individual 
process than changing to using STPs. 

 

Closing comments 

I hope you agree that our call for allowing use of ATPs has a sound rationale, supports the 
aims of circular economy and can be accommodated in the relevant regulations within the 
remaining, limited revision timescale.  I would be pleased to discuss the REA’s request with 
you if necessary.      

 
Yours sincerely, 

 

Emily Nichols,  

Technical Manager, Organics Recycling Group,  

Renewable Energy Association,  

2nd Floor, 25 Eccleston Place, Victoria, London, SW1W 9NF. 

Telephone: +44 (0)20 7925 3570 (REA switchboard),  

Mobile: +44 (0)7771 556231, Email: emily@r-e-a.net  
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EU ABP Implementing Regulation 142/2011, Annex V, Chapter III, Section 1, Standard 
Transformation Parameters (STPs) applicable to biogas plants and composting plants:  

 minimum 70 oC, minimum 1 hr, maximum particle size 12 mm. 
 
Required evidence for demonstrating efficacy of STPs: see sub-section below that quotes 
the EU ABP-IR’s standards for digestion residues and compost produced using STPs or 
ATPs. 
 
EU ABP Implementing Regulation 142/2011, Annex V, Chapter III, Section 2, Point 1, 
Alternative Transformation Parameters (ATPs) which can be operated at biogas plants 

and composting plants:  

 ATPs are proposed by the producer following his analysis of hazards and risks; 

 producer must validate the treatment process (demonstrate its efficacy) by achieving; 
o reduction of thermoresistant viruses such as parvovirus by at least 3 log10, 

whenever they are identified as a relevant hazard 
o a reduction of 5 log10 of Enterococcus faecalis or Salmonella Senftenberg 

(775W, H2S negative) 
 
EU ABP Implementing Regulation 142/2011, Annex V, Chapter III, Section 3, Standards for 
digestion residues and compost produced using STPs or ATPs: 

 Escherichia coli: n = 5, c = 1, m = 1 000, M = 5 000 in 1 g; 
or 

 Enterococcaceae: n = 5, c = 1, m = 1 000, M = 5 000 in 1 g; 
 
and 

 Salmonella: absence in 25 g: n = 5; c = 0; m = 0; M = 0 
 

Where:  

n = number of samples to be tested;  

m = threshold value for the number of bacteria; the result is considered satisfactory if 
the number of bacteria in all samples does not exceed m;  

M = maximum value for the number of bacteria; the result is considered unsatisfactory 
if the number of bacteria in one or more samples is M or more; and  

c = number of samples the bacterial count of which may be between m and M, the 
sample still being considered acceptable if the bacterial count of the other samples is m 
or less. 

 
N.B.: Under STP and ATP scenarios, the competent authority is required to assess the 
producer’s conformance to the rules. 
 
EU ABP Implementing Regulation 142/2011, Annex V, Chapter III, Section 2, Point 4, 
placing on the market: 
 
‘Operators may place on the market digestion residues and compost, which have been 
produced according to parameters which have been authorised by the competent authority:  

(a) in accordance with point 1;  

(b) in accordance with points 2 and 3, only within the Member State where those parameters 
have been authorised.’ 
 
Point 1 covers processing according to STPs or ATPs. Points 2 and 3 cover ‘national rules’ 
processing of specified, low-risk ABP types, such as catering wastes that are not from 
international modes of transport.  
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Compost production:  Charts 1 and 2 are based on analysis of UK competent authorities’ 

lists of approved animal by-products treatment plants (November 2015) and Renewable 
Energy Assurance Ltd’s Compost Certification Scheme data (early March 2015). Most plants 
included in the data produced compost with product status, and the data include some plants 
whose compost temporarily did not have product status (i.e. they had been suspended or 
withdrawn from certification but were working towards renewing certification of compliance 
with UK End of Waste rules).  Plants described as ‘Cat 3 CW’ operate according to national 
rules and those described as ‘ABP category?’ mean that we are unsure whether they operate 
according to national rules, ATPs or STPs.  
 

 
Chart 1. Number of processes producing UK End of Waste Composts 

 

 
Chart 2. Input tonnes per annum to processes that make UK End of Waste Composts 
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Compost and digestate production:  Tables 1 and 2 and charts 3 and 4 below are based 

on analysis of the UK competent authorities’ lists of approved animal by-products treatment 
plants (November 2015 for composting and February 2015 for AD) and Renewable Energy 
Assurance Ltd’s Compost Certification Scheme and Biofertiliser Certification Scheme data 
(early March 2015). Figures include some composting processes that had been suspended 
or withdrawn from certification but were working towards renewing certification. 
 

 
Number of processes 

 

Certified 
AD 

Certified 
COM Prospective AD 

Prospective 
COM 

Cat 3 CW 1 23 1 0 

Cat 3 & Cat 2+3 5 19 9 0 

ABP category? 2 2 5 0 

Non ABPs 1 145 51 1 

Sub-total 9 189 66 1 

Sub-total certified 
 

198 Sub-total prospective 67 

Sub-total certified 
Cat 3 CW   24 

Sub-total prospective Cat 3 
CW 1 

Percentage 
certified Cat 3 CW   12.1 

Percentage prospective Cat 
3 CW 1.5 

Total (all)       265 
 
Table 1.  Processes that make UK End of Waste composts and digestates (certified) 
and processes working towards making UK EoW composts and digestates 
(prospective) 

 
 

 

Certified AD 
(actual tpa) 

Certified 
COM (actual) 

Prospective AD 
(capacity) 

Prospective 
COM (actual) Total 

Cat 3 CW 60,000 667,500 120,000 0 847,500 

Cat 3 & Cat 
2&3 870,878 585,900 525,150 0 1,981,928 

ABP 
category? 28,000 7,700 1,101,183 0 1,136,883 

Non ABPs 14,000 2,191,762 1,067,700 20,000 3,293,462 

Total 972,878 3,452,862 2,814,033 20,000 
  

Table 2.  Input tonnes per annum to processes that make UK End of Waste composts 
and digestates (certified) and to processes working towards making UK EoW 
composts and digestates (prospective) 
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Chart 3. Number of processes producing UK End of Waste composts and digestates 
(certified) and number of processes working towards producing UK EoW composts 
and digestates (prospective) 

 

 
 
Chart 4. Input tonnes per annum to processes that make UK End of Waste composts 
and digestates (certified) and to processes working towards making UK EoW 
composts and digestates (prospective) 
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Limitations of the data and analysis 
 
There were a number of plants participating in REAL’s certification schemes whose inputs 
included animal by-products.  However, it was not always clear which category of ABP the 
plant was treating and not always possible to identify the plant in the relevant competent 
authority’s list of approved plants (company names and plant location information sometimes 
differ, particularly where a company has been taken over by another since gaining initial 
approval from the competent authority).  REA’s analysis of the data has been limited to a 
desk-based exercise plus website and email communications inviting members to provide 
feedback about what they’re treating, particularly if it is catering waste treated according to 
national ABP rules.  



Annex C.  Members’ statements 
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The REA gathered feedback from members before it became clear that optional 
harmonisation would be possible and likely to be included in the final proposal for a revised 
EU Fertilisers Regulation.  The feedback in this annex makes clear our members’ reasons for 
wanting to continue treating ABP wastes using ATPs or according to national rules for 
treating low-risk ABPs.  
 
Member A’s statement 
 
Category 3 ABPs which are not catering wastes represent a small proportion of inputs to 
member A’s treatment process, these being pasteurised using STPs before being added to 
shredded food (catering) and garden wastes from households (the main inputs to member 
A’s treatment process).  The mixture of wastes then undergoes ‘dry’ anaerobic digestion 
followed by composting, according to national rules for treating low-risk ABPs.  Its output is 
compost that complies with UK EoW rules. 
 
‘[Member A] treats all of the [kerbside-collected] household organic wastes generated in 
[their catchment].  In order to minimise collection costs, the wastes are mainly collected as 
co-mingled food and garden wastes and dry anaerobic digestion is arguably the best and 
perhaps most climate-friendly manner in which to treat wastes of this type.  Evidence has 
shown that PAS 100 composts [those that comply with national EoW rules] have ready 
markets all year round, whereas the marketing of whole digestates (the product of wet AD of 
separately collected food wastes) in the UK has been fraught with problems, particularly in 
Scotland.  For this reason, this dry AD plant has been designed in such a way that the 
digestate fibre is composted at the end of the process in order to produce a PAS 100-
compliant compost product (the staff team are currently working towards certification in this 
relatively new facility) [i.e. those responsible for this process and its compost output are 
working towards complying with Scotland’s national EoW rules]. 
 
The plant has been designed to comply with the national treatment standards set out within 
the Animal By-Products (Enforcement) (Scotland) Regulations 2013.  In other words, all the 
material will have a maximum particle size in the smallest plane of 50 mm and will be 
subjected to a temperature of at least 57 oC for at least 5 hours during a post-fermentation 
composting phase, followed by an 18 day storage period prior to dispatch.   
 
The feedstock used in this dry AD plant consists of co-mingled food and garden waste. It 
would not be possible to mill the entire mass [of input waste] to a maximum particle size of 
12 mm then heat it to 70oC for 1 hour prior to AD.  Firstly, that would be prohibitively 
expensive and would require a substantial investment in shredding and trommelling 
equipment and secondly, the physical characteristics of the pasteurised mix would render it 
unsuitable for dry AD (which is the key purpose of this waste treatment facility). Neither 
would it be possible, after AD, to mill the entire mass to a maximum particle size of 12 mm 
then heat it to 70oC for 1 hour because the heating in any composting process that treats 
ABPs is required to be self-generated and there would not be sufficient energy left in the 
composting material to support guaranteed generation of temperatures as high as those 
required.  
 
The team managing this dry AD plant conclude that the imposition of the EU treatment 
standard [STPs] for organic waste processing (where animal by-products are milled to 12 
mm and pasteurised at 70oC for 1 hour) would render this plant (and perhaps most if not all 
other dry AD plants which compost co-mingled green and food wastes and do not collect the 
two waste fractions separately) uneconomic and potentially impossible to run. 
 
If the EU Standard Transformation Parameters are imposed we would have to start collecting 
food waste separately from green waste so that the food waste could be milled to 12 mm 
prior to being re-mixed with the green waste.  We cannot mill over 35 000 t of garden waste 
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to 12 mm annually and neither can any other facility. Had we known that the rules would 
change to insist on 70 oC for 1 hour with all ABPs milled to 12 mm, we would have known 
that separate food and garden waste collections were necessary.’ 

The REA asked member A:  

‘What would be the implications if your output is/remains waste and subject to waste 
regulatory controls?  Would the council's compliance with recycling targets become 
jeopardised and the council face financial penalties?’ 

Member A answered:   

‘This cannot possibly be allowed to happen. The cost implications of failing to achieve PAS 
100 (and therefore end of waste in Scotland) would be financially impossible and would 
destroy our reputation as one of the best Scottish Local Authorities at recycling resources.  
We recycle over 40,000 tonnes of organic waste in total and this MUST be converted into 
compost. If it is not, then we must pay penalties for failing to achieve recycling targets along 
with huge costs associated with finding markets for waste compost, along with increased 
costs for SEPA Paragraph 7 and 9 exemptions [for spreading compost on land under waste 
regulatory controls] and associated soil and compost testing. In Scotland many agricultural 
markets will not accept waste composts.  

In short, if the EU changes the rules and forces us to treat according to the EU rules 
[Standard Transformation Parameters] for pasteurisation, [member A] sees no option other 
than to start collecting food and garden wastes separately. The garden wastes could be 
composted in outdoor windrows at existing sites, and the food waste would have to be 
treated outside [member A’s catchment] until (and if) we chose to install a wet AD plant or an 
in-vessel composting system with a pre-treatment facility for ABP materials.  A change in the 
EU rules would therefore render the recently purchased dry AD plant useless and a huge 
amount of taxpayer’s money would therefore have been wasted.’ 

 
Member B’s statement 
 
Member B operates an in-vessel composting process that treats food and garden wastes, 
and is approved by the competent authority for treating ABP wastes according to national 
rules.  Its output is compost that complies with UK EoW rules. 
 
Implications of having to change to operating according to EU ABP-IR’s STPs: 
‘Cost of purchasing high speed shredder, plus ongoing increased maintenance costs.  
Possibly huge costs in having to re-build process to meet the new parameters.’  
 
REA’s comment:  The process re-building would probably need to alter the systems for 
aeration and moisture and emissions management.  These systems have been designed for 
treating biowaste particles shredded to 40 mm, not particles as small as 12 mm.]  
 
Member C’s statement 

 
Member C operates two separate processes at a single location.  Both processes are 
identical in terms of how they are operated but differ in terms of the input wastes they treat, 
one treating garden and food wastes and the other treating the biological fraction from 
residual wastes, after mechanical sorting.  Both processes have been approved by the 
competent authority to treat ABPs according to these ATPs: 55 ˚C, 12 hours, maximum 
particle size 60 mm for treating garden and food wastes, maximum particle size 80 mm for 
treating the biological fraction from residual wastes.  Output from the process that treats 
garden and food wastes is compost that complies with UK EoW rules. 
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‘Both facilities would need significant investment changes if legislation [requiring] 
Standard Transformation Parameters is adopted.  
 
Particle size currently validated for 60 mm shred for sanitisation of GW [garden and food 
waste]. Implications [of having to change to STPs] would require new shredder and pre-
treatment trommel with additional picking line for contamination and air knives to extract film 
plastic material. 
Increased temperature to meet [STPs] would require the whole air extraction system to be 
replaced as air extraction is designed to operate at max 60 oC.  Experience has taught the 
company that although 55 oC is the target, the practical temperature for thermal transfer from 
organic material to recording devices is an additional 5 oC above target, i.e. 75 oC for 
effective thermal transfer. 
In addition our biofilters are designed to operate optimally at 35 oC which would require an 
additional thermal cooling process to extract the surplus heat prior to air scrubbing and bio 
treatment processes. 
 
Additionally water irrigation would also need to be increased due to the significantly higher 
temperatures to ensure optimum composting conditions are maintained. Also due to higher 
temperatures and dust forming atmosphere, additional air extraction and cleaning systems 
will need to be upgraded to cope with potential bioaerosol risk. 
 
Particle size [is] currently validated for 80 mm shred for sanitisation for MBT [treating the 
biological fraction from residual wastes].  [Processing implications would be the same as 
described above for member C’s garden and food waste facility.] 
 
It would be impractical, if not financially impossible, to bring [Member C's] facilities in line with 
EU Regulation Standard Transformation Parameters. Additionally, increased costs for 
disposal of a waste [output] as the criteria to meet End of Waste could not be achieved with 
current processes.’ 
 
REA’s comments:  Member C’s process that treats the biological fraction from residual 
wastes would not be eligible for producing product status output if, as expected, the revised 
Fertilisers Regulation excludes composts (and digestates) made from inputs that come from 
residual wastes.  The status of this process’s output is waste and would remain waste.  
Bearing these factors in mind, it’s unlikely that member C would become under pressure to 
change its process that treats the biological fraction from residual wastes to operate 
according to the EU ABP-IR’s STPs.  However, member C would be unlikely to change its 
process that treats source-separated food and garden wastes that would enable its compost 
to qualify as an EU organic fertiliser or organic soil improver.   
 


