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[image: image4.png]Embracing the precautionary principle to ensure that digestate applications are as protective
of the soil environment as is reasonably achievable and within the ethos of prevention of
pollution, the key recommendation of this report is that (fresh weight) PTE limit
concentrations are based on PTE addition rates to soils (in context with other commonly
applied organic materials), and that PTE loading rates should not exceed those from
‘compost, which are considered in a JRC technical report (IPTS, 2011) to be protective of the
soil.

The following PTE concentration limits are proposed to protect the receiving soil
environment.

Proposed fresh weight PTE limit values (9/m’ or t fresh weight) for digestate
products.
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(e.g. The meaning of the sentence is ambiguous, please clarify.)
	Proposed change 

(e.g. Replace the sentence with the following one: “…”; Add the  following definition for the new term XYZ: “…”)
	Comments / feedback to stakeholder 

	12-13
	Section 2.1
	378 -431
	te
	There is a lack of reference to the ability of using organic recycling as a route to recycle/recover packaging in order to demonstrate compliance with the Packaging Directive (94/62/EC).  There is also no reference to whether biodegradable packaging is allowed or not (only negative references to non-biodegradable packaging (in the negative list).) In order to be clear a reference to the Directive should be made in the main body of the text, probably it sits best in section 2.1


	Please add reference to the ability of using organic recycling as a route to recycle/recover packaging in order to demonstrate compliance with the Packaging Directive (94/62/EC).  
	

	23
	Chapter 2.4, paragraph 2.4.2 
	872-875
	ed
	The version of the WRAP guidelines referred to in the report is not the most recent version
	Replace the reference to (WRAP, 2011)
	

	25
	Chapter 2.4, paragraph 2.4.3 
	1001
	ed
	Association for Organics Recycling is now the Organics Recycling Group (Renewable Energy Association)
	Replace ‘According to the UK Association for Organics Recycling’, with ‘According to the UK Organics Recycling Group (Renewable Energy Association)’. 
	

	25
	Chapter 2.4, paragraph 2.4.3 
	1006 - 1009
	te
	These data are not current. The current number of AD plants is significantly higher. The year the data refer to needs to be specified within the text. 
	Please replace ‘In the UK, there are currently 78 AD plants of which 29 only treat agricultural biomass. The UK has developed an AD Quality Protocol, which defines end-of-waste for digestate. Eight plants are producing digestate certified to the Publicly Available Specification PAS 110, which is referenced in the Quality Protocol.’ With:

‘In August 2013 there are 110 non-WWTW AD facilities in the UK, comprising:

· 46 farm-fed (manures, slurries, crops)

· 47 food-waste-fed (households)

· 18 industry-fed (distilleries, dairies)

The UK has developed an AD Quality Protocol, which defines end-of-waste for digestate. Twelve are producing digestate certified to the Publicly Available Specification PAS 110 and the AD Quality Protocol.’
	

	40
	Chapter 2.5, paragraph 2.5.8
	1463 - 1466
	te
	It is important to contextualise the figures provided and specify the year those figures refer to, as current figures may be different.
	Please replace: 

‘In the UK, all of the reported whole digestate, liquor and fibre was applied to agricultural land. The main type of agricultural crop to which whole digestate was applied was grassland (52%), whilst 43% was applied to cereals / combinable crops. The relatively small quantities of fibre and liquor were applied predominantly to cereals and other combinable crops.’ With:

‘In the UK, in 2009 all of the reported whole digestate, liquor and fibre was applied to agricultural land. The main type of agricultural crop to which whole digestate was applied was grassland (52%), whilst 43% was applied to cereals / combinable crops. The relatively small quantities of fibre and liquor were applied predominantly to cereals and other combinable crops.’
	

	54
	Chapter 2.7, paragraph 2.7.2
	1933 - 1936
	te
	The Quality Protocol is also adopted in Northern Ireland
	Replace reference to ‘England and Wales only with reference to ‘England, Wales and Northern Ireland’.
	

	112
	4.1.5 
	4191 - 4193
	te
	The definition of ‘biodegradable’ is not appropriate. A biodegradation level of 90% within 6 month time is not realistic, considering that there are natural compounds, such a lingo-cellulosic and humic substances that are recalcitrant to biodegradation, but are indeed suitable for composting. 


	Delete the definition of biodegradable or give a more general definition like ‘capable of undergoing biologically-mediated decomposition’, otherwise materials that are perfectly suitable for composting will be excluded. 
	

	113
	4.1.5
	4230-4233
	te
	Natural organic matter cannot be compared with biodegradable packaging. Lignin and humic compounds are less readily degradable. Recalcitrant organic matter (humus) is important for the soil fertility.
	Delete the definition ‘biodegradable’ in the scope and the explanation for the proposed definition.


	

	132
	Chapter 4, paragraph 4.4
	5087
	te
	Our spot and independent sampling programmes do NOT include testing of organic pollutants
	Please remove reference to the UK from the text ‘other Member States carry out occasional or systematic spot monitoring programs (e.g. Germany, UK)’
	

	133
	Chapter 4, paragraph 4.4
	5105 - 5107
	ge
	The text says:

‘• any organic pollutant measurement cost incurred should be minimal and in relation to the expected benefit, such as increased consumer confidence or environmental and human health protection;’
As highlighted later in this document, the cost of organic pollutant measurement is not minimal. 

In addition, on the contrary, starting to test for compounds that are not currently considered to be an issue by the stakeholders may result in raising a new concern amongst end users and farm assurance schemes. 


	Delete the text in bold and italic from the following statement:

‘Finally, most experts seemed to agree on the following: 

• extensive data from literature and other databases, such as it is available for heavy metals, appears to be lacking for organic pollutants in compost and digestate; 

• polluted materials should be barred from entering the end-of-waste  compost/digestate chain; 

• any organic pollutant measurement cost incurred should be minimal and in relation to the expected benefit, such as increased consumer confidence or environmental and human health protection; 

• only compounds should be targeted for which is realistic that they might exceed relevant limit values; 

• any measurement should be done in a standardized way across the EU.’


	

	133
	Chapter 4, paragraph 4.4
	5112 - 5119
	te
	We do NOT agree and do NOT support setting limit values for PAH16. As already highlighted before, the analytical and sampling costs of PAH16 in compost and digestate are not justifiable in terms of the environmental risk posed by the amounts found in composts and digestates. There is no evidence that organic pollutants occur in relevant amount in compost and digestate based on source-segregated wastes. 

There will be significant extra costs to the operators, particularly the small scale ones (the UK has a predominance of SME operators) which will deter them from achieving End of Waste status. We therefore strongly object to the introduction of mandatory testing for PAH16. Laboratory fees per sample tested for organic pollutants are significant and potentially unaffordable for small-scale producers, particularly those in the UK’s composting industry who process < 10,000 input tonnes per annum.  It can be calculated from the ‘number of operational sites’ data in Table 24 below that 14.7 % of the total number of sites in the UK were processing < 5,000 input tonnes per annum in 2010 and 21 % were processing between 5,000 and 10,000 input tonnes per annum.  Together, these smaller scale processes represented just over 35 % of the total number of licensed / permitted composting processes operating in the UK in 2010, which is a significant proportion of the total.
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It is also unclear on what basis the Member States that have set PAH limits have chosen those limits; we think their approach has been ‘As Low As Reasonably Achievable’ rather than determining toxicity thresholds for the environment, animals and humans. 

THE COST ASSOCIATED WITH PAH16 TESTING IS DISPROPORTIONATE TO THE MARGINAL BENEFIT OF DETECTING RARE, ABOVE-LIMIT CONCENTRATION OF PAH16 IN COMPOSTS AND DIGESTATES MADE FROM SOURCE-SEGREGATED BIODEGRADABLE WASTES, ESPECIALLY IN MEMBER STATES WITH EXPERIENCE IN COLLECTING AND TRANSFORMING THESE WASTE TYPES INTO PRODUCTS, E.G. UK.

Any monitoring of PAH16 and other organic pollutants should be funded by the European Commission. This should include cost of QAS management of monitoring, laboratory testing of samples and cost of independent sampling, if the last of these is also required.  

To obtain good quality data on variation in concentrations of OPs priority and higher financial resource should be given to intensive monitoring of a selected number of treatment processes that are representative of the range operating within the Member State.  Such an intensive monitoring test should be funded by the EU. Treatment processes not selected for the ‘intensive monitoring’ programme could be asked to implement ‘low frequency’ monitoring, which could be a cost-effective way to provide a national dataset that could be examined in future if trying to evaluate impact of any limit levels being considered.

We have not sent detailed proposals for numbers of ‘intensive monitoring’ processes, ‘low frequency’ monitoring processes and monitoring frequencies for each category.  We would be pleased to develop proposals and collaborate with other EU Member States and EU-wide membership bodies (e.g. ECN and EBA), but first we would like to know what level of funding the European Commission would provide to cover the costs of QAS management of monitoring, laboratory testing of samples and independent sampling, if the last of these is also required.  
	We ask that the JRC-IPTS remove the mandatory requirement for PAH16 testing for both, composts and digestates. 

JRC should procure a properly resourced ecotoxicity and food chain safety study with aim of establishing PAH toxicity thresholds appropriate to how composts & digestates are intended to be used as EoW resource in the markets.  A second aim should include testing sufficient samples of each type such that comparison of the data is valid on a statistical basis.  

Please leave PAH16 testing and limit out of EU EoW criteria until appropriate PAH toxicity thresholds have been established and the need to apply PAH tests to particular types of compost / digestate has been evaluated (based on larger sample numbers and taking account of possible differences between allowed input types and treatment technologies). 
	

	134
	Chapter 4, paragraph 4.4
	5163-5164
	te
	As previously stated, we do not support the introduction of specific thresholds for compost and digestate stability until more data are gathered by the JRC to verify equivalence between the different specified test methods and to ensure that the specified thresholds are achievable from composts applied to different markets in Europe. 

With specific regard to compost stability, the JRC-ITPS’s final report states that any of the following compost stability limits would apply and that if a Member State already uses a different ‘official’ method and associated limit those may be used ‘as well’ or in place of the following limits:

1. Rottegrad IV or V (self-heating test max temperature rise of 20 oC above ambient),

2. respirometric index result not exceeding 15 mmol O2/kg organic matter/h,
3. respirometric index result not exceeding 16 mg CO2/g organic matter/day.

The two EN methods referred to for testing compost stability (16087-1 and 16087-2) are the Oxygen Uptake Rate and the Self-heating test methods. However the limit level of 16 mg CO2/g organic matter/day relates to the test method used in the UK as a part of the PAS 100 suite of tests (WRAP, 2005. ORG0020, Standardised method for the determination of compost stability by measurement of evolved carbon dioxide). 

During the workshop in Feb 2013, JRC-ITPS said that the limits referred to above ‘are very well correlated, based on WRAP’s study in 2009’ (report title ‘BSI PAS 100 update – Review of stability testing’, project code OFW006-003, published March 2009).  This report seems to support this statement in section 2.4.3 about the OxiTop method, although the word ‘correspond’ rather than ‘correlate’ was used.

Excerpt from report: ‘Table 3 Proposed scheme for classification of biowaste and green waste compost based on specific oxygen uptake rate (Veeken et al, 2003) together with equivalent CO2 production values calculated for this report.
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The values proposed by Veeken et al (2003) correspond with the PAS 100:2005 critical value for stable compost (16 mg CO2/g VS/day), providing evidence of the comparability between oxygen uptake rate and CO2 evolution, and provide reassurance for stability limits proposed independently by researchers in two EU member states.’  

Our key comments in response to JRC-ITPS’s interpretation of this WRAP report are that the correspondence between oxygen uptake rate and carbon dioxide evolution rate was presented in terms of ranges of values rather than specific pairs of values and that the ‘good agreement’ between self-heating and carbon dioxide evolution might not be a statistically significant correlation.  Thus, it is possible that a tested compost sample may comply with 16 mg CO2/g organic matter/day when tested with the ORG0020 yet exceed the limit of 15 mmol O2/kg VS/h and viceversa. In addition, test method EN 16087-1 (Oxygen Uptake Rate) does not include a formula to convert the result from mmol O2/kg VS/h to mg CO2/g VS/day. 

As previously highlighted by my colleague Emily Nichols, we believe that the proposed compost stability limit of 15 mmol O2/kg organic matter/hr may be a lower limit than the 16 mg CO2/g organic matter/day set in the UK’s PAS 100 specification for composted materials.  The potential impact proposed EC EoW requirement for compost stability is that materials would need to be composted for longer, which is likely to be commercially difficult at facilities near to or already at their maximum capacity.

In addition, the conversion from a value expressed  in mmol O2/kg VS/h into a value expressed in mg CO2/gVS/day is not appropriate, as the stoichiometric relation between O2 and CO2 is not a constant factor. Such a relation will vary depending on the types of microorganisms present in the composts samples.  
Members of ECN are concerned that the limits specified in the JRC’s report for the self-heating test (Rottegrad IV or V) and the oxygen uptake rate (15 mmol O2/kg organic matter/h) are far too strict, particularly for composts that is destined for agriculture. These members have data to back up this concern. Unfortunately the UK does not have any sound evidence showing what typical compost levels for these two parameters would be in the UK. More data should be gathered by the JRC on stability levels of different range of composts that are destined to different markets before a threshold can be defined for stability. Most of our composts are currently supplied to the agricultural market and do not require long process timescales. Typically composts supplied in agriculture in the UK are 6 to 8 week old, thus, relatively young. We are concerned that these composts may fail to achieve the specified thresholds. 


	More data should be gathered by the JRC or the Commission on stability levels of different range of composts that are destined to different markets before a threshold can be defined for stability. More data should also be gathered to verify whether a statistically significant correlation exists different test methods. 

Until the JRC has gathered more data, we continue to strongly recommend that Member States are allowed to set their own EoW limit and specify their own stability test method. 

If this is not at all possible, we support ECN position that:

1) A general limit value for stability should be set based on the stability values that can be achieved in European Countries with well-established compost markets.  We propose that the limit should be 25 mmol O2/kg organic matter/h or Rottegrad III (self-heating test temperature rise of maximum 30 °C above ambient temperature) as end of waste criteria for compost. 

2) On a voluntary basis the composting operator should be allowed to declare when the limit value of 15 mmol O2/kg organic matter/h or Rottegrad IV  (self-heating test temperature rise of maximum 20 °C above ambient temperature) is achieved (for ‘mature composts’). 

3) In any case, Member States should be able to use alternative eligible test methods and associated thresholds, as long as equivalence can be demonstrated. 


	

	138 - 139
	Paragraph 4.4
	5255 (table)
	Te
	As highlighted before, we would like to reiterate that heavy metals limits expressed on a dry matter basis will be an issue for liquid digestates (such as whole digestates and separate liquors), as these have very low DM, making it difficult to guarantee passes. Yet, soil loading rates (g/ha) of heavy metals are extremely low compared to composts and other organic materials commonly applied to land (biosolids), as the amount of dry matter applied per hectare is extremely low. 

As pointed out before by Defra, WRAP commissioned ‘An examination of the limits for

potentially toxic elements (PTEs) in anaerobic digestates (see full report here:

http://www.organics-recycling.org.uk/dmdocuments/TID_OMK002_PTE%20limits_final.pdf) which examines the suitability of the current approach (limit expressed on a dry matter basis), and proposes new PTE limits for digestates set on a fresh weight basis. 

This study concluded that it would be more appropriate for PTE limit concentrations in digestates to be set on a fresh weight basis, rather than on a dry matter basis as is currently the case; this would be consistent with the reporting of nutrient analyses, minimise PTE analytical detection limit problems and reduce the chances of laboratory errors occurring during fresh to dry matter concentration conversions.

[image: image3]
	Please reconsider expressing the limits for heavy metals on a fresh matter basis, at least for digestates which have a dry matter content < 15%
	

	140
	Chapter 4, paragraph 4.4
	5320 - 5322
	te
	The text in this section refers to ‘accredited external independent samplers and laboratories’. 

We ask the JRC to clarify that accreditation does NOT need to be from a body like UKAS (the ‘United Kingdom Accreditation Service’ i.e.  national accreditation body recognised by the United Kingdom to assess, against internationally agreed standards, organisations that provide certification, testing, inspection and calibration services). 

Under our certification schemes for composts and digestates, external independent samplers receive formal training and appointment by the national quality assurance organisation (in our case, REAL). This is sufficient to ensure an adequate and competent provision of independent sampling services. 

With regard to the external independent laboratories, our laboratories are approved by the national quality assurance organisation (REAL). The approval process includes regular checks and inter-laboratory exercises to evaluate laboratories’ performance and precision. We have large and small scale laboratories that provide testing services under our certification schemes for composts and digestates. 

Currently none of the independent samplers are accredited by UKAS and only few laboratories are accredited by UKAS, and only for few analytical procedures.

The cost of UKAS accreditation would be prohibitive, particularly if required for the full suite of PAS 110 tests. Likely accreditation costs: UKAS normally charges at a rate of approximately €1,200 per day. The cost of UKAS accreditation would be about € 27,000 for accreditation fees plus the cost of test development and in-house training required to achieve accreditation, which would add to approx. €285,000.  This cost will inevitably have to be passed on to the composting and AD operators, and will make compliance with EoW criteria unviable. 

It is absolutely crucial that ‘accredited’ in the context of End of Waste means ‘trained by or recognised by a European or National Quality assurance organisation or by the Member State competent authority’, as opposed  to accredited by the official Member State accreditation body like UKAS. 


	Replace ‘All sampling and analysing needed to meet the minimum sampling and analysis frequency requirements must be carried out by accredited external independent samplers and laboratories’ with ‘All sampling and analysing needed to meet the minimum sampling and analysis frequency requirements must be carried out by external independent samplers and laboratories trained by or recognised or approved by an European or National Quality Assurance Organisation or the Member State competent authority’.  
	

	140
	Chapter 4, paragraph 4.4
	5320 - 5324
	te
	The requirement for 100% independent sampling represents a major issue for the UK composting and AD sector. As highlighted in our previous responses, this will result in significant extra costs for the industry in the UK and will form a major barrier to take up of End of Waste due to the prohibitive cost. 

The cost of testing and independent sampling particularly during the recognition year is prohibitive, not just for the small scale composters and AD operators, but also for medium and large scale composters and AD operators. 
Based on the formula to calculate the sampling frequency (Annual input/10,000+1 (for plants > 3000 tpa), min 4, max 12), a plant processing only 3000 tonnes per annum in the UK will have to pay an extra £ 1,500 per year, which for a plant of this scale is a considerable cost (please note that these costs include the extra cost of testing and independent sampling). 

A plant processing 70,000 tonnes per annum will have to pay an extra £ 6000, which again is a significant cost. 

	Please remove the requirement for 100% independent sampling. We recommend again our alternative approach, which entails randomly selecting a certain percentage (e.g. 15%) of certified operators to be subjected to independent sampling. An additional percentage of operators can also be specifically targeted selected on. The cost of independent sampling related to this percentage of selected operators can then be spread across all members of the quality assurance schemes. This enables a substantial reduction of the independent sampling costs. My colleague Emily Nichols has already provided extensive information about the way our independent sampling scheme works, however please feel free to contact me should you require more information. 
	

	140 and 144
	Chapter 4, paragraph 4.4
	5309 – 5310 and table
	te
	The following statement: ‘the scale of sampling needs to be chosen depending on the sales/dispatch structure of a composting/digestion plant. The scale should correspond to the minimum material below which variations are judged to be unimportant’ included in the table seems reasonable, however it contradicts what is stated in rows 5309 – 5310, which states that the frequency of sampling is established by the formula: number of analyses per year = amount of annual input material (in tonnes)/10000 tonne + 1.

The formula shown in rows 5309 – 5310 takes into account the plant’s throughput, and it does not relate to the sales/dispatch structure of the plant.  We believe this formula should not be based on the annual throughput of the plant, as not all input materials annually processed by the plant will be converted into composts and digestate that is destined to meet  End of Waste. As an example, large brunches or trunks or composting oversize could be composted, however they could also be burned in district heating systems or other biomass boilers instead of being composted.

For these reasons, we believe that the formula should be based on the amount of output that is destined to meet End of Waste criteria as opposed to annual throughput. 

	Replace “amount of annual input material” with the word order “amount of annual output material destined for reaching EoW criteria.”

Replace in table 13 “Annual Input (tonne) with “Annual Output (tonne)”

Replace the sampling formula in rows 5309 – 5310  as follows:

‘number of analyses per year = amount of annual output destined to achieve End of Waste criteria (in tonnes)/10000 tonne + 1’
	

	145
	Chapter 4, paragraph 4.4
	Table
	te
	The text in the table states: ‘Probabilistic sampling

should be chosen as the sampling approach and

appropriate statistical methods used in the evaluation of the testing.’. We are still not clear on what this means in practice and how it relates to the formula for the calculation of the minimum sampling frequency shown in rows 5309 – 5310 of the report. This needs to be clarified before releasing the report. The proposals for sampling that are described in the final draft document are not clear and it is very difficult to see how such a critical element of an end of waste criteria would be implemented consistently across Europe.
	The meaning of probabilistic sampling approach needs to be made clearer so that a consistent approach can be adopted across Member States. The sampling regime needs to be clearly set out and not left to the discretion of individual certification bodies and needs to be rigorous but not overly burdensome. 
Define probabilistic sampling approach – doing so it makes clear how data should be statistically analysed and reported. As it is currently written there is scope for different approaches to be adopted in different member states which adds confusion.
	

	144
	Chapter 4, paragraph 4.4
	Table
	te
	We understand the following statement, which seems reasonable and scientifically sound:

‘Confidence intervals tend to be narrow when mre measurements are made. When typical parameter results are very good, namely far from the corresponding limit value, the widht of the confidence interval will be less decisive in meeting the quality requirements and hence the measurement frequency can be kept relatively low. However, when typical parameter measurement results are close to the corresponding limit value, it ight be necessary to incerase the mesurement frequency in order to esnure that the confidence interval respect the product quality.’
However it is not clear how this statement relates to the minimum default frequency of sampling specified in the table (number of analyses per year = amount of annual input material (in tonnes)/10000 tonne + 1.). When the JRC states: the frequency can be kept relatively low’, is it intended that the frequency can be kept lower than that specified in the above sampling formula? 

When the JRC says: ‘it may be necessary to increase the measurement frequency…’, is it intended that the sampling frequency should be increased above the minimum sampling frequency specified with the above formula?  


	Please make this statement clearer. In particular clarify whether the sampling frequency can be lower or higher than that specified in the formula number of analyses per year = amount of annual input material (in tonnes)/10000 tonne + 1, depending on how close a value is to the limit level.   
	

	148
	Paragraph 4.5 
	5460 - 5469
	Te
	We do recognise that dilution may be an issue when off specification compost is heavily contaminated with heavy metals and/or organic pollutants. However this approach is really harsh and costly if the heavy metal or organic pollutant concentration of the off specification compost or digestate is just above the corresponding EoW limit level. Under our compost certification scheme, we have a rule based on which if the heavy metal test result(s) of a sampled and tested batch is less than 10% above the heavy metal upper limit specified in PAS 100, the composter is still allowed to re-compost it in a new batch. A similar mechanism should be introduced in the EoW so that compost and digestate that are just above the limit levels can still be re-composted or re-digested, at least in combination with other input materials. 

  
	Please introduce a mechanism whereby off specification compost and digestates (in other words, batches or portions of compost and digestates that failed to meet the EoW upper limits) can still be re-composted or re-digested as long as their heavy metals and/or PAH16 levels are less than a certain percentage above the corresponding EoW upper levels. 
	

	152
	Paragraph 4.5
	Table containing examples of input materials outside the scope of EoW
	Te
	The table includes: ‘Biodegradable material containing non-biodegradable fractions’, as input materials excluded from the scope of EoW. However the report should highlight that a certain level of INCIDENTAL contamination can often not be avoided and should be acceptable provided it still enables the operator to achieve the output quality required. 
	Please stress in the text that a certain level of INCIDENTAL contamination is often unavoidable and that this is acceptable provided it still enables the operator to achieve the output quality required.
	

	153
	Paragraph 4.5
	5570 - 5572
	Te
	The text says: ‘All the additives used should undergo all treatment processes as stipulated in 4.6 to ensure full hygienisation.’ This requirement is unnecessarily strict.  Not all additives will require full sanitisation. For example trace elements may need to be added directly to the digestion reactor, after pasteurisation. 
	Please delete the text ‘All the additives used should undergo all treatment processes as stipulated in 4.6 to ensure full hygienisation.’ 
	

	166
	Paragraph 4.7
	5806 (table)
	Te
	The text in the table states that when placing compost or digestate on the market, the producer must declare the batch code. This may not be applicable to wet AD processes, where the process is often not performed as a batch process, but rather as a continuous or semi-continuous process. In wet systems it is very difficult if not impossible to trace units or portions of production. Reference to the batch code should only be kept with reference to batch systems.  
	We recommend replacing the text ‘batch code’ with ‘batch code for systems which are performed in batches’
	

	172
	Section 4.9
	5973, text in the table
	Te
	The text in the table states that ‘Use and transfer may include a period of temporary storage of stable materials of maximum 1 year, under proper conditions’.

In some circumstances 1 year will be too short: for example, in the case of compost supplied for use in the growing media market, the material could easily be stored at the production site for longer than one year. Another example is when a spreading window to agricultural land is missed, e.g. in the event that soil is in unsuitable condition to receive digestate (e.g. in the event of adverse weather conditions such as those experienced in the UK in 2012)  
	Please extend the maximum timescale for storage from 1 year to at least 18 months. 
	

	191
	Chapter 6
	6828 -6828
	ed
	The version of the WRAP guidelines referred to in the report is not the most recent version
	Replace ‘WRAP, 2004. Guidelines for the specification of composted green materials used as a growing medium component, The Waste and Resources Action Programme, Banbury, UK.’ With ‘WRAP. 2011. Guidelines for the Speciﬁcation of Quality Compost for use in Growing Media. The Waste and Resources Action Programme, Banbury, UK’. 
	


(please insert more table rows if needed: mark the whole row and click in the top menu to Table/insert/rows below)
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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.
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