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Abstract

The publication is dedicated to research and comparison of the cost of sorting solid household waste in different
countries.
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Introduction

In today’s world, where environmental and resource-efficient issues are becoming more and more
important, sorting municipal solid waste (MSW) is becoming not only an ethical but also a cost-effective
step. Waste that was previously simply dumped in landfills can now be recycled, saving natural resources,
reducing environmental pollution [1-3], reducing human morbidity [4-10], and creating new jobs.

However, the cost of MSW sorting can vary depending on the country, region, type of waste, and sorting
method [11, 12]. This factor can have a significant impact on how accessible and widespread sorting will be
in different parts of the world.

This work aims to investigate and compare the cost of MSW sorting in different countries. We will
consider the factors that affect this cost, compare prices in different countries, and draw conclusions on how
to make sorting more accessible and cost-effective.

It is important to understand that MSW sorting is not only an environmental problem, but also an
economic opportunity. By implementing effective waste sorting and recycling systems, countries can not
only improve the environment, but also stimulate the development of new economic sectors and create new
jobs.

Research results

To date, the legislation of Ukraine does not have a clearly defined concept of MSW. Instead, Article 1 of
the Law of Ukraine “On Waste” contains the following concepts:

1) waste is any substances, materials and objects formed in the process of production or consumption, as
well as goods (products) that have completely or partially lost their consumer properties and have no further
use at the place of their formation or discovery and from which their owner gets rid of, intends or must get
rid of by recycling or disposal;

2) household waste is waste formed in the process of human life and activity in residential and non-
residential buildings (solid, large-sized, repair, liquid, except for waste related to the production activities of
enterprises) and is not used at the place of their accumulation;

3) solid waste is the remains of substances, materials, objects, products, goods, products that cannot be
further used for their intended purpose.

So, we can say. That solid household waste is waste that is the remains of substances, materials, objects,
products, goods, products that are formed in the process of human life and activity in residential and non-
residential buildings (solid, large-sized, repair, liquid, except for waste related to the production activities of
enterprises) and are not used at the place of their accumulation [13].



The factors that determine the cost of sorting solid household waste are complex and include various
aspects. The development of infrastructure and the use of advanced technologies in the field of sorting affect
the efficiency of the process and its costs [14]. Waste management policy, which is determined by national
and local strategies [15, 16], as well as legislation, can stimulate or inhibit the implementation of effective
sorting methods [17, 18]. The economic situation in the country affects the availability of financing for waste
management infrastructure projects and can determine the volume of investment in this sector. The level of
public awareness of the importance of waste sorting also plays an important role: the greater the awareness
and understanding of citizens about the importance of environmentally friendly waste management, the
greater the opportunities for implementing sorting programs. In addition, innovative approaches and
technologies, such as artificial intelligence or process automation, can significantly improve sorting
efficiency, but their implementation may require additional costs. Considering these various factors will help
to better understand the complexity of the cost of MSW sorting and develop strategies for its optimization in
different countries of the European Union. Let us take a closer look at some of the EU countries:

1. Germany: Germany is known for its high-quality waste management infrastructure and its strong focus
on recycling and resource reuse. The costs of MSW sorting in Germany are generally higher compared to
other European Union countries, as the country has a high level of technological development and the
widespread use of modern sorting technologies. The average costs of MSW sorting in Germany are
estimated at between 150 and 200 euros per ton of waste.

2. Netherlands: The Netherlands is known for its highly efficient waste management system and high
level of reuse of material waste from production and consumption. The cost of sorting MSW in the
Netherlands is also higher due to the use of modern technologies, but the costs can be lower compared to
Germany. The average cost of sorting MSW in the Netherlands is approximately 120-150 euros per ton of
waste.

3. France: France has a developed system of sorting MSW and recycling of resources, which contributes
to the reduction of waste and the conservation of natural resources. The costs of sorting MSW in France can
be slightly lower compared to other countries, thanks to the implementation of effective programs and
payment systems for garbage. The average cost of sorting MSW in France is estimated at 100-130 euros per
ton of waste.

4. Spain: Spain has a developed infrastructure for sorting and recycling MSW, but the costs can be lower
compared to Western European countries. The average cost of MSW sorting in Spain is estimated at around
80 to 110 euros per ton of waste.

5. Poland: Poland is also actively improving its waste management system and increasing the use of
MSW sorting. The cost of MSW sorting in Poland may be average compared to other European Union
countries. The average cost of MSW sorting in Poland is estimated at around 60 to 90 euros per ton of
waste [19].

Conclusions

A comparative analysis of the cost of sorting solid waste across countries shows significant differences in
approaches and costs associated with this process. The factors that influence the cost of sorting include the
development of infrastructure, waste management policies, economic conditions, the level of public
awareness and the use of innovative technologies.

Countries with developed waste management systems, such as Germany and the Netherlands, invest in
modern technologies and infrastructure improvements, which leads to high costs of sorting. While countries
with less developed infrastructure, such as Poland or Spain, may have lower costs, but may face challenges
in improving waste management systems.

Given the importance of effective waste management for environmental protection and sustainable
development, studying the cost of sorting solid waste in different countries is key to identifying optimal
strategies and recommendations for improving the efficiency of this process. For this, it is important to take
into account not only technical and economic aspects, but also the social and cultural characteristics of each
country. Additional research and exchange of experience can contribute to improving the situation in the
field of waste management across the European Union and worldwide.
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