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Foreword

This report maps activitiesf companiesin the Norwegiarbioeconomy, dealing witlorganic waste
resources The findings are a result afsurveywhich ispart of the research projea { dzA G F Ayl 6 f S
creation for innovative value chains for organic waste produ&ssYalueWaste @bout better
utilisation of organic resproducts. The project is coordinated Hye Nordic Institute for Stdies in
Innovation, Research and Educati¢NIFU)in collaboration withthe University of Oslo (TIK),
@stfoldorskning the Oslo Renewable Energy and Environment Cluster (OR&EEC)orwegian

Institute of Bioeconomy ResearcNIBIQ, the University of Steanger,the Lund University anthe
TechnicaUniversity of Denmark. The projeastfunded by the Research Council of NorWidye survey

has been part of work package 3 of the project and has been conducted by Hdkon Endresen Normann
who has also written tis report.

The aim of the project is to help policymakers better govern and regulate the organic waste industry
and the industry actors to identify and exploit hew opportunities in the circular bioecondimg.
report highlights thatorganic wastes curently considered unexploiteds a resourcéy industry
actors and thatpublic policycanplaya significant role in stimulating further development related to
organic waste.

Antje Klitkou, NIFU

Project coordinator of SusValueWaste
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1 Introduction

This report presents the results from a survey conducted in 2017 of the Norwegian organic waste
sector.The aim of the survey has been to map activities and perceptions about okgasie among
Norwegianfirms. Moreover, the survey has been desigrtedshed particular light on six stgectors

of particular interest for the SusValueWaste project. In addition, the population for the survey included
a group of respondents outside of these six s@lstors. The subectors on which the survey has

focused ae thus:

aguaculture& seafood processing
brewing

dairy

1

1

1

1 forestry& wood processing
I meat processing

1 waste processing

1

other

The survey consisted 40 questiors covering the followig areas: mpping oforganic wastectivities,
technology and competence delopment, drivers and barriers, public policy instruments, costs and
financing, collaboratiorandinnovation activitiesThe reportfollows a structure that presents findings

from each of these areas.

By dorganic wasté (OW) we refer to any form of org&c matter (biomass), derived fromfpbod

processing industries and other commercial activities (i.e. catering, retail, hospitality), forestry and
agricultural activities (i.e. sawdust, vegetable waste, manure, animal waste amatycts, sewage

sludge)f] YR K2dzaSK2f RAQ T OUGAGAGASE o0SdaId | AGOKSY & ONJ
Byoorganic wastectivitiex we mean production activities that concern any form of recycling, energy
recovery, reuse, and/or transformation of organic waste (e.g. into higher value and ativev

products).

1.1 Description of methods, population and responses
The total population included 304 respondents. Of theéatgoopulation, 85 respondent§28 %)
completed the entire survey. An additional 48 (18 %) responded to the survey but were fitgret

the survey as they responded that they had no organic waste related activities. These were asked to



complete three questions about future potential (results from this presented in sedtibn Thus, a

total of 133 respondents (46 %) completed the survey.

Fig 1 (below) shows the distribution of the population and complete responses across theextbrs.
This figure also shows the distribution of those that rapdrto have no activity in organic waste. The
figure shows that there are only three sgbctors (meat processing, waste processing, and other) with
a reasonable number of responses. In some of the subsequent analyses, the othssctuls
(aquaculture& seafood processingbrewing, dairy, and forestry &ood processing) have been
classified asther. The subsector labelledother activitiesin fig. 1 consists of a number of research

institutes.
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aquaculture & brewing dairy forestry & meat waste  other activities
seafood wood processing  processing
processing processing

Number of respondents

m Completed survey m No activity No response

Fig. 1. Distribution of respondents across stgectors



2 Description of activities

This section providean overview of the types of activities that the respondents are engaged in, the

type of feedstock they use, arte relative size bthe economic activity in organic waste.

Fig 2 shows thatrecycling and energy recovery are the most common activities. Recycling refers to
composting of anaerobic digestion of collected QMith the utilization of compost or digestate for
agricultural uses, urban gardening, eknergy is typically recovered as heat and powdore than

half of the respondents are engagedretyclingactivities and about on¢hird in energy recovery

60%

50%

40%

30%
20%
i .
0%

Recycling Energy recovery Reuse Transformation Other

Percentage of companies

Fig. 2. Distribution of respondents across organic waste activities

The activity is fairly widely distributed across NorwayFas3 shows, yet there is somewhat more

concentrated activity in the areas aroundetieapital region and inland (though only one in Oslo).



Fig. 3. Geographical distribution of respondents across regions

2.1 Size of economic activity
With the survey, we wanted to capture the size of the economic activity thatabeandents dedicate
to organic waste. The surveiherefore, included questions about turnover and employment related

to organic waste activities.

Threequarter of thecompaniexonsider organic waste related activities as a supplement to their core
activties. This, only onethird of thecompanieonsider these activities to be their core business. We
can therefore expect that mangompanieshave only minor activity related to organicaste. The

figures below providenore details to this picture.

In fig. 4, the respondents have been split into four groups depending on the share of total turnover
that are based omrganic waste related activities. The figure shows that close to one quattdrudaée

less han 5 pecent of turnover from organic waste activities. Howeuis figurealso shows that
organic waste actities represent more than 80 peent of total turnover for around one quarter of

the respondents.
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Fig. 4. Share of otal turnover from organic waste related activities. Reported average over last three years.

Moving on to total levels of activity, rather than share of total activfity,,5 shows the number of full
time equivalents that the respondents dedicate to organic waste related activities. Thisffigiler
shows that organic waste represerd small activity within many of the firms. Yet, this figure also

reflects that there aremany small firms in the totadopulation.

P RN N W W
o O o1 O O,

o

Number of respondents

o o

Less than 1 Between 1 and 5 More than 5

Fig. 5. Fulttime equivalents dedicated to organic waste related activities (n=8@ported average over last three years.

2.2 Activities and feedstock

In the survey, the responas were asked about the importance affdrent types of organic waste
activities, and the importance of different types of feedstoglg 6 shows that many of the
respondents take part in organic waste value chdpgesources, products, or technolpd¢o other
actors More than half of the respondents provide organic waste related products or services to other
companies, many of the firms transform organic waste into new prodisectend users, whilst 14

companiesievelop new technologies to be sola dther firms.

10



Provide feedstock and residuals to other compani Sl RGN
Transform feedstock into new intermediate product§i RGN
Transform feedstock into new products for end use Sl NG

Develop new OW technologies to be sold to other firnj il
0% 20 % 40 % 60 % 80 % 100 %
Percentage of respondents

m Core activity mBi-activity = No activity
Fig. 6. Significance of the activities related to organic waste for the business

One observation fronthe survey resultss that the population ofcompaniesengaged with organic
waste related activities is heteregeous in terms of size, location, sséctor, and types of activities.
This also applies to the types of feedstock that the respondents use or proddice 7lnwe asked the
respondents to rate 13 difrent types of feedstock in terms of how portant these are to the
company Animal manurds overall the most important, reflecting the large representation of meat

processindirmsin the population. However, many oth&rpes of feedstoclare alsoconsicered very

or quite, important.

Animal manure I
Wood residues I
Sewage sludge I
Municipal organic waste (excl. sewagciuu
Meat processing I
Fish processing I
Other organic residues I
Aquatic residues =
Straw I
Vegetables and fruits I
Waste from breweries
Dairy production s
Black liquor &
0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100 %
Percentage of respondents

m Very important m Quite important Neutral Somewhat important ~ Not important

Fig. 7. Importance of different types of feedstock
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However, some of the respondents also acqé@edstock from other companieséefig. 8).

Percentage of firms
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activities

LIntReRodrapanieg y

companies

Fig. 8. Sources from which the respondents get hold of-based feedstock
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3 Technology and competence

Knowledge and competence delopment is important for builing up new industrial activityt is

therefore useful to understand the relative importance of different sources of competence

development.Fig 9 shows that, in addition taraining of existing staff, internal and external R&D

the most important source of competence development.

About onethird of the respondents considgpurchase of new machiness either very or quite

important for competence developmenAn even greater shai@2 perent) hasin fact purchased new

machinery related to organic waste activities in the last three years.

Staff training I
R&D performed externally I
R&D in own busines s/
Participation in joint projects I
Participation in informal networks I
Participation in formal networks I
Purchase of new machine
Internet I
New employees I—————
Other media I—

0% 20 % 40 % 60 %
Percentage of respondents

m Very important ® Quite important Neutral Somewhat important

Fig. 9. Importance of different activities for internal competence development

80 % 100 %

Not important
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4 Drivers and barriers

An importantmotivation for this survey was tget a betterunderstanding of general drivers and
barriers for firms engaged in organic waste activitide therefore askedespondents about factors
influencing taking up organic waste related activities and barrierguidher development of such

activities.

Fig 10 shows thatpublic financial suppoittas been veryor quite, important for just over half of the
firms responding to this question. In additioggulations and stagiardshave also been important

with more than one quarter considering this to be very important. Thus, public policy has played an
important role for starting up organic waste related activities. Howeaelesire to exploit bproducts

from core activitis has also been an important driver.

Public financial support I
Desire to use by-product of company's producticillll
Regulations and standard GG
New markets became available to the comparjilllllln

Desire to use existing competence Sl
Existing buildings, machinery, and infrastructu S

New technology was available to the comparjilllllll

0% 20 % 40 % 60 % 80 % 100 %
Percentage of respondents

m Very important  ® Quite important Neutral Somewhat important Not important
Fig. 10. Importance of different factors for starting up activity
The respondents also consider public policy to be important for the continued development of
products related to organic wastFig 11 shows thatregulations and standardegether withlack of

public financial suppodre seen as the two most important barriers for further development of organic

waste related activities.

14



Regulations and standard<5GzGE
Lack of public financial suppor i  l G
Difficult to ensure stable access to biomass (pri_

and availability)

Lack of customer demandiii
Lack of funding to scale up productio i I ENEEE
Weak public acceptancelli  IEEEE
Lack of capacity to develop and manage ne_

technology related to OW

Lack of information about activities and technolo
related to OWQ_

0% 20 % 40 % 60 % 80 % 100 %
Percentage of respondents

m Very important ® Quite important Neutral Somewhat important = Not important

Fig. 11. Importance of different barriers to developing products related to organic waste

Fig 12 shows that thereare differences between the main siglectors with regards to the importance

of these barriers. First, lack of customer demand and (insufficient) regulations and standards are

notably more important to firms in waste processing than in meat processing. Stable access to biomass

is most important to the other subectors (which include resezh institutes and aquaculture &

seafood processing. The lack of public financial support, however, seems to equally important across

the subsectors.

15



100 %

90 % - - - — s — o —
80 % - _— —— - s — s
70 % - T - — .
60 % -
50% - Not
40 % - important
30 % - Somewhat
20 % - important
10 % Neutral
0 % .
AR 2|9 2l |9 2l | ¢g| mQuite

n 2 = n (9] = n (] =1 ) ) = .

@ § g 2 § g o § g @ § g Important

S| o|8 S| |8 S| |8 o 9| g| mvew

o 2| = o | 2| = | 2| = o | 2| = Important

% 2|2 7 8|2 7 8|2 % 2|2

| 3|0 2| 3|0 2180 | 3|0

= = = =
Lack of customer| Difficult to ensure| Lack of public | Regluations
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Fig. 12. Importance of different barriers to developing products related tgamic waste. Split between sidectors: meat
processing, waste processing, and other-sebtors

4.1 Unexploited opportunities

More than 60 pecent of the respondents currently engaged in organic waste related activities believe
that there are unexploited pportunities related to organic waste. Moreover, about one third of the
respondentsthat report no current activityrecognize that there are opportunities related to organic

waste that have not been exploited (ség. 13).

Current activity (n=85) [N
No current activity (n=48) IR

0% 20 % 40 % 60 % 80 % 100 %
Percentage of respondents

mYes nNo mDon't know

Fig. 13. Are there unexploited opportunities related to organic waste activities?

It is particularly in the meaprocessing suisector where the largest share of respondents see

opportunities to increase orgac waste related activityHig 14).
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Meat processing (n=46) I
Waste processing (n=35
All other subsectors (n=5 )

0% 20 % 40 % 60 % 80 % 100 %
Percentage of respondents

mYes mNo mDon't know

Fig. 14. Are there unexploited opportunities related to organic waste activities?

It is here interesting to note that whereas public policies arenseethe most important factors when
it comesto developing current activitiedongterm supply of raw materialés seen as the most
important factor for the exploitation of new opportunities. In fact, more than half of the respondents

(whom pointed to uexploited opportunities) consider this factor very importafig)(15).

Long-term supply of raw material<
Reduced costs I
Long-term policies and instrument .
Improved internal competence I
Increased public financial suppor il
New regulations and standard NN

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100 %
Percentage of respondents

m Very important ® Quite important Neutral Somewhat important Not important

Fig. 15. Importance of different factors for the business to exploit these opportunities associatedvgémnic waste

Around half of the firms (35 of 69) would source the feedstock either solely from other companies or
from a combination of the fir® own by-product and other companiegacilitatingstabile and long
term access to feedstock from other coarpes might be one potential area that could help firms

exploit new opportunities related to organic waste.

17



5 The role of public policy

The above section on barriers and drivers suggest that public policy can play an important role in
stimulating further @&velopment related to organic waste. Furthermore, the lack of appropriate policy
might hinder such development. Yet, as sectiOrand O show, the firms in the Norwei@gn organic
waste sector aréheterogeneousn terms ofsub-sector, firm size, degree of dedication to organic
waste, and in terms of physical location. Thus, we might find that different types of firms rely on or call

for different types of public policies

As a way of opening up the topic of public policy, the respondents were initially asked twenged
guestions. First, the respondents were asked to name the public policy instrument that has been most
important for enabling the business to engagadtivities related to organic wast&€he answers where
standardized and grouped into broader categori€fy 16 shows that close to one third of the
respondents point tgublic investment subsidies the most imprtant type of instrument. However,

it is also noteworthy that 12 out of the 60 firms responding to this question did not see any public

policies as important for their engagement in organic waste.

18
16
o
T 14
212
(]
210
=
o 8
N
[¢]
Q
E 4
>
< 2
o - -
Various public Not used Other  Public support Regulations  Training Public
investment public of R&D  and standards investment in
subsidies instruments infrastructure

Fig. 16 Most important publidnstrument that has enabled the business to engage in activities related to organic waste.
Respondents were asked an open ended question and to name the most important policy instrRegmnses grouped
in categories

The survey data allows us to lookthé responses split acrossib-sectoss. Fig 17 (below) shows that
there is some variation that is worth poing out. First, when we look only at the two largest groups
(see sectiorl.1) ¢ meat processing and waste processgiggulations and standards referenced as
much as public investment subsidies. Furthmrblic support of R&> mainly referred to by firms in

the other subsectoss. This is not surprising cadering that many of these firms are research

institutes.
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Number of respondents
OFRPNWMAIUITONOO®OO

Various public  Not used Other Public support Regulations  Training Public
investment public of R&D  and standards investment in
subsidies  instruments infrastructure

B Meat processing B Waste processing ® All other sub-sectors
Fig. 17. Most important public instrument that has enabled the business to engage in activities related to organic waste.
Distributed acrossub-sectors.
The respondentsvere al® asked which instrument poliepakers should introduce (or improve) that
would better the conditions for developing existing or new organic waste related acti(stedig.
18). Once moreyarious forms of public fundiligd aSSy |da AYLERNIIyYyd F2N FANY

existing organic waste activitieStricter regulationss also mentioned by many of the respondents.
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Fig. 18. Respondents were askedthegpe SY RSR ljdzSaliA2yyY é2KI G LltAOe akKz2dzZ R LRt A
would improve the conditions for developing existing or new activities relateddaroc waste in your firid &esponses
grouped in categories.

Once again, when we look at the dwlargestsubrsectors in the population, we see some clear

differences(seefig. 19). Most notably, respondents in the waste processing sector point mostly to
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regulations, legislation and standards as wad various other instruments as most important for

further development.
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W Meat processing m Waste processing m All other sub-sectors
Fig.19.wS&aLl2yRSyida 6SNB a{SR (KS 21y SyRSR ljdzSadArz2yyY £2KF{ LI
would improve the conditions for devabing existing or new activities rédal to organic waste in your firkh € espenses
grouped in categories,istributed acrosssub-sectoss.
Finally, the respondents were asked to rate 9 types of policy instrumextsording to their
importance for further @évelopment and profitability for organic waste activiti€ggy 20 (below) shows
that when given these alternativesnpvironmental regulations and standards as well as various forms

of R&D support are considered stamportant.
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Environmental standards and regulation Sl N
R&D support (early phase GG
Support for market R&D (late stageji
Other subsidies or tax credits (not R&CH GG
Tax incentives for R& DG

To facilitate cooperation between companies an_
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Financing seed funding for demonstration projec S EEIEIEIEGEGgGEEE
Public procurement |

Attract foreign companies and investment N

0% 20 % 40 % 60 % 80 % 100 %
Percentage of respondents

m Very important ® Quite important Neutral Somewhat important Not important

Fig. 20. Importance of different policy measures to support further development and profitability for activities related to
organic waste

Also here we can observe differences whenapeparethe sub-sectors of mea processing, waste
processing and all othesub-sectors (seefig. 21). If we only focus ostandardsand regulations and
R&D support (early phaseg can see that R&D support is by far the most impdriasirument to the
other subsectoss. Regulations and standards remain more important to the meat and waste

processingub-sectors.

Environmental standards and regulations Public R&D support (early phase)
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m Meat processing (n=29) m Meat processing (n=29)
m Waste processing (n=27) m Waste processing (n=27)
All other sub-sectors (n=29) All other sub-sectors (n=29)

Fig. 21. Importance of selected policy instruments to the meat processing, waste proceanihg]l othersub-sectoss.
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6 Financing

New activitiessuch as those related to the exploitation of organic wastguires funding. Section 5
shows that various forms of public financial subsidies such R&D funding, investment support and tax
credits are cosidered important policy instruments by most of the firms in the surty 22 (below)

shows that these activities are financed over thien@balance Subsidies and tax deductioae also
important, whilst clee to 40 pecent of the respondents see bank loans as either very or quite
important. It 5 worth noting that only 16 peent of the respondents consideenture capitalan
important source of funding. We cannot tell from the survey whether this is duado of access to
venture capital in Norway or because the nature of the organic waste activities are less compatible

with this type of funding. This could be explored through mordepth case studies.

\ \
company baerc< S

Subsidis and tax dectucton

Venture capital _
| |

0% 20 % 40 % 60 % 80 % 100 %
Percentage of respondents

®m Very important  ® Quite important Neutral Somewhat important ~ Not important

Fig. 22. Importance of dierent saurces of funding for the fim® o6 dza Ay Saa NBfFGSR G2 2NEFYyAO g1
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7 Collaboration

New technology and new industrial activity is driven by innovation. Innovation often ottwough
collaboration between firms and between firms and other typésactors. We therefore asked the
respondents about the type of collaboration that they have been engaged in, related to organic waste
activities. 54 pecent (46 respondents) responded that they have participated in collaboration in
relation to organic wast activities in the last three years. The figures on collaboration refer to these

46 respondents.

First, very few respondents collaborate much with international partners. FTqueeters of the group
that have participated in collaboration have done sohadinly or mostly Norwegian actorsee Fig.
23).

Collaboration related to organic waste activities has been with...

25
Z 20
c
(]
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c
215
S
> 10
<]
Qo
S
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0 [
only Norwegian  mostly Norwegian equally Norwegian  mostly foreign only foreign
and foreign

Fig. 23. Responses to whether collaboration related to organic waste activities has been with Norwegian or foreign actors.

Colaboration with customergs seen as the most important type of collaboration. However, we can
also see that more than half of the firms that have collaborated s@é&aboration with research
institutes and universities as either very or quite importdhis interestng to note that close to 50
percent considercollaboration with the state or municipalitynportant for organic waste related

activities(seefig. 24).
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Fig. 24. Importance of organic waste related collaboration with different types of actors (n=46)

Finally, we asked the respondents about their motivations for collaboration in relation to organic waste
activities. Here, we also find variatiorcrass thesubsectoss. Figures25-27 show that for meat
processing firmsaccess to capitas the most important motivation for collaboration, whereas this is
the least important motivation for actors in the waste processinggsector. For the othesub-sectors
(many whom arenvolved in researchyccess to markets and technology developrremet primary
drivers for collaborationThese differences are perhaps not surprising, but nonetheless important to

considerif we are to loolkat organic waste as one sector.

Motivation for collaboration (meat processing sub-sector)

Access to new markets

Test and develop new technology

Access to new technology
Access to capital I

Access to qualified labour
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Percentage of respondents in sub-sector (n=12)

H Very important ® Quite important Neutral Somewhat important Not important

Fig. 25. Motivation for participating in collaboration (meat processswrsector).
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Motivation for collaboration (waste processing)
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Fig. 26. Motivation for participating in collaboration (waste processgujp-sectol).

Motivation for collaboration (all other sub-sectors)
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Fig. 27. Motivation for participating in collaboration (all otheub-sectors).
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8 Innovation activities

Investments in knowledge creation through research and development is important for stimulating
innovation. Of the 8%irms in the survey, 31 (37 paent) responded thathey have made investments

in R&D in the last 3 years. Frdig. 28, we can see that only one in five firms in the meat processing
subsectorhave invested in R&D, whilst nearly every other firm in wasteessing and in the other

sub-sectoris have made R&D investments.

meat processing (n=29) | GG
waste processing o-27
al atver s sectors (v=2

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100 %
EYesmNo

Fig. 28. Percentage of respondents that have invested in organic waste related R&D in the last 3 ygasplitylestween
subsectors.
Fig 29 shows that a large share tiie respondents dedicate 20 pmnt or less of their total R&D
budget towards organic waste related activities. This is not surprising considering that only one quarter
of the respondents consider org&rnwaste their core activity (see secti@rl). Fig 29 also shows that
the firms with organic waste as a core activity dedicate a substantial share of their totalRigBt®

towards such activities.
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Fig. 29. Share of total R&D investments dedicated to organic waste related activities. All respondents that responded to this
question (n=31) compared with respondents with organic waste as @iepbusiness (n=16).
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Finally, innovation is more than research and development. Many other types of activities and
Ay@SaitySyda OFy O2y(iNRodzGS G2 | FANNQA AYyy20F (A
of these other types of investments.dfn fig. 30, we see that nearly half of the respondents have

invested inimprovements in the effectiveness of existing activifldgs is an example of incremental

innovation, which can be very importafdr making activities profitable to the firmA large bare of

the respondents (39 peent) have also invested irew buildings or infrastructure.
Different types of investments in innovation

Produced bio-based products in addition to existir‘b
products based on non-biodegradable resourc

Replaced products based on non-renewable resourdESHIEEEEE

Replaced processes based on non-renewable resourGESEEE

Improved the effectiveness of existing activities relate_

to organic waste

Replaced non-renewable raw material SEl

Use of organic waste technology developed by oth_

companies

Developed new technology for use in existing vaI_

chains

Developed competence center within a particula_
technology field

Set up new building stock or infrastructuréi

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50%
Percentage of respondents (n=85)

Fig. 30. Percentage of firms that made different types of investments in innowadittivities in the last 3 years.

The section above shows that many of the firms can be referred to as innovative finly 16
respondents (19 peent) report to not have made any form of investment in the innovation activities
presented in sectio®. Many of these firms Heng in the meat processing sislector and many of

them employ less than 5 fdiime equivalents.

8.1 Product and process innovation

To further explore the potential output from investments imovation activities, we asked whether
the respondents had introduced and commercialized new products or services rel@adic waste

in the last three years. Zpercent of the respondents had introduced and commercialized a new

product whereas 2 percernt had commercialized a neprocess
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We also asked which type of organic waste activities these new products and services were related to.

Fig 31shows that most of the product innovation has occurred related tycéng and transformation

activities. Most of the process innovation has occurred related tetfg@ment and fermentation.
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Fig. 31. Responses to which areas product and process innovation has occurred.
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9 Summing up

The surey results presented here maps activities amangipaniesn the Norwegian organic waste

sector. The respondents of the survey represent sixsedtors, including: aquaculture & seafood
processing, brewing, dairy, forestry & wood processing, meat praugsand waste processing. The

survey respondents (133 in total) answered questionsooganic waste activities, technology and
competence development, drivers and barriers, public policy instruments, costs and financing,
collaborations, and innovation agtties. Some of the highlights of the study followsaé&xhird of the

firms considered organic waste related activities to be their core business, while-tjuzder saw

them as a supplement to their core activities. Whating which feedstock that wasf ¢he highest

importance to thecompany animal manure, followed by wood residue and sewage sludge, came out

on top. The most important factors in regards to starting up organic waste related activities were 1)
public financial support, 2) the desire toaubyLINE RdzOi FNRY (GKS FANN Q& LINERC
and standards. In terms of innovation activities, nearly half of the respondents reported to have
invested in improvements in the effectiveness of existing activities, and more than a thirdedvast

new buildings or infrastructure. 19 percent, many of these from the meat processingesudr,

reported to not have made any form of investment in the innovation activities presented in this study.

Both the respondents who engaged in organicwa&drl 4§ SR  OGABAGASE YR (K2
that there are unexploited opportunities related to organic wagteblicpolicy is expected to play a

significant role in stimulating further development related to organic waste.
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