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The present work constitutes a full-scale analysis of the current situation regarding Waste
Management in Greece, explores the options regarding financing of waste management
infrastructure and finally presents six different case studies in terms of energy output
and financial outcome.
Waste management in Greece depends heavily on sanitary landfill sites. Regarding recycling, collection is possible through the blue bin system according to which, citizens
can deposit all waste packaging in 1,100 lt blue bins without further screening. The
above situation has driven Greece almost to the bottom of the European’s sustainable
waste management classification. These facts are verified by Eurostat, whose statistics
for the year of 2014 (Eurostat, 2016) give to Greece 81 % landfill and just 19 % recycling
and composting.
A financial model is prepared in order to evaluate the return of an investment. Actually,
is a tool that produces results depending on input values given by the user. Consequently,
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it is critical to understand that a tool like financial model produces the same quality
of results as the quality of inputs. In that sense, prior structuring a financial model,
it is utterly crucial to retrieve solid historical data about the annual amount/tonnage
and waste composition, and based on them to further calculate all required technical
inputs of the model.
The six different case studies, try to showcase how Waste to Energy can enter the waste
management planning, assess the availably of resources and propose future steps in
order to improve the waste management situation in areas with different waste quantities generated and composition.

1. Introduction
Waste management has been recognized as one of the most pressing problems in Greece
suffering of a low level of organization and relying predominantly on semi-controlled
landfills until the end of the previous century [7]. Nevertheless, improvements have
been made during the last 20 years making the solid waste management in Greece a
well-structured, organized and environmentally responsible activity with specific goals,
mostly in the urban areas [4]. However, there is a big need of changing the waste management model. The development of efficient use of resources is the mean of realizing
this vision. The transformation of the economy towards a resource-efficient direction
will lead to increased competitiveness and new sources of growth and jobs through
cost reduction through improved efficiency, commercialization of innovations and
better management of resources throughout the duration of cycle life. This will require
policies that take into account the interdependence between the economy, well-being
and natural capital and seeks to remove barriers to improved resource efficiency, while
providing a fair, flexible, predictable and coherent basis business [5].

2. Waste management in Greece
Greece is a member state of the European Union located in the southeastern part of it
with population, as of the census of 2011, of 10,955,000 inhabitants. Administratively,
Greece consists of thirteen regions with a total land area of 131,957 km2. The MSW
generation in Greece in 2011 was 5,006,435 tons. During the financial crisis, a 20 %
decrease in MSW generation is estimated. Focusing on the Attica region, where Athens
is located, the MSW generation reaches a quantity of 6,000 tons daily, which equals to
two million tons of MSW per year.
In general, waste management in Greece depends on sanitary landfill sites. In Greece,
all uncontrolled disposal sites (dumpsites) have been shut down and a few of them are
in restoration process. Statistics are not available today, but they are estimated around
50 around Greece. Earlier data (2011) suggested that 109 illegal dumpsites were in
operation despite the ruling of European Court of Justice of 2005 (case c-502/03) which
dictated that by the end of 2008 all illegal dumping sites should have been closed and
rehabilitated [5].
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Regarding recycling, in the largest part of the country the collection and transportation
of municipal packaging waste is made by municipalities. Collection is possible through
the blue bin system according to which, citizens can deposit all waste packaging in
1,100 lt blue bins without further screening. Then, the packaging waste are shipped
with purpose-such vehicles to Recycling Sorting (MRF’s), where they are sorted and
recovered per material (paper/cardboard, liquid packaging cardboard, plastic packs of
different types, glass packaging, aluminum, tin). The final products are being promoted
to merchants and utilizers for recycling or recovery. On a much smaller scale collection
of household packaging waste is possible through Recycling Centers (RCs), where citizens individually reject glass, metal and plastic packaging. Then, the separated thereby
waste is collected, checked and screened when necessary, then forward again through
merchants for recycling or recovery. 29 Material Recycling Facilities are in operation
at the moment (with planning to be doubled by 2020), covering all Greek territory.
All the above have driven Greece almost to the bottom of the European’s sustainable
waste management classification. These facts are verified by Eurostat, whose statistics
for the year of 2014 (Eurostat, 2016) give to Greece 81 % landfill and just 19 % recycling
and composting, as illustrated in Figure 1.
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Regarding waste treatment, there are five Mechanical and Biological Treatment (MBT)
plants. In tender or planning phase (stalled at the moment) there are another 7. Sadly,
the products of these plants, such as RDF and CLO, have no responding market and
as a result they are disposed to the landfills.
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The composition of MSW in Greece across the thirteen regions of the country is presented in Figure 2 [1].
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A positive step for the future towards the improvement of municipal waste management, is the new waste management planning in national, regional and municipal level.
Future will show if the ambitious targets of these studies can drive Greece to a higher
recycling performance similar to the European acquis and with commitment to the
future EU legislative targets.

3. Waste-to-Energy investment evaluation
Waste-to-Energy (WtE) facilities, in terms of finance, are investments that require
detailed design prior to implementation. Comparing to Mechanical Biological Treatment (MBT) facilities, which are labor intensive investments, WtE facilities are capital
intensive ones, thus fund raising is the most important aspect to consider. As a result,
any contracting authority planning to implement a WtE plant needs a solid and realistic business plan stating that such an investment would be profitable and ensures a
guaranteed return.
Structuring a concrete business plan means that firstly someone should assess the initial
capital expense (CAPEX) required for such a project. At a next step, expected reve148
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Beyond a solid business model with estimated rates of return written on paper, most
funding institutions and individual investors care mostly for other kind of elements,
more qualitative ones. The most significant thing in order someone to believe an investment is confidence and stability. In other terms the investor should be persuaded
at least about the following facts:
• The government and the citizens wish to have a WtE plant in their territory, which
means social acceptability.
• There is and will be a minimum flow/capacity of waste for the years follow that
ensures project’s viability.
• The client (government or a municipality) can afford the agreed gate fee.
• There is a market for energy (electricity and/or heating/cooling) selling.
• There is a stable financial environment to make business, believing also that it will
remain so.
A business plan has to be accompanied with supporting documents supporting the
figures in it, such as country’s relevant local legislation, historical data of waste production and composition analysis, etc. However, the most important document that will
make the investor feel confident about project’s realization, would be a memorandum
of understanding (MOU) between key stakeholders and/or a Letter of Intent from the
contracting authority or the government/municipality about the project in conversation, stating that they are in favour of such a project. This accompanying document is
called Financing Information Memorandum (shortly called Info Memo) and actually
describes the projects, its stakeholders and the most significant details.
In some worldwide Waste-to-Energy plants the architectural design plays an important
role in the development of the project as it reflects the public perception (Spittelau,
Amager Bakke and many more).

4. Financial modeling
A financial model is prepared in order to evaluate the return of an investment. Actually,
is a tool that produces results depending on input values given by the user. Consequently,
it is critical to understand that a tool like financial model produces the same quality of
results as the quality of inputs, or as a computer scientist would say garbage in, garbage
out. In that sense, prior structuring a financial model, it is utterly crucial to retrieve
solid historical data about the annual amount/tonnage and waste composition, and
based on them to further calculate all required technical inputs of the model.
In most cases a financial model uses the Discounted Cash Flow Analysis to predict
value and return of the project, through evaluation of the expected future cash flows
149
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nues and estimated operating expenses (OPEX) should be considered, so as expected
profits to be calculated. Finally, having determined the expected cash flows of such an
investment and considering also the funding structure of the asset, the viability and
the profitability of such a project is calculated.
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in relation to the amount of the initial investment. The objective is to find projects
that are worth more to the sponsors than they cost – projects that have a positive net
present value (NPV).
A sponsor’s evaluation of a proposed project is not unlike an individual’s investment
decision. The steps are the same:
1. Estimate the expected future cash flows from the project.
2. Assess the risk and determine a required rate of return (cost of capital) for discounting the expected future cash flows (Internal Rate of Return/IRR).
3. Compute the present value of the expected future cash flows.
4. Determine the cost of the project and compare it to what the project is worth. If the
project is worth more than it costs – if it has a positive NPV – it is worth undertaking.
But in order to reach the expected future cash flows, someone has to assume realistic
input of values, which are analyzed below, specifically concerning a Waste-to-Energy
facility.

5. Revenues
Revenues in a Waste-to-Energy facility mainly come from two sources. The first income
source is the so-called Gate Fee (also known as Tipping Fee). Gate fee is the amount of
money paid, usually per ton of waste, in order waste to pass the Gate and be processed
in the WTE facility. Think of Gate fee as the analogous of tolls in a highway or a ticket
for a performance or a service. Gate Fee is paid by waste producers, which are primarily Municipalities (Municipal Solid Waste/MSW) and secondarily large producers
(such as factories, commercial parks, airports, etc.) that are obliged to handle their
waste (industrial or commercial waste similar to MSW) at their own cost according to
the polluter pays principle. Input values required for gate fee annual revenue stream
calculation are:
• Gate Fee in currency per quantity unit (e.g. EUR/tn)
• Annual delivered tonnage in quantity unit per year (e.g. tn/yr)
Gate fee value is actually the only value that acts at the same time as input and output
value. If we set gate fee as an input value (assuming that there is a maximum set by the
municipality), then output values would be the investment indicators (NPV, IRR, etc).
On the other hand, if we set a minimum value of return required from the investor
then gate fee acts as an output, meaning that this is the price that the investor asks for
this project.
Regarding annual tonnage, there are two alternatives to be applied. The first and
simpler is to choose a steady waste production per year for the whole project life, but
keep in mind that in such a case it is more than sure that the investor would ask for
150

guarantees in a minimum amount of quantity, which would consider as the base case
of the business model (thus stressing even more required returns). The other way is to
build an annual amount prediction based on historical and demographic data, which
would be quite more realistic and easy to support. In any case, it is common practice
for an investor to ask for a minimum guaranteed quantity of waste, meaning that even
if the client does not produce the predicted amount of waste, the investor will be paid
for that minimum quantity as if it was delivered as input waste to the WtE facility.
The second most important revenue input is energy sales. Waste-to-Energy facilities,
produce either electricity and thermal energy (in terms of hot water or steam) or solely
electricity. Rarely exist WtE facilities processing MSW that produce only thermal power.
Those two products, even if they seem similar, they are actually quite different. Selling
electricity is much easier, in terms of infrastructure, than selling thermal energy, due
to the fact that electricity network with connected clients already exists. On the other
hand, a thermal energy network requires a teleheating piping system that is literally a
project of its own (district heating and sometimes district cooling).
Electricity coming from WtE facilities in many countries is considered in whole or in
part a Renewable Energy Source (RES). This comes from the fact that MSW consist
of biodegradable waste (mainly organics and paper) at a rate of 45 to 60 % in terms of
weight, which is actually biomass. This is quite interesting business-wise, due to the fact
that electricity selling prices grow higher than System’s Marginal Price, but also in some
countries RES producers are prioritized in supplying energy to the network. There are
also cases that a WtE facility provides steam to adjacent industrial units, which does
not require significant capital investment in piping network.
Inputs required to calculate revenues from energy sales are the following:
• Energy selling prices in currency per energy unit (e.g. EUR/kWh)
• Amount of energy produced in energy units per year (e.g. kWh/yr)
Energy selling prices are different for electricity and thermal energy. Those values are
country specific for electricity, although there is typical range. Prices for thermal energy
are case specific, since your product is sold to an oligopoly and not to the market. As
a result, energy selling prices should be researched per case.
Annual amount of energy produced is a value that has to be calculated. There are rates
for rough calculation, such as 550 to 750 kWh/ton of waste (depending on the Lower
Calorific Value and other parameters) in dedicated electricity production, however it
is preferable to ask from technology provider to provide specific production values.
Specifically, in cases that a Combined Heating and Power (CHP) facility is designed,
the balance of energy production between electricity and heating needs further thorough studying.
Other revenues streams, that could represent less than three percent of annual turnover,
come from by-products sales. In most cases metals recovered from bottom ash are one
hundred percent saleable, thus a short but steady income stream is produced. There are
also cases, less common ones, that bottom ash is sold as inert material for construction
151
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projects, but it is advisable not to be taken into consideration during calculating revenues for a financing plan, unless there is a contract with a buyer for this by-product.
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Finally, carbon credits may add a revenue due to the biodegradable fraction of waste
comparing to fossil fuels depending on a country by country case.

6. Operational expenses (OPEX)
As it is mentioned before WtE technology is a capital intensive and not labor-intensive
investment, thus operational expenses consist mainly of consumables and maintenance
costs. Labor costs in a WtE facility is a considerable cost, but not in the same extend to
a Mechanical Biological Treatment facility, where labor cost is the major operational
expense category.
Starting with the costliest expense, maintenance is of the highest importance in a WtE
facility. Maintenance annual plan, as well as wear and spare parts inventory management are critical aspects of unit’s well and uninterrupted operation. The annual cost of
maintenance expenses is influenced by multi factors. The most significant ones are the
unit’s size in terms of annual waste capacity, the technology applied and the quality of
waste stream combusted in the plant. Also, it is a fact that annual maintenance expenses
vary among plant’s lifetime, due to the fact that major maintenance works do not take
place on an annual basis, but depend on hours of operation (usually 8,000 hours annually). Additionally, when the unit is getting older, there are parts and equipment that
need replacement, but keep in mind that replacement costs should not be considered
as operational expenses, since they belong to balance sheet as capital reinvestment.
All these qualitative factors are very difficult to be evaluated in structuring a business
plan, thus it is extremely important to have this input from the technology provider.
However, a safe range to be used in case these data are not available is from two to
three percent on facility’s capital investment.
Another important expense category is residuals treatment and final disposal. Residuals in a WtE facility are separated in two categories, bottom and fly ash. Both of them
could be treated in several methods in order to be stabilized and safely disposed. The
method to be used depends mainly on country’s legislation, but also on the site that
will be disposed in the sense that the characteristics of the residues should comply with
the requirements for safely disposal of residual’s site. For instance, the requirements for
safe disposal in a sanitary landfill in US, differs from the requirement of a salt mine in
northern Europe (Germany). Inputs required for this category are:
• Quantity of bottom and fly ash in quantity unit per year (e.g. ton/yr)
• Cost of treatment per material in currency per ton (e.g. EUR/ton)
• Cost of safe disposal per material in currency per ton (e.g. EUR/ton)
The first two values are to be discussed and determined with the technology provider,
since they depend on technology applied and composition of waste treated. On the
contrary, for disposal cost determination, the relevant disposal site should be found.
152

There might be a standard range in the country for safe disposal of similar materials, but
it is safer to find a disposal site that would accept the described residues of the WtE and
ask for a quotation. Keep in mind that an investor feels safer, when there are sufficient
data and documents that support your plan. In general, an indicative range of residues
cost treatment and disposal is from 5 to 12 EUR per ton of waste received in the unit.
The next significant cost category is flue gas cleaning expenses. Antipollution technologies in Waste-to-Energy plants vary significantly. Actually, it is one of the main
systems for this kind of facilities, representing a serious part of the capital investment
also. As mentioned chapter 3, flue gas cleaning systems could be dry, semi-dry or wet.
Beyond differences in antipollution efficiency, those systems represent differences
in operational costs. Based on country’s legislation on emissions limits and on other
factors, such as presence of liquids residues etc., the technology provider will guide
someone to the best available combination of techniques for a WtE plant (BAT). As a
result, technology provider is the one that would suggest the operational expense of
the flue gas cleaning system. However, a typical range of this category is between 3 and
8 EUR per ton of waste received in the unit.
Personnel in a WtE facility is more or less irrelevant to waste capacity, since the kind
of works needed in those facilities are not hand related. Main works needed in a
WtE facility are machinery and vehicle operators, process and quality engineers and
administrative personnel. The only category of workers related to waste capacity is
machinery and vehicle operators. Consequently, there are huge economies of scale in
larger capacity units, comparing to smaller ones. Once again, the technology provider
is the one that should define workers positions and minimum experience requirements,
but a typical range of personnel cost would be 4 to 7 EUR per ton of incoming waste.
However, this range may not apply to extremely small capacity units, less than 100,000
tones annual capacity.
Finally, remaining operational expenses are insurance costs and other administrative
costs. Insurance costs are dependent to initial capital investment, at a typical range of
0.3 to 0.5 %, depending on the country and relevant insurance market. An insurance
broker would provide a clear view of the expected cost in the region of interest. Regarding other administrative costs, they could be related to total annual operational
expenses or to the incoming annual waste tonnage, if data are not available. In any
case, an amount for unforeseen should be kept. A suggestion for this category would
be around 5 to 7 % of all other operating expenses.

7. Capital expenses (CAPEX)
Initial investment for a Waste-to-Energy facility is vastly dependent to technology
choice. Technology providers guarantee different efficiency, which is quite related to
capital expense of the plant. Leading technology providers, providing state-of-the-art
machinery and equipment, require in general terms higher initial investment expense,
but on the other hand through their vast track record provide higher comfort to the
153
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investor about their experience. This qualitative factor would assist significantly technical due diligence procedure; thus, it should be considered seriously during choosing
technology providers.
Also, another significant factor that influences initial capital investment cost is the
country of implementation. Civil works and subcontracting costs are dependent to
country’s financial growth and Gross Domestic Product (GDP), thus infrastructure
cost of the plant differentiate significantly among developed and developing countries.
Moreover, annual capacity of waste to be treated is a driving factor of the capital expense.
It is out of discussion that significant economies of scale apply to large capacity units,
comparing to small capacity ones.
The construction joint venture, meaning the technology provider along with the
general contractor, should be known during the structuring of the business plan for
an investor or a financial institution. The reason is that the assessment of the project’s
risk, during technical due diligence by the investor’s technical advisor, depends vastly
on the construction joint venture and their track record. Also, the construction cost
of the plant should be known and fixed, through a binding offer by the construction
joint venture. This value would be the amount of capital to be provided by the financial
institution or the investor.
An indicative range of initial capital expense for the construction of a WtE plant is
400 to 800 EUR per ton of annual capacity. This range correlates to unit’s capacity,
meaning that a large unit of more than 900,000 tons per annum would cost around 400
to 500 EUR per ton, while a smaller one of capacity less than 100,000 tons per annum
would cost even more than 800 EUR per ton. This range applies in developed countries, with market leaders utilizing the project. Implementing a project in developing
countries would mean a reduction in price to a rate of around 20 to 40 percent, which
will be further reduced in underdeveloped countries. For example, in China within the
year 2016 the initial capital expense of a WTE Plant can be much lower than in USA
and in North Europe (nearby 250 EUR per ton of annual capacity).

8. Project valuation
Having calculated annual revenues and operating expenses, the Earnings Before Interest Taxes Depreciation and Amortization (EBITDA) is calculated. By subtracting all
other financial and tax values (Depreciation, Interest payments, taxes, etc), Net Profit
is calculated. Net Profit or Net Income is actually an accounting figure that does not
represent real cash flow generated. Other capital expenses that are not recorded to
Income Statement influence available cash to the investor. Starting from Net Income,
non-cash entries should be added up (such as Depreciation), while capital expenses
should be subtracted (such as change in working capital, capital expenditures, debt
capital repayment, etc), in order to reach to Free Cash Flow to Equity (FCFE). FCFE
is actually the amount of cash produced per year that is available to the investor. This
cash flow would pay back investor’s initial capital investment for the first years, and
after that the remaining cash flows in the latter years would represent the return on this
154
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Payback period is a factor that witnesses the speed of capital repayment. For instance,
a project that pays back in seven years is more desirable for an investor than a project
that returns capital invested in ten years. Keep in mind that payback period should be
calculated with present values, in order to represent reality.
Another factor that investors always look for is Net Present Value (NPV), which is
actually the cash return in present values that a project produces. It is needless to say
that NPV should be at least greater than zero. The rate used for discounting future cash
flows in present values is, in most cases, the Weighted Average Cost of Capital (WACC).
WACC depends on project’s financing scheme and combines investor’s cost of capital (or
else called opportunity cost), debt’s interest rate and zero cost for subsidy, if available.
Along with NPV many investors seek for Internal Rate of Return (IRR). IRR is the discount rate that would make the NPV equal to zero, thus IRR should always be greater
than WACC, in order for a project to be profitable. Actually, IRR and NPV are like
the same coin but looking it from different angle. Imagine that WACC for a project is
eight percent and IRR is ten percent, means that this project has a positive NPV, and
vice versa. Also, payback period is in a sense combined with NPV and IRR, meaning
that a project with small NVP and IRR is expected to have longer payback period.

9. Waste-to-Energy implementation in Greece
In the current study, 6 scenarios are examined (3 for Athens and one for West Macedonia, Rhodes and Epirus regions each). The Attica region is heavily populated urban
area, whereas the West Macedonia and Epirus Regions are including small cities and
rural areas. Finally, the island of Rhodes depends on tourism and has different waste
composition within the year.
The scenarios described below were calculated using a state of the art multiparameter
& multifunction techno-economical model/tool for preliminary financial assessment
of WtE projects around the globe, developed by Dr. Efstratios N. Kalogirou [9]. Easy
to provide input values, calculate on the spot an indication of project’s profitability or
expected gate fee, based on thoroughly selected calculation formulas. Beyond technical
and financial figures, this tool also provides (not in this study) an indication of basic
environmental parameters, which are necessary on a preliminary phase for social acceptance (public perception). The WTE tool takes into consideration multiparameters like
the composition of MSW, the Lower Heating Value, the GDP, the climate conditions,
the thermodynamic characteristics (steam parameters), the Combined Heat & Power
or Electricity Production, etc. and all the above mentioned financial parameters.
Table 1 shows the basic input information used for the model calculation. Data regarding
waste amount and Lower Heating Value for Attica Region (3 cases) were provided from
a study of the Greek Waste to Energy Research and Technology Council Synergia [11].
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investment. The most important figures for an investor to know are when the capital
invested is to be paid back and also what the return of the capital invested would be,
as a result the main figures for investment evaluation are the following:
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The rest of the data as well as the composition analysis was available through the national waste management planning (2016) and the relevant regional waste management
plans (Attica, West Macedonia, South Aegean, and Epirus).
Table 1:

Scenarios examined for WtE implementation in Greece

		
Cases
Unit
			

Attica
Case 1

Attica
Case 2

Attica
Case 3

West
Macedonia

Rhodes

Epirus

Waste Amount 		

tpa

400,000

700,000

1,000,000

250,000

110,000

160,000

MJ/kg

9.31

9.31

9.31

7.50

11.0

7.80

Organics

%

43.6

43.6

43.6

43.8

28.5

47.0

Paper

%

28.1

28.1

28.1

14.9

27.7

20.0

Plastic

%

13.0

13.0

13.0

17.9

20.7

8.5

Fabric

%

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

2.4

0.0

Wood

%

2.4

2.4

2.4

4.9

0.5

2.5

Glass/Inerts

%

3.4

3.4

3.4

7.1

7.1

4.5

Metals

%

3.3

3.3

3.3

2.9

3.5

4.5

Others

%

6.2

6.2

6.2

8.5

9.7

13.0

Lower Heating Value

Composition

After the input of the data, energy generation data were calculated and are presented
in Table 2.
Table 2:

Energy generation per Wte scenario examined

Aspect
Unit
		

Attica
Case 1

Attica
Case 2

Attica
Case 3

West
Macedonia

Rhodes

Epirus

Electricity produced

MWh/year

272,908

477,589

682,270

170,126

87,933

90,443

kWh/tn

682

682

682

681

799

565

MWh/year

231,972

405,951

579,929

144,607

74,743

76,877

R1		

0.6972

0.6972

0.6979

0.6978

0.6984

0.6971

Electricity produced per tn
Electricity for sale

Finally, the financial data from the elaboration of the model, for each case are presented
in Table 3.
Table 3:

Economic output per WtE scenario examined

Aspect
Unit
		
Capital expense
Operating expense
Revenue
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Attica
Case 1

Attica
Case 2

Attica
Case 3

West
Macedonia

Rhodes

Epirus

Million EUR

126

203

250

85

37.4

54.4

Million EUR/year

7.882

11.844

16.0

5.082

2.570

3.739

EUR/tn

19.705

16.92

16.0

20.33

23.37

23.37

Million EUR/year

22.318

39.057

55.795

13.926

6.795

7.972

WtE Implementation and other Investment Opportunities in Greek Waste Management

The waste management plan in Greece has to be changed rapidly in order to be conformed to the European directives. Many efforts should be made in order to inform
and persuade the society and the policy makers of Greece that modern waste to energy
technology is the demanded step after recycling and composting at the source, in order
to be severed by the landfill sites and the illegal dumps.
WtE is a well proven means of environmentally sound treatment of solid wastes that
also generates renewable electricity and heat. Controlled combustion of as received
MSW on moving grates allied with stringent Air Pollution Control (APC) technologies
can consistently and reliably process not only untreated MSW, but also post recycling/
composting waste residues in an environmentally safe method with minimal impact
on the environment. Additionally, the volume of waste to be landfilled is reduced by
ninety percent, resulting in alleviation of traffic congestion and the reduction of air
pollution caused by trucks. Finally, the electrical and thermal energy produced by the
processing of waste is a major source of profit and also can be used for the operation
and for cooling/heating of the WTE plant and/or neighboring facilities. For all these
reasons, WTE is considered to be a long-term solution to the waste problem situated
in Greece.
In the search for long-term solutions to the existing problem, and the implementation
of Waste to Energy in Greece, the six different WtE technico-economical models give
an indicative assessment and the preliminary results of such investment, in order to
develop an effective MSW management plan, which will greatly improve the quality of
life in the Region of Attica, West Macedonia, Epirus and the island of Rhodes.
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