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1. INTRODUCTION

Municipal waste management has been a major citpagement
concern the world over for many years. This mansgg concerns in
particular household waste and the like (HHW), \wbketcollected and
processed by the municipalities directly or by camps on their behalf. It
is considered to be a vital axis of environmentaliqy. However,
household waste management is undergoing majorgesarespecially
regulatory changes that are accompanied by moreplearmand strictly
monitored technical and organizational arrangemeass well as new
guality demands on the part of users (C. Defeyilld®96). The
organization of public waste management servicdéBus triggering more
and more interest within the European Commissidine economic and
financial stakes riding on the waste managementosdtave become
substantial. The cost of HHW management effegtiaeicounts for rising
shares of municipal budgets in France (CGP, Z00Bhe spread of
intermunicipal companies/associations and stateedwiusiness and
industrial establishments has, moreover, given tisenew ways of
managing and financing this type of service. Thkeemtralisation that is
afoot in the country and transfers of powers to th&partements
(administrative divisions of the territory) and Rets of France have
forced these subnational levels of governmentaogamnize their powers of
oversight and responsibility.

The context is also characterised by a large iseraa urban waste
streams across the country. In France, ADEME latsulated, however,
that the per capita production of HHW per year bha@sn decreasing since
2002. Specifically, it declined by 6 kg/inhab/ywrep 2002-2004. In 2004,
each inhabitant of France produced 353 kg of haldelaste for the year.
The French Ministry of Ecology and Sustainable Deyment adopted a
new household waste management plan on 25 Aprif.20is plan aims
to reduce the amount of waste generated by howsehdls targets are to
decrease the amount of waste buried in landfillmanerated from 290 kg
in 2007 to 250 kg over a five-year period and t6 R§ by around 2017.

This paper is devoted to the issue of waste manageim France. Its
aim is to present the various ways in which thetavdarms” of local
public sanitation services are organized and fiedndt presents the
characteristics of the supply and the economic farahcial situations of
this service within the authorities with waste nge@ment powers
according to three separate markets, namely, gicksu collection,

2 The Strategic Analysis Centre (CAS) took over fritvea CGP as of 6 March 2006.



treatment, and recyclinger se. It gives a detailed description of the
national waste management service and a case $&bodging on three
French cities. It elucidates the European and Freegulatory frameworks
for waste management, with regard to the orgammatrunning, and
financing of local waste management services, dsagsehe definition of
the public service and its various segments. ds@nts the various laws
and regulations that organize waste managemertdypaoliFrance. This is
then illustrated by the specific cases of threeéhmecities, namely: Paris,
Rouen, and Besancon. In each case, the three seggmé waste
management (collection/pick-up, treatment, and ckoy) and the
financing schemes used by each municipality aremmak The data come
from the activity reports of the authorities resgibie for picking up and
disposing of waste in 2005 and 2006.

2. THE LEGISLATIVE FRAMEWORK OF WASTE
MANAGEMENT

Public waste policies revolve around three areasaoicern, namely:
public hygiene, environmental concerns, and indigld health
(G. Bertolini, 2005). Still, waste management is vgmed by
environmental policy. Regulatory instruments haveven necessary to
achieve the expected targets of these policies Ade, waste management
policy is based on three types of instrument, @ gislative or regulatory
instruments, economic instruments (incentives, ttara etc.), and other
instruments (awareness raising, training, etc.).

The European Union has had a coordinated waste gearent
framework for all the Member States since the 197@saim is to limit the
generation of waste and to organize the treatmmhtdésposal of the waste
that is produced with maximum efficiency. The Ewap waste
management policy itself was launched in the 1%t$ 1980s following
the discovery of forty-one drums of chemical wast@étaining dioxin in
northern France. The first measures focused oartlaas waste and the
transport of waste. Measures aimed at reducingyoheme of hazardous
waste and monitoring their transport were adopted the Basel
Convention in the late 1980s.

A 1996 communication on the EU’'s waste strategypustites the
following objectives: reinforcing the notion of aeharchy of wastes,
reasserting the “polluter-pays” principle, and préasig the concept of
priority waste streams. The EU’s waste policy cemader one of the



seven strategy areas that the Commission propas2@0i5 and 2006. The
aim of the waste prevention and recycling strateigyto bolster this

regulatory framework by adjusting the EU’s policy waste materials in
line with new developments. This strategy, whitle £U adopted on
21 December 2005, is based upon the preventiorrenytling of waste.

According to forecasts published in January 2008hieyEEA, the amount
of municipal waste generated each year was expdotadcrease 25%
between 2005 and 2020 and limiting this increastenvolume generated
would make it possible to reduce the waste sectpesnhouse gas (GHG)
emissions whilst offering a series of other advgesafor society and the
environment (EEA, 1-2008).

European regulation of waste matters is extremetgpdex, for it rests
upon more than 200 texts. The waste directives tlet legislative
frameworks for the various types of waste (houskhbazardous, health
care, etc.), and the various collection and treatmeperations
(incineration, landfilling, and recycling). Otherirgctives have been
adopted for packaging, electrical and electronigimgent waste, end-of-
life vehicles, and batteries large and small.

The European Council's Framework Directivewaste(Directive (EC)
No 75/442/EEC of 15 July 1975 on waste) stipulateat the Member
States had to take measures to prevent, reducayerecand dispose of
waste without detriment to public health and thevimmment. This
directive was amended in 199t ensure a higher level of environmental
protection. That same year a new directive statisiag and rationalising
reports regarding the implementation of certairedives concerning the
environment was also adoptedCouncil Decision No 96/350/EC, taken in
1996, modified Annexes IIA and IIB of the 1975 Frwmork Directive by
establishing a new list of fifteen waste disposatl dhirteen recovery
operations. The 1975 Framework Directive was adiedjin 2006, after a
series of modifications of various types, by AxicRO of the Waste
Directive of 5 April 2008. The latter sets the general framework for waste
management in the EU today.

3 See the Communication of the European Commissfo2loDecember 2005 on
“Implementing the sustainable utilisation of resms: A thematic strategy for waste
prevention and recycling” http://europa.eu/scadplus/leqg/fr/lvb/128168.htm+
COM(2005) 666.

* Directive No 91/156/EEC of 18 March 1991 (OJECE.6f 26 March 1991).

® Directive No 91/692/EEC of 23 December 1991 (OJEXY7 of 31 December 1991).

® Directive No 2006/12/EC of the European Parliansmt Council on Waste of 5 April
2006.




The European Community adopted a directive in 1@9@ective No
1999/31/EC of 26 April 1999) aimed at encouragneguctions in the
amountsof waste kept in storage facilities. The aim wagtovide for
measures, procedures, and guidelines to reducendbative effects of
landfills on the environment. It set technical gfieations for different
categories of managed landfills, along with defom$ of the types of waste
allowed and not allowed in landfills. This direaiveffectively set
guantitative targets for biodegradable municipalst@athat could be
disposed of in landfills. In a nutshell, their aimo (in weight) is supposed
to be cut 35% from the baseline of all biodegraéatmunicipal waste
produced in 1995. It prohibited the disposal oblehtyres in landfills as
of 2003 and of ground-up tyres as of 2006. Thed2fieective on end-of-
life vehicle$ promotes their recycling. When it comes to waséstrical
and electronic equipment from households, the Wa&dextrical and
Electronic EquipmentWEEE) Directive of 2003 sets a minimum recovery
target of 4 kg per capita per year.

Two European Directives on packaging, one on paogaghe other on
packaging waste, were adopted in December 1994 Fahduary 2004,
respectively. They concerned household, industriand
business/commercial packaging and set quantitasirgets and deadlines
for recycling, especially energy recovery rates araderial recycling rates.
For the first directive, the targets were suppasede met by 2001 at the
very latest. For the second directive, the deadwas 2008 for the EU-12
and 2013 to 2015 for the new Member States.

In France, theCode général des collectivités territorial¢€GCT) or
General Code of Local and Regional Authorities ki the local
authorities with powerdo collect, dispose of, and treat or process waste,
that is, the municipalities and intermunicipal asatons €.g., the
intermunicipal cooperation agency or EPCI). Itoalspells out the
financing schemes that the authorities may use to coverdbts ©f this
public service. The Public Procurement Code estadd the scope and
procedure for launching calls for tenders for puibBervices. The
Environment Code sets waste management policyife®mrand provides
for the establishment of departmental and regiorzate disposal plans. It
clarifies the nomenclature of the various classés faxilities for
environmental protection and sets the proceduress$oing permits prior
to operating waste treatment and storage facilities

" Directive No 2000/53/EC of the European Parliamentd of the Council of
18 September 2000 on end-of-life vehigql@JECL 269, 21.10.2000, pp. 34—43)



The public waste management departments are ogghiiy a set of
texts, notably the law of 15 July 1975 on packagiwagte that does not
come from households, modified by the decree oDtember 1999 and
the decree of 13 July 1994; and the decree of 1l A®92 onwaste
resulting from discarded packagingA succession of texts regulated the
disposal of waste in landfills, with different resgaments for the different
types of waste: HIBin Class 1 managed landfills, household rubbigh an
ordinary waste in Class 2 managed landfills (MLF®)d inert waste in
Class 3 MLFs. The law of 1992 stipulates thatagiermust be reserved for
final waste only.

In order to have control over waste policy, therdecof 11 May 2000
requires every local authority to draft annual report on the price and
guality of its public waste disposal servicdhis report must contain
technical indicators on collection (frequency ofllection, number and
sites of waste collection centres, separated rhlghak-up that is proposed,
etc.) and financial indicators describing how tiesgpdsal service is run, the
overall annual amount of expenditures and finan@otutions, and the
annual amounts paid out to contractors for the nsarvices provided.
However, the circular of 17 January 2005 on thexentralisation of
disposal plans for household waste and the likREDMA) spells out
certain points on the transfer of the power totdaafl revise these plans to
the general council or, in the case of the Pargidte the regional council.
The circular of 25 July 2006 corresponds to them®&ment of the decree
of 29 November 2005 concerning the PEDMA and thereke of
28 December 2005 concerning tmegional special industrial waste
disposal plan(PREDIS)’. The latter specifies the regional or departrienta
prefect’s role and possibility to replace the ral@vauthority in drawing up
and assessing these waste disposal plans. Thdaciaf 25 April 2007
gives guidelines for drawing up the PEDMAS, espBciahen it comes to
preventing waste, boosting recycling, and making v$ the organic
components of waste.

On another front, the decree of 20 July 2005 dsfite composition,
collection, pick-up, and treatment afaste electrical and electronic
equipment (WEEE) from households and businesses. It provides
monitoring and inspection schemes and establishesattions of the
producer, distributor, or legal persons that aablé to criminal sanctions.
The government issued some new ordarsg{és)in 2008. These are the
arrété of 31/01/08 concerning the registry and annuabmémy of polluting

8 Hazardous industrial waste.
° Currently “PREDD”; plan régional d’élimination defchets dangereux (Regional
Hazardous Waste Disposal Plan.



emissions and waste and theété of 09/01/08 — the implementing order
for Article R.543-46 of the French Environment Codestipulating the

environmental requirements that must be taken actmount in designing

and manufacturing packaging. These laws and omeromplemented
by other law¥ concerning public service management, the operaifo

waste management services, and the financing dbistubpick-up and

treatment services.

3. THE ORGANIZATION OF WASTE POLICY POWERS IN
FRANCE

On the national level, thMinistry of Ecology, Energy, Sustainable
Development, and Regional Planning and Developmdrds primary
responsibility for national environmental policit. was created in the early
1970s under a name that has varied over the yd@dus ministry sets waste
management objectives, issues the standards toimi®t with European
regulations, and gives official approval to the ilesdn charge of managing
the various recycling industries. Article 1 of Dee 2001-594 of 5 July
2001 provided for the creation of tiNational Waste Councilwithin the
ministry in charge of the environment. The Minishas the power to put
all waste-related questions to this Council. Tloai@il may be consulted
about draft legislation and regulations having iotpan this area. It is also
empowered to examine all waste-related issues. other body is the
environment and energy control Agensgence de I'environnement et de
la maitrise de I'énergig ADEME). This is an industrial and commercial
state Agency that is accountable to both the Mipnist Ecology, Energy,
Sustainable Development, and Regional Planning Rewklopment and
the Ministry of Higher Education and Research. ADEhas jurisdiction
over energy, air quality, noise pollution, enviremal management,
waste, and soil. Within the field of waste it iMenes in the limitation of
waste arisings, waste disposal, energy and matez@very, and soil
protection and the remediation of polluted sithshas a complementary or
limited role in financing operations.

The local waste management services are accouritatileir respective
general council (of thedépartement) and regional council. The
départementsare supposed to draw up and revise REEDMS by virtue
of the law of 13 August 2004 concerning the loce¢éetiloms and
responsibilities given to thdépartements.

19 For example, customs law for everything concerirggexportation and importation
of waste.



The Regional Councilis responsible for drawing up the Regional
Special Industrial Waste Disposal Plan (PREDIS)has had this power
since 2002". In the interim, the plan has become the Regibfzardous
Waste Disposal Plan or PREDD. The waste concebyethis plan is
hazardous waste generated by economic activitytentealth care sector.

Other regional representatives of the State alap ytry important parts
In overseeing waste management. phefectsare responsible for issuing
the operating permits for waste treatment unitdheyTare in charge of
setting up local information and surveillance combesds ¢ommissions
locales d’informations et de surveillancer CLISs. In addition to these
bodies, the Regional Directorate for Industry, Rese and the
Environment Direction Régionale de I'Industrie, de la Recherctet de
I'Environnement) or DRIRE is involved in monitoring waste disposal. In
other words, the DRIRE has police powers in thesaaand penalties apply
in the event of violations.

In this paper, the local level refers to two stawes with local waste
service powers, namely, the municipalities takemglgi and the
intermunicipal consortia that are set up to carmyt @ group of
municipalities’ tasks. The municipalities are atesponsible for disposing
of other types of waste, which they may collect dreht without any
special technical constraints, given the nature amdunts of such waste
arisings. This includes ordinary industrial angibess waste and the like
(CGCT Article L.2224-14).

In 1999, the Chevénement Atton strengthening and simplifying
intermunicipal cooperation defined two activitieskked to the public waste
management service, namely, waste collection arstenaeatment. The
municipalities then gradually transferred their el powers to the EPCIs
(intermunicipal cooperation agencies), but trarsfeetween EPCls also
exist. Currently, the municipalities continue t im charge of collecting
waste from technical services and keeping the tstresgns, and urban
amenities clean (removing unauthorised postergfitgrand so on). In a
document on the intermunicipal consortium and wastanagement,
ADEME's Directorate for Municipal Waste describée tEPCIs’ various
powers. The latter revolve around four activitieamely, traditional pick-
up, selective pick-up, waste collection and reeygltentres, and treatment.

1 Article 109 of Law No 2002-276 of 27 February 2a@2local democracy transferred
responsibility for drawing up the regional speciatiustrial waste disposal plans
(PREDIS) to the Regional Councils.

2 Law No 99-586 of 12 July 1999 on reinforcing andhlifying intermunicipal
cooperation.
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A 2002 survey of the mayors of France’s large sifieoncerning local
public services showed that 63% of these cities tnadsferred waste
treatment to consortia of towns and that wasteecbtin was shared
between the municipalities (43%) and EPCls (57%).cbntrast, the
breakdown of responsibility for its treatment wa®$%l for the
municipalities, 63% for the consortia, and 27% foixed associations.
More than 22.5% of the consortia relied on integptalvaste management
(traditional collection of residual household rudibi separate collection of
sorted waste, transport, sorting, transit, andtrireat) between 1998 and
2001, with the waste being collected by the muiailtiies themselves or an
intermunicipal structure to which they belonged. tontrast, they
contracted the treatment activities out to largsioaiations or consortia.

4, HOW THE PUBLIC WASTE MANAGEMENT SERVICES
OPERATE

A public service must correspond to a general @steactivity, attached
In some way or another to a legal person governedublic law,i.e., a
government entity. This attachment may take varitmrms. The most
obvious one is having a public legal person in gbaof it directly. Since
the 1999 Chevenement Act, which reorganized thesteas of powers
between local authorities, the various official a#dshments of
intermunicipal cooperation are involved in this peiservice. The French
lawmakers defined two categories of public servicamely, SPAs and
SPICs. The&PA (for service public administratibr administrative public
service) is governed by administrative law. Nedweldss, public legal
personsj.e. government bodies, can nevertheless make usevaitgiaw
procedures (private law contracts) in managing SPA$vate persons may
manage SPAs. SPA contracts are administrativeraxst provided that
they meet substantive and organic criteria. Tlygamic criterion is being
managed by a public legal person or on behalf pfilaic legal person or
by a private person with an explicit brief from tipablic legal body
delegating this power. The substantive criterisnbeing a matter of
general interest or containing an overriding claokerdinary law.The
industrial and commercial public service or SPIC giwice public
industriel et commerciglis defined by three criteria that must all be met,
to wit:

1337 cities and 32 consortia were surveyed. See:
http://www.grandesvilles.org/IMG/etude_sves pub.pdf
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1. The purpose of the service, which must be prodogcuistribution, or
trade operations carried out under the conditidresrivate individual.

2. The origin of the resources: If the resources camanly from
subsidies/tax revenue, the administrative naturthefservice is clear.
Otherwise, the SPICs’ resources come mainly frgmni@ paid by the
user.

3. The material and organic criteria apply to the SR SPA in the
same way. Whilst most SPIC contracts are privatedgreements, an
SPIC can sometimes conclude an administrative acintr

The waste collection service is a special cases #ither an SPIC or an
SPA, depending on how it is financed. The 1974rfoe law permits two
forms of financing of this public service: If tla@ithority is financed by a
household rubbish collection tax (TEOM) or the miaiualget, the service is
an SPA,; if the authority is financed by a bin tREOM), the service is an
SPIC. At the current time, waste collection aneatment in France is
managed in four ways, as follows:

0 Direct management The authority and its departments take charge of
the activity, which is carried out by its staff aeduipment. This
direct management is subdivided into two categpiesed on its
degree of financial independence from the authority
- Simple or direct administratiorfrégie simpleor régie directg**

There is no autonomy, be it financial or adminisieg from the
authority. This type of management is, in pringjpleserved for
the SPAs only. It does not give rise to the coeatof an
auxiliary budget.

- Indirect or autonomous administration (régie indacte): Under
such an arrangement, the service is financiallprauhous and
has its own managerial bodies that are separatetfrose of the
authority, whilst the latter keeps is decision-makpowers. The
service’s operating costs must be traced in anlianxibudget
that is separate from that of the local authority.

14 _> Régie Corporation): An administrative body in Francemstimes having legal
personality and financial autonomy, that the Statdocal authorities set up to run
certain services. Theégie can take various forms that correspond to so many
management approaches: tinégie simple or régie directe gimple or direct
administration), which is devoid of legal persotyadind is run directly by the State or a
local authority; therégie autonomgautonomous administration), which has financial
autonomy without being separate from the authdoitywhich it is accountable; thrégie
intéressée(third-party management or management on a cost-pasis), which is
entrusted to an administrataégisseuy who is paid according to the turnover posted,;
and so on. Theégie is a French institution that is not very widespréadother
countries (Grand Dictionnaire Terminologique, Caajad
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is legally and financially separate from the auitlydhat created it and
to which it remains connected by a supervisory egent locument
de tutellg. These agencies are subdivided into adminisgagencies
(établissements publics administratifs “EPAs”)"> and industrial and
commercial agencies étfablissements publics industriels et
commerciauX which go by the acronym of “EPICs”. They ara hy

a Board of Directors. Each agency is overseenhkygovernment
entity that creates it. The budget is not appentedhat of the
authority and is subject to government accountiigsr.

Public procurement contract: This is an agreement (to perform
works, provide supplies, or provide services) betnwehe local
authority and an enterprise covering all or partaopublic service
(whether administrative or industrial and commdjcia The co-
contractor receives payment for the work, servacesupplies that are
provided.

Delegation of a public service This is a contract whereby the
authority entrusts the service’s operation to adtlparty under its
oversight. The proxy is paid directly by the usérhis payment is
linked to the service’s operating profits and l@sse

There are three possible public procurement caistragne for waste
collection, one for waste treatment and disposalices, and one for
energy recovery and material recycling.

A. The waste collection service

This waste collection service concerns three neagtegories of waste:

(1) public waste (including the waste from parksl gardens, cleaning,
and the administrations);

(2) household waste (bulky waste and hazardousewastthe one hand
and the waste stemming from the households’ rubis$, including
the selective collection of glass, paper, and pgickg as well as
unsorted household rubbish, on the other hand);

(3) waste produced by craftsmen and retailers ith@gut on a par with
household waste and collected along with the latter

The public waste collection service is primarilyrdirectly by the local
authorities (42% without financial autonomy and 1%%& an auxiliary
budget), followed by public procurement contradts%) and delegation of
services (2%). This information comes from a 206Rort on public

15 For example, the associations of municipalities.
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service by the mayors of France’s large cities s published in March
2004. According to this survey concerning 37 sitend 32 municipal
consortia or associations that was carried ouhbyStudies Department of
Dexia-Crédit Local for the Association of Mayorskrfance’s Large Cities
(AMGVF), 57% of the consortia/associations and 43% of ¢hes
collected the waste themselves. According to arofurvey on waste
collection by public services in France (this oomaducted by ADEME in
2005 and involving 2,300 EPCIs and 500 independarmiicipalities with
populations of more than 1,000 that had at leastpmwer to collect waste
or run a waste collection centre), a large proparif waste material is
collected by service providers. In contrast, hbote waste was collected
by service providers in 53% of the cases and thraugorporation in 45%
of the cases.

Table 1: Waste collection schemes (%) in 2005

Service Corporation Delegation
provider (direct
management)

Selective pick-up of dry materials 66 32 2
Selective pick-up of biological and 60 40 i
garden waste
Selective pick-up of bulky items 72 28 -
Collection in waste collection centres 38 62 -
Pick-up of residual household waste 53 45 2
Selective pick-up of glass 82 16 2

Source: ADEME 2005

B. Waste treatment and disposal

Treating waste is a complex operation due to therdity of waste
composition. In some cases the waste must bedsb@#re being treated
or disposed of. In other cases, the appropriatetiso is to bury or
incinerate it (with or without energy recovery). cédrding to the same
AMGVF survey, the management of waste treatmentth® relevant
authorities breaks down as follows: 47% througlegiion of the public
service, 34% through public procurement contraatg] 19% through a
direct corporation (of which 16% without an auxiidudget). It is treated
In composting centres, waste collection centresl, iacineration plants.
The cases of delegated treatment or treatment ghroorporations with
financial autonomy concern more particularly thetig centres, which

14



have a different financing structure from that oflection per se,given
that they generate revenue. The AMGVF survey @426hows that, for
the sample of 37 cities and 32 consortia, 63% efwlaste treatment was
done by the consortia, 27% by associations, and 1@%the cities
themselves.

C. Material and energy recovery and recycling

The European Packaging Waste Directive of 2004 getmntitative
targets for recovery and recycling in line with gr@ounts released on the
market. The two strands are:

- energy and material recovery, with a minimum of 6@¥d no
maximum, and
- total recycling, with a minimum rate of 55% and axmmum of
80%.
These recycling rates are as follows by mater&0% for glass, 60% for
paper, 50% for metals, 22.5% for plastic, and 16#mfood. These targets
were supposed to be reached by 2008. It is wortbvgointing out that
France had already achieved and even surpasseaditimaum recycling
rates foreseen in this directive for 2008 in 2005.
The market for taking back sorted packaging madteria open to
competition. Eco-Emballage, Adelphe, FNABSEand Fédéréé participate
In it via a framework contract. Starting in 200t local authorities were
able to choose from amongst three types of takk-lsabeme for their
collected and treated waste, as follows:

1. The take-back guarantee The take-back price of a treated material is
the same for all authorities (a guaranteed minimpmee). It is
proposed by certified companies (Eco-emballagesfaladphe) via the
materials industries:

- Steel (Arcelor Packaging International),

- Aluminium (France Aluminium Recyclage),

- Paper & cardboard (Revipac),

- Plastic (Valorplast), and

- Glass Chambre syndicale des verreries mécaniques de Eranc
Mechanical Glassworks Union Chamber)

1 ENADE : Fédération Nationale des Activités de kpbllution et de I'Environnement
or National Federation of Remediation Activitieslahe Environment: It is composed
of nine associations of service providers, buildansl the manufacturers of materials.
1" Fédérec : Fédération de la Récupération, du Reggckt de la Valorisation or
Federation of Material Recovery, Recycling, andrgpdRecovery.
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2. Guaranteed take-back:The price varies according to the material and
local authority (it is negotiated). The wasteaken back by operators
who are approved by the trade federations (Féddrdd-NADE). For
example, FNADE signs binding contracts for eactheffollowing:

-  FNADE and each approved company: Technical terng a
conditions;

- FNADE and its operators: Operator contract;

- the local authority and the operator: Materialetalack contract.

3. Non-guaranteed or direct take-backUnder the sole responsibility of
the local authority, which itself ensures that ste is collected and
recycled by industry.

5. PUBLIC WASTE MANAGEMENT SERVICES’ FINANCING

In France, the local authorities in charge of pigkup and treating waste
have the sovereign right to choose from amongstitiaecing instruments
allowed by law. The municipalities’ diversity eapts the heterogeneity of
the financing instruments, with small entities ogtifor incentive fees
whereas the large cities tend to choose a flatatarg the lines of the
TEOM (residential sanitation tax) (M. Glachant, 3P0

A. The general budget

Close to 6% of France’s municipalities chose tarfice their public
waste disposal services out of their general bwdget 2004. The
municipalities’ general budgets’ income comes fridm taxes that they
collect: housing tax, trade tax, real estate t@bwilt-up property, and real
estate tax on land that has not been built updms flnancing arrangement
can be a complement to the rubbish collection &edspecial mandatory
fee for the rubbish collection service providedbigsinesses, tradesmen,
and other non-household beneficiaries. Accordinght® National Waste
Council’s (CND) summary, about 5,000 municipalities chose to use their
general budgets to finance their public waste sesvin 2000, for a total
income of the order of 1.5 billion euros.

8 Online summary “Le financement du service publiélichination des ordures
ménageéres” dittp://www.ecologie.gouv.fr/Conseil-national-deszHets,2478.html
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B. The residential sanitation tax (“TEOM”)

The residential sanitation tax (literally the “hetsld rubbish collection
tax”) is a flat-rate tax that is disconnected frdme amount of waste that
the household generates. It is based on the fmaitierty and is collected
with the real estate tax. Its amount thus vande with the value of the
dwelling or premises (for professional use). Taeitation tax is instituted
in municipalities where a household rubbish coltetservice is set up and
Is collected from the users of this service. The nimipalities,
intermunicipal establishments with their own takesmes (communities of
municipalities, metropolitan communities, and urb@oemmunities),
intermunicipal associations, and mixed associatarmesthe authorities that
have the right to finance their services via tr@dential sanitation tax in
the territories under their jurisdictions (law of2 1July 1999 on
strengthening and simplifying intermunicipal coagem). If the sanitation
tax revenue does not cover the cost of managindgdbsehold waste, the
authority may dip into its general budget.

France’s lawmakers have introduced two notionsrokgg the sanitation
tax’s enforcement, namely, zoning and smoothing:

- Zoning is a system whereby different sanitation tax ratesadopted,
by a vote, for the different urban areas. This ratust be proportional
to the service rendered in line with its cost aadgrmance conditions.

- In contrast,smoothingis the system that provides for modulating the
sanitation tax rates within a consortium of muradigies to cope with
the increase in the members’ fees that are linkearmonising the
service’s financing systems across the municigaliti Smoothing is
limited to a maximum period of ten years startimgesther 1 January
2005 or the date that the sanitation tax was utstt or the
municipality joined the consortium, if this datelaer than 1 January
2005.

For 2004 and 2005, a survey of thirty-four EPClsse f “urban
communities”, and five cities that was published thg town halls of
France’s big cities in December 2005 revealed that EPCIls were
responsible for household rubbish pick-up in 88%hef cases, thirty-eight
EPCIs collected the residential sanitation tax (MO and the tax
contribution per resident was highly variable frome company to the next
(from 25 to 150 euros per person). This way oficing the public
household rubbish pick-up service concerns some % rance’s
municipalities and 90% of its population, accordinpgADEME™. About

19 Seehttp://www2.ademe.fr/serviet/KBase Show?sort=-1&&6&m=3&catid=17432
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17,500 municipalities, or some 46 million peoplpiea for the sanitation
tax in 2000, for a financial product of the ordér2® billion euros (CND,
2002).

The sanitation tax must be complemented by a dpésta (RS for
redevance spécidléo cover the service rendered to non-householdse
RSis instituted by authorities that have not adogtedigeneral household
rubbish pick-up fee (REOM) and collect and treah-household waste
(generated by businesses or administrations). clartL.2224-14 of the
CGCT stipulates that the local governments showdthHe entities that
dispose of the waste, as soon as they can collettpak up the waste
without any special technical constraints, givenadharacteristics and the
amounts generated.

C. The household rubbish pick-up fee (REOM) or “bn tax”

The REOM or bin tax is linked to the service remder The waste’s
producer pays a fee in line with his/her actual ofsthe service, which is
usually calculated according to the number of peoplthe household in
the case of a household and according to the $iteedin in the case of
public establishments and businesses. As a hikamount is linked to
the mean amount of waste generated by each typgeofand one speaks of
a “general or classic fee”. The amount of the emional REOM does not
vary in line with the user's efforts to reduce thmount of waste (by
reducing production at the source, sorting, or aostipg). If, on the
contrary, this fee is linked to the amount of wagtaerated, it is called an
“‘incentive fee”. Some 14,000 municipalities, oloab10 million people,
adopted the REOM in 2000 for revenues of the oofe832.34 million
euros.

The incentive feeor RI (redevance incitativeis a household rubbish
collection fee that varies according to the usactial use of the service.
This fee applies to all users (households, busasesand public
establishments, tradespeople, retailers, servia@sjinistrations, schools
whose waste is usually collected by the local authcand so on), unless
they choose to call upon a private service providEne aim of this fee is
to encourage the generation of less waste and alptmaterial and energy
recovery from household waste (increasing the amsoohwaste that are
channelled to recycling and composting). In thas/wt aims to throttle the
rising costs linked to the public waste service ampkove its transparency.
The incentive fee is composed of a fixed fractidratt covers the
expenditures that are not linked to the amount a$tev collected, and a
variable fraction linked to the amount of waste eyated by the user. The
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local authorities in France have four ways to daleuthe amount of the
variable part, as follows:
.- counting the number of times the “grey bin” is mdkup;

weighing the “grey bin” when it is picked up;
according to the “grey bin’s” size; the smaller thia that the user
chooses, the less he/she pays;
paying for a special bin liner or sticker. Theidesl household
rubbish is collected only if it is in bags sold tme local authority or
bearing stickers sold by the authority.

In one municipality in 2006, for example, the fixpdrt was €75 and the
variable part €0.44 for emptying the bin, €0.213 kg of waste, plus a
rental fee for the bin: €10.36/120 litres, €122 litres, or €50.30 /770
litres (ADEME, 2006).

The waste service’s financing is supplemented byrdmutions paid by
the producers or distributors of goods. In thikegary we find financing
from approved companies such as Eco-Emballagaci@fsubsidies (from
the state, region, department, ADEME, and so om) the sale of the
products of the various waste treatment processetective sorting,
reception and recycling centres, treatment cengtes), must also be added.

6. COMPETITION, CONCENTRATION, QUALITY, AND
ACCESSIBILITY

Waste collection and processing services have cattacompanies
strongly through three different markets, to wigste collection, treatment,
and recycling. According to ADEME, the number aflg to tender for all
the contracts combined nevertheless began faling004. However, it
rose again after 2006 due to the many contractshdmhto be renewed, as
well as the creation of new waste incineration K@Euts.

In 2005, the Directorate-General for Competitiogn€umer Affairs,
and Fraud Control (DGCCRRBnalysed competition on the waste treatment
market. Its main observation concerned the presehthe same groups of
operators throughout France, especially Veolia nmviement and Suez
Environnement, and the concentration of contratta few hands. These
two groups control close to 75% of the enterprisethe industrial waste
sector. They are also leaders on the French holdsetbbish collection
market. In some cases, Veolia and Suez have eveatedr joint
subsidiaries in the waste sector (for example, TiivUlle).
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Other operators nevertheless also compete in ttterseThey include
local enterprises and national enterprises (formgte, the company
Edinord Synergie Environnement in the Champagne=Ané Region and
the Coved group). These operators have concedtitade activities in the
household waste collection and treatment marketcohtrast, the market
for treating easily recoverable waste (paper, glassl scrap iron) is
characterised by a diversified supply of local &mekign operators. This
does not apply to the recyclable household packagmarket, which is
largely dominated by enterprises from the materigdustries. The
Industrial Studies and Statistics Department (SEB8Iicates that in 2005
the 292 enterprises (with more than 20 employee®yeain the recovery
sector posted a combined turnover of 5.1 billiorosu According to the
national economic statistics institute INSEE, thye ten household rubbish
collection and treatment companies accounted fé&% 28 the sector’s
turnover in 2006, whilst the top fifty accounted 80% of the turnover.
The top ten accounted for 33% of the employees]swiine top fifty
accounted for 78%.

The waste collection and treatment companies areirtg to develop
oblique concentration. They are adopting a strategy sectoral
diversification, aiming for markets such as wated @ransport. What is
more, they are concentrating their activities waity so as to offer their
customers a comprehensive service package (transgmck-up,
incineration, selective sorting, and so on).

As we see, the waste market is complex. On thehamel there is a
market for providing services such as collectiomd an the other hand a
market to supply materials and equipment (espgdatis and lorries). To
this one must add a treatment facility and sortiegtre operation market.
According to an ADEME report on waste-related attivcontracts
published in March 2007, there was a general didpe number of waste
collection service and collection centre constarctcontracts. Similarly,
the household rubbish treatment facility markebgled between 2005 and
2007, with incineration plants dominating the pietu

As for employment, INSEE set the number of paidsjobthe household
rubbish pick-up and treatment sector at more tha@0® in 2005. The
National Union for Employment in Industry and Commoge UNEDIC,
counted 43,467 paid jobs in this sector in 2006jciwhwas a 56.1%
increase over 1996. There were 11,503 jobs irsélutor for the disposal
and treatment of the other forms of waste. Thisesponds to a 97.8%
increase between 1996 and 2006.
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The quality of a waste service is linked to a great extenth& costs
generated by this approach. To improve the sésvigaality, the local
authorities have embarked on various spatial prapnprogrammes,
especially in the area of selective sorting. TheD IGDelegated
Management Institute) signed a local public wasesise charter with
AMF, ADF, and ARF (the French associations of maydépartements,
and regions, respectively) in 2002 concerning thevises’ performance
indicators. These indicators reflect such thingsnaeting the obligation to
provide information, transparency vis-a-vis usemsl assessment of the
public waste collection, disposal, and treatmentises for household
rubbish. The indicators are subdivided into twaegaries: major
indicators and minor indicators. There are teromiadicators, namely,

1. The change in the amount of HHW and the like ctdiémer
capita.

2. The change in the amount of hazardous waste cetlect

3. The percentage of the total cost that is coveresh@yme from

energy and material recovery.

Landfill disposal or storage rate.

Regulatory compliance of the various classes oattnent

facilities.

Variation in the number of complaints.

Application of the special fee (RS).

Absenteeism.

Perpetuity of the major treatment facilities.

0. Net cost, all taxes included, of the public wastevice per
capita.

To these major indicators one can add the minacatdrs, which refer to
preventive measures, the density of waste colleditd recycling centres
(drop-off sites) with regard to the population, aadon.

S

HROO~NOD

In addition, Eco-Emballage and ADEME launched anhaitive in 2008
creating a labét for public waste collection services. This scheargets
the municipalities with populations of more thanQD first and foremost.
Its aims are to satisfy users, keep costs dowraraghperformance, reduce
environmental impacts, and improve the conditiohsealth and safety for
the personnel. The IGD’s indicators have beenrtaie board in this
quality labelling scheme, which establishes twelswf quality:

20 hittp://www.ecoemballages. fr/fileadmin/contributismtd/collectivites-
locales/presentation-labellisation .doc
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1 QualiTri: The focus is on regulatory requirenseand taking
stock of the situation.
2 QualiPlus: The focus is on diagnosis, a plamaction, and a
gradual improvement in the quality indicators.
In a press release, ADEME indicated that in 200Xtydive of the
162 local authorities that had applied for the @ualcollection label got
it.

Accessibility to the waste service is defined asphssibility for users to
access the various services that are provided, ascivaste collection,
selective sorting means, and waste collection esnt’An estimated
20.5 million tonnes of household rubbish, or 327 kgr head, was
collected in 2005. The proportion of the Frenclpylation that is served
by door-to-door pick-up is 98%, with the remainiB% being served by
door-to-door and assembly-point pick-up. The freopye of collection
rounds differs from zone to zone within the sam&€EPRubbish is picked
up weekly for 38%, twice a week for 34%, three 8raeweek for 19%, and
more than three times a week for 8% of users. Omeept of the
population sees the sanitation lorries less thate can week (ADEME,
2005).

According to IFEN’s website, 17.6% of the populatizad door-to-door
selective pick-up once a week and 6.6 more thae anaweek in 1997. In
contrast, 58.2% of the population had no kerbselecsive pick-up. That
same year, 91.9% of the population had selectigk-pp of glass, 68.3%
selective pick-up of cardboard & paper, and 40. & $elective pick-up of
plastic. These rates have risen with the spreaxumiicipal programmes or
EPCIs over the past decade. ADEME estimates 8P4t & the population
(or 62,691,196 people) had access to selectiveypcia 2005: 93% for
glass, 98% for dry materials, 30% for garden wgstecluding waste
collection centres), and 55% for bulky waste (edtlg waste collection
centres).

In 2001, there were more than 2,856 waste colleatentres on French
soil. They serviced 21,180 municipalitiase(, 57.7% of the total) for a
population of 43,6 million people (or 72.5% of ttetal). According to
IFEN, 39% of the population had access to a wasteation centre within
the confines of their municipality and 30% on tlegritory of another
municipality. Close to 31% of the population tltid not have access to a
waste collection centre at the time. ADEME repedhe exercise in 2005.
This time close to 4,000 waste collection centesing 91% of France’s
population, or some 57 million people, were totigd
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7. CASE STUDIES: PARIS, ROUEN, AND BESANCON)

To illustrate the foregoing, three different casésvaste management
services in three French cities, namely, Paris,gRpand Besancon, will be
examined.

A. Collection

The town hall is responsible for collecting wastethe city of Paris.
Waste collection is managed through a corporatiégi€), in a mixed
organization, and through private service provid@syx-Veolia, Sita-
Suez, and Nicollin). The city of Rouen transfervealste management to
the Communauté d’agglomération rouennaisgouen Metropolitan
Community) in 2002. Waste pick-up is subject too tdifferent local
public service management approaches, either Qirbgt the municipal
sanitation department (36.5% of the population)bypra service provider
(63.5% of greater Rouen’s population), in this c&®sed and Onyx-
Normandie. In contrast, the municipal sanitati@paitment of Besancon
was responsible for 100% of waste collection ub@i06, after which the
service contract was awarded to the Greater Bemaagthority CAGB,
which picks up 67% of the city’'s household rubbishilst the rest is
contracted out to private companies (Nicollin, Bita

B. Treatment

The city of Paris joined SYTCOM, which is the eptiesponsible for
treating and recycling waste, directly. This was done by private
companies (Sita, Nicollin, Vador, Sievd, and so @iowing calls for
tenders. In contrast, the city of Rouen transtewaste management to the
Rouen Municipal Community, which in turn delegavegiste treatment to a
larger intermunicipal consortium to which it belehgmédar. A mixed
company was crated in 2004 to optimise Smédaratrtrent facilities. In
the case of Besancon, waste treatment is entristée Waste Treatment
Mixed Association of Besancon and its Region (“SYAE), which is
mainly in charge of the various taskse. landfilling, incineration,
industrial sorting, and composting. However, mateecovery is done by
private companies, which take charge of sortingréeyclable materials,
notably the companies CFF Recycling ESKA, Sita €eriEst, and
Nicollin, in addition to SYBERT. Three companiasamely, BIVAL,
Nicollin, and Vermot, handle incineration.
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C. Financing

Paris decided to finance its household and assocmagaste collection
and treatment services by a residential sanitatan(TEOM). The tax
brought in 349 million euros in 2006 (Rapport dieité, 2006). For
Rouen, the residential sanitation tax (TEOM) isiddvover the entire
territory of greater Rouen in order to participatéinancing household and
associated waste management. The Rouen Metrapdlitammunity’s
council sets the amount of the tax by collectiome@ach year. The
community has adopted the smoothing system fon-gear period. In this
way, the sanitation tax rate will be uniform ovee tentire territory of the
metropolitan community (Rapport CAR, 2006). In 20@he residential
sanitation tax brought in a total of 29.13 milliearos, up €1.73 million (a
6.3% increase) over 2006. In both cases, a speealas applied to waste
from businesses that is assimilated with househdddish. There are also
grants from Eco-Emballages, the Regional Counid, @her sources.

The way of financing the public waste service tRasancon chose differs
from those of Paris and Rouen. Besancon decid&€98 to implement an
incentive-based financing scheme via the bin tREOM”). This scheme
was extended to include all of the municipalitie<areater Besancon after
waste collection responsibility for the 59 munidipes was transferred to
the Greater Besancon authority (CAGB). This bir teepends on the
volume of waste generated by the household. Thieodty bills?* the
household, joint ownership association, or rentgenay (organisme
bailleur). The bin tax brings in an estimate €1&lion, which was
10.56% of the budget revenue in 2007. To ensuretrizatment of the
population, the amount of the bin tax is calculatedthe basis of the
service rendered. Two methods have been applida first one, which
was chosen by the city of Besancon proper, takesuat of the number of
bins, their unit volumes, and the time during whtbley must be made
available. The second method, which concerns tin@aipalities that ring
the city, involves a fixed part and a variable gastording to the number
of people in the household and the length of tlmeice provided. The bin
tax (REOM) covers the costs of waste collectionsteareatment, and
structure costs (G. Besancon, 2007). The amounhisfbin tax is thus
based on a relationship between the bin volumethadrequency of the
weekly rubbish pick-up. When the bin volume anehirency of pick-up
rise, the amount of the tax rises as well. Thaase is proportionate to
the frequency and less proportionate to the inerdaasvolume. The

21 CAGB sent out more than 90,000 bills in 2006.
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amount of the bin tax ranges from 212 to 1331 eukdsre we see the bin
tax’s role as an incentive. It can effectively ddkree types of impact:

1- Environmental impacts: These are reflected in rammeiase in the
effects of sorting by users and an increase inatheunts of waste
recycled (40,791 tonnes of residual waste was delie in 2007
compared with 41,300 tonnes in 2006 and 10,791e®nof
recyclable waste in 2007 compared with 10,600 teraigecyclable
waste in 2006).

2- Economic impacts: These are directly related ®edhvironmental
Impacts, for an increase in sorting and selectiastev collection will
engender increases in the costs of these operati@ws the other
hand, the costs linked to unsorted household rabtdiection will
fall. Overall, the operating expenses will risecenthe local
authority takes charge of managing the tax rodsqIthan 8% of the
treasury costs in the case of the residential &@mit tax). The city
of Besancon is estimated to have saved €5.25/ighab/

3- Social and organizational impacts: These impaocts seen in a
change in residents’ behaviour, as they adjugteéontaste collection
system, especially the frequency of pick-up, andpadgreener
consumption habits, engage in individual compostaryl re-use or
recycle things. All of this leads to a changeha service’s internal
organization.

D. Some indicators for comparison

Paris Rouen Besancon
Population -Collection 2166 200 412 587 170 696
-Treatment 5582 837 565 483 215 353
Cost -Collection €217/T €171,94/T -
€89/inhab €99.58/inhab €33.46/inhab
-Treatment 117.27€/T €66.89/T €48.3/inhab
TEOM 159€/inhab 72,57€/inhab -
REOM - - €66.5/inhab
HHW generated 373 327 337
(kg/inhabl/yr)
Jurisdiction -Collection Municipality Intermunicipal Intermunicipal
(Paris) consortium consortium
-Treatment (CAR) (AGB)
Intermunicipal Intermunicipal Intermunicipal
consortium consortium consortium
(SYTCOM) (Smédar) (SYBERT)
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CONCLUSIONS

Local public waste services have undergone somern@janges in
recent years in the wake of recommendations from Huropean
Commission aimed at liberalising and increasingdfiectiveness of such
services in a more competitive market. New orgdianal and governance
schemes have been developed, triggering in turotioes by the local
authorities. The State and its decentralised bodadinue to play an
important part in the waste sector when it comeddfining the various
parties’ responsibilities. Monitoring the publi@aste service and ensuring
compliance with the applicable environmental stadsi@ontinue to remain
full powers of the State, which exercises them ufgloits decentralised
bodies. On the local level, the municipality or @sations of
municipalities supervise the services provided lygbe companies.

In France, the municipalities are required to exillwaste and keep the
towns clean. Intermunicipal cooperation has boomest the past decade.
Some groups of municipalities are specialised irstevecollection and
financed by taxation; other, larger, groups areharge of waste treatment
and receive fees paid by the member authoritidse I@dcal authorities that
are responsible for waste management choose froongshvarious ways
of managing this most complex service,, direct provision of the service,
provision through a public agency, public procuremeontracts, and
delegation. In this context, the enterprises #natspecialised in this sector
are expanding, concentrating their action on treatnand recycling and,
more particularly, on ordinary industrial waste YOI More generally,
public waste services in France are managed toge kxtent by private
companies that are awarded contracts after callsefalers, especially in
the areas of incineration, composting, and storageyell as for the pick-
up and transport of waste. The authorities trgvoid being too dependent
on a single private operator with a monopoly ower gervices. In the case
of Paris, the city itself continues to collect wsste. In contrast, Rouen
and Besancon have transferred waste collection gsocations of
municipalities (their metropolitan communities).s Aor waste treatment,
this power has been transferred to an intermuricgpaperation agency
(EPCI) in all three cases.

The legal structure of the local public waste ssrvis variable. The
municipalities tend to prefer the intermunicipahsortium with its own tax
powers. This tendency is due to the specific wayswhich waste
management services are financed (residentialasemittax, bin tax, and
special fee). However, rural areas are charaetkriy/ a preference for
traditional associations (multi-purpose or singlegose intermunicipal
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associations, abbreviated as “SIVOM” and “SIVU” spectively) or
“‘communities of communes”. In contrast, the EPQIan communities,
and metropolitan communities predominate in urbaas

Financing the waste service through a local tasidential sanitation tax
or TEOM) does not cover all of the expenses. Cqusetly, the
municipalities’ general budgets fill the gap. Imetcases of Paris and
Rouen, the TEOM is supplemented by the general étud&elying on a
bin tax (REOM) is not yet widespread in Francehalgh it has the
advantage of making households more responsibl¢htar waste output
and thus getting them to cut their waste productbrine source. The
revenue trends for the TEOM and REOM are good atdrs of the
transformations that the public service’s financisgundergoing. This
revenue is supplemented in all cases by aid ansidiab that are designed
more to set up selective sorting mechanisms andrem&as-raising
campaigns. The costs of managing the sanitatidrbantaxes are 8% for
the sanitation tax (TEOM) and 3-6% for the bin (REOM). Keeping the
waste treatment costs down is achieved by econoofiescale. The
associations of municipalities are tending to cdagger territories so as to
increase the amounts of waste that are treated.

Privatisation raises questions about market coragon, for a small
number of multinational corporations have dividga the various waste
management segment markets. These companiessarevading oblique
concentration strategies to diversify the sourdetheir profits as well as
vertical concentration strategies to control thepdy upstream and
distribution downstream from collection and treatine Groups such as
Veolia and Suez are well ensconced on the ParmmhRouen markets
through their subsidiaries Onyx and Sita.

The waste service and its various segments areover&reating more
and more jobs. The development of selective sprénd recycling has
been accompanied by a great surge in the numbgbef especially for
unskilled workers and people in back-to-work sch&me

To increase the quality and accessibility of thevises provided, the
authorities are trying to develop selective pickama sorting in the home
and to increase the number of waste collectionresrsio that users will not
be more than a ten-minute drive from a collectiote.s Individual
composting is considered the new challenge forl lag¢horities. Indeed,
the sanitation officials in all three cases examiabove (Paris, Rouen, and
Besancon) envision actions to promote compostirgpate.
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The work done by environmental associations to erapeople’s
awareness and inform them nevertheless remainsatiacorder to get
them to adopt green consumption habits, to soit thbbish, and to re-use
materials.

28



REFERENCES

Adelphe (2006), « Rapport d’activité », juin 2006.

ADEME (2002), « Intercommunalité et gestion des hdés: Approche
statistigue Compétences dans la gestion des déechets

ADEME (2002), «Intercommunalité et gestion des héés: Approche
statistique Caractérisation des structures intenconales».

ADEME (2006), « La redevance incitativejuillet 2006

ADEME (2007), «La collecte des déchets par le iserpublic en France :
résultats année 2005 », décembre 2007.

ADEME (2007), « Les déchets en chiffres ».

ADEME, (2007). « Les marchés des activités liées dchets : Situation 2005-
2006 Perspectives 2007 étude réalisée pan Numeri, mars 2007.

ADEME (2005), < a tarification des ordures ménageres liée a lantfgade
déchets : enseignements des expériences européenmesspectives pour la
France», étude réalisée p&ébastien GALLIANO, janvier 2005.

CAR (2006), « Rapport annuel sur le prix et la déadu service public
d’élimination des déchets ».

CAR (2007), « Rapport annuel sur le prix et la dé@adu service public
d’élimination des déchets ».

Christophe Defeuilley (1996), ke service public au défi de [l'efficacité
economique : Les contrats de délégation dans laaredes déchets ménagers
Thése pour le doctorat de Sciences Economiquesegtsite Paris VII.

Commissariat général du plan (2003),e<service public des déchets ménagers
et assimilés, Rapport de l'instance d’évaluation Présidée JparDufeigneux,
2 volumes, décembre 2003.

D4E, Document de travail « Causes et effets dugogesa la redevance incitative
d’enlevement des ordures ménageres » N° 05 - E0Q9.

Eco-Emballage (2006), « Rapport annuel ».

Gérard Bertolini (2005), « Economie des déchets:iéoccupations croissantes
de nouvelles regles de nouveaux marchés », Edifl@thnip environnement,
Paris.

Grand Besancon (2006), « Rapport annuel sur le gtrila qualité du service
public d’élimination des déchets ».

Grand Besangon (2007), « Rapport annuel sur le grrila qualité du service
public d’élimination des déchets ».

IGD (1998), «La délégation de service public commede de gestion du
traitement des déchets ménagers et assimiléan»] pai8.

29



IGD (2006), « Charte des services publics localndicateurs de performance
dans le secteur des déchets

Maires des grandes villes (2004), « Les servicdsigailocaux », étude réalisée
par DEXIA crédit local, mars 2004.

Maires des grandes villes (2005), « La taxe d’esmtéent des ordures ménageéres
des grande villes, étude N°212, décembre 2005.

Mairie de Paris (2007), « Rapport annuel sur |l it la qualité du service
public d’élimination des déchets a Paris ».

Matthieu Glachant (2003), Modélisation du Financement du Service Public des
Déchets Ménagers *tudes réalisée pour la D4E, Ministere de I'Egiel@t du
Développement Durable, juin 2003.

Matthieu Glachant, « La réduction a la source dashets ménagers : Pourquoi
ne pas essayer la tarification incitative ? », CBREcole des Mines de Paris.

ORDIF (2005), « Le financement du service publiélidhination des déchets en
lle de France ».

ORDIF (2005), « Tableau de bord 2005 des déchetagats et assimilés en lle-
de-France » ;

Smédar (2006), « Rapport annuel sur le prix et dalitf du service public
d’élimination des déchets ».

Smédar (2007), « Rapport annuel sur le prix et daligg du service public
d’élimination des déchets ».

SYTCOM (2006), « Rapport d’activité ».
SYTCOM (2007), « Rapport d'activité ».

DOCUMENTATION RESOURCE CENTRES
» Agence de I'environnement et de la maitrise deel’gie (ADEME)
www.ademe.fr
* Ministere de I'écologie, de I'énergie, du dévelomaat durable et de
'aménagement du territoire :
WwWw.environnement.gouv.fr
www.devlioppement-durable.gouv.fr
www.ecologie.gouv.fr
» Agence européenne de I'environnementw.eea.europa.eu
* Institut francgais de I'environnemewivw.ifen.fr
* Eco-Emballagessww.ecoemballages.fr
e SMEDAR  http://www.smedar.fr/
« CAR http://www.agglo-rouennaise.fr/
» Ville de Parishttp://www.paris.fr/portail/Environnement/Portat?page id=5431
e SYCTOM  http://www.syctom-paris.fr/
« CAGB http://www.besancon.fr/index.php?p=10
« INSEE http://www.insee.fr/frlhome/home_page.asp

30



31



32



33



34

This yearly series of working papers (WP) aims tobligh
essentially works in English or in French resultipm the
scientific network of CIRIEC and more specificaitg working
groups. The WP are submitted to a review process are
published under the responsibility of the Presidarit the
International Scientific Council, the president thfe scientific
Commissions or the working groups coordinators ainthe editor
of the CIRIEC international scientific journal, tAeénals of Public
and Cooperative Economics

These contributions may be published afterwards iacientific
journal or book.

The contents of the working papers do not involviRIEC's
responsibility but solely the author(s') one.

The submissions are to be sent to CIRIEC, Univedé Liege au
Sart Tilman, Bat B33 (bte 6), BE-4000 Liege, Belmq

Cette collection annuelle de Working Papers (WR)destinée 3
accuelllir essentiellement des travaux en frangaien anglais issu
du réseau scientifique du CIRIEC et en particueses groupes d
travail. Les WP font l'objet d'une procédure diésion et sont
publiés sous la responsabilité du président du €basientifique
international, des présidents des Commissions tHtigeres ou des
coordinateurs des groupes de travail et de la tédaale la revue

scientifique internationale du CIRIEC, Iésnales de I'économige

publigue, sociale et coopérative

Ces contributions peuvent faire I'objet d'une p#tion scientifique
ultérieure.

Le contenu des WP n'engage en rien la respongadilitCIRIEC
mais uniquement celle du ou des auteurs.

Les soumissions sont a envoyer a l'adresse du CIRUBiversité
de Liege au Sart Tilman, Bat B33 (bte 6), BE-400i&gk,

|

Belgique.




Publications

2009/01 The water sector in Italy
Lorenzo BARDELLI & Lorenzo ROBOTTI

2009/02 Public waste management services in Fradatonal analysis and
case studies of Paris, Rouen, and Besancon
Brahim DJEMACI

2009/03 The French system of water services
Pierre BAUBY

35



CIRIEC (International Centre of Research and
Information on the Public, Social and Cooperative
Economy) is a non governmental international scientific
organization.

Its are to undertake and promote the
collection of information, scientific research, and the
publication of works on economic sectors and activities
oriented towards the service of the general and
collective interest: action by the State and the local and
regional public authorities in economic fields (economic
policy, regulation); public utilities; public and mixed
enterprises at the national, regional and municipal
levels; the so-called "social economy" (not-for-profit
economy, cooperatives, mutuals, and non-profit

organizations); etc.

In these fields CIRIEC seeks to offer information and
opportunities for mutual enrichment to practitioners and
academics and for promoting international action. It
develops activities of interest for both managers and
researchers.

Ccirl

Le CIRIEC (Centre International de Recherches et
d'Information sur |I'Economie Publique, Sociale et
Coopérative) est une organisation scientifique
internationale non gouvernementale.

Ses sont d'assurer et de promouvoir la
collecte d'informations, la recherche scientifique et
la publication de travaux concernant les secteurs
économiques et les activités orientés vers le service
de l'intérét général et collectif : I'action de I'Etat et
des pouvoirs publics régionaux et locaux dans les
domaines économiques (politique économique,
régulation) ; les services publics ; les entreprises
publiques et mixtes aux niveaux national, régional
et local; [I'économie sociale: coopératives,
mutuelles et associations sans but lucratif ; etc.

Le CIRIEC a pour but de mettre a la disposition des
praticiens et des scientifiqgues des informations
concernant ces différents domaines, de leur fournir
des occasions d’enrichissement mutuel et de
promouvoir une action et une réflexion
internationales. Il développe des activités qui
intéressent tant les gestionnaires que les
chercheurs scientifiques.

ceC
4

International Centre of Research and Information on the Public, Social and Cooperative Economy - aisbl
Centre international de Recherches et d'Information sur I'Economie Publique, Sociale et Coopérative - aisbl

Tel. : +32 (0)4 366 27 46

Universite de Liege au Sart-Tilman Fax : +32 (0)4 366 29 58

Bat. B33 -bte 6
BE-4000 Liege (Belgium)

E-mail : ciriec@ulg.ac.be
http://www.ciriec.ulg.ac.be




