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1 EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

1.1Terms of Reference for Report

Currently, in accordance with UNMIK Regulation 2004/49 the Watat Waste Regulatory
Office (WWRO) are responsibléjter alia, for the economic regulation of the activities of the
licensed waste collection and disposal service providers.

Assuming that WWRO no longer regulate the waste collectituiceeproviders after July 2008
in accordance with the latest provisions of the draft WWR®W, Municipalities will be fully
responsible (in accordance with the Waste law 2006/31) for nmanagste collection (and
disposal) services.

The purpose of this Report is to summarise waste collectiod gractice in Europe in order to
inform the discussions over the future of waste colleg&mice provision and management in
Kosovo.

1.2Recommendations

It is recommended the principles and practices outlined sm fdris report, in particular in
Kosovo are implemented in the near future:

1. Municipalities must take on their responsibilities in accordance with the Waste
Law -see sketch on the next page. Setting and collecting feaging and maintaining
public awareness, monitoring of service performance and complanagament
should all be the responsibility of each of the Municipalities of Kosovo.

2. The waste collectors should be relieved of the responsity of collecting the
disposal fee on behalf of the disposal (= landfill) operators.

3. Service fees which reflect “The User Pays principleshould be introduce in the
future but only at a later stage (priority should be given to adopt theiiiwstal
arrangements as above)

Preference in the future should be givesitople volume-based fees.e. the litre
container volume should have a certain price. This type of fee should replace the
present “household tariff” which contains no incentive for a “waste behdviour
supporting the entire system.

4. The private sector should be involvedy tendering out Municipal collection services
where the Municipality decides not to perform waste collectemices by its own
means or where PSP in the waste collection sector is stated Govermofiwnt P

5. The decision to outsource waste collection services should apply either:

To the entire area of the Municipality (applicable for population sizes below
the range of 100,000), or

To particular waste fractions and/or waste generatorgrecyclables as waste
paper and scrap metal, commercial and institutional waste producers).

In the latter case the differentiation between “householdevéstrved by the Munici-
pality) and “commercial waste” (let to the private operatbousd be done according to
the amount produced by the single waste generator. Supermarkets ypocadiyt turn
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into “commercial waste producers” when applying such a rule, buhadbairdresser,
coffee shop or grocery shop. By such a principle areas with ptoetgmercial and
institutional character” (e.g. the airport, supermarket areas...) willlbd out by itself.

The monitoring of minimum service standardsshould be matter for the Ministry of
Environment and Spatial Planning (MESP) where there is anoemental dimension
(e.g frequency of collection) and the Municipality where iteet other more general
aspects (e.g. operating hours).
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2 INTRODUCTION

2.1 Background

Currently, in accordance with UNMIK Regulation 2004/49 the Watat Waste Regulatory
Office (WWRO) are responsible, inter alia, for the econaragulation of the activities of the
licensed waste collection and disposal service providers.

Assuming that WWRO no longer regulate the waste collectitmiceeproviders after July 2008
in accordance with the latest provisions of the draft WWR®W, Municipalities will be fully
responsible (in accordance with the Waste law 2006/31) for nmgnagste collection (and
disposal) services.

The purpose of this Report is to summarise waste collectiod gractice in Europe in order to
inform the discussions over the future of waste colleg&mice provision and management in
Kosovo.

It is not the purpose of this report to cover waste disposatiggaimn any detail although
references are made to waste disposal where appropriate liaphit but without any specific
recommendations for Kosovo.

2.2 Ahtisaari Final Settlement Proposals

The Ahtisaari package of proposals under the section “Municipaip8tencies” (Annex IlI-
Decentralisation, Article 3.1) states “Municipalities in ¢6@0 shall have full and exclusive
powers, in so far as they concern the local interest, whilgectiag the standards set forth in
the applicable legislation in the following areas”

The list of areas include section f as follows:
f. provision and maintenance of public services and utiliresuding water supply,

sewers and drains, sewage treatmemaste managementlocal roads and transport,
and local heating schemes

2.30ptional Further Deliverables

The opportunity to develop this Report arose from the re-didocaf resources approved by
EAR through Addendum No 1 which resulted in 6 days remaining for thé telnm technical
specialist (Martin Steiner). Two waste-related optionseveiscussed with EAR and the agreed
terms of reference for this Study and Report are summarised below.

This report is characterised as Further Optional DellMerNo 18 in the Interim Report No 2
and in Monthly Reports. It is not a contractual deliverable busidered an important activity
by the WWRO Director and approved by EAR-see EM datédSeptember 2007.

2.4 Terms of Reference

The following main components of the study covering good European practiesaste
collection were agreed with EAR in September 2007.

A summary of main conclusions from the July workshops on European gactit®
in waste collection
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A brief review of Waste Law provisions for waste managgnmans in connection
with waste collection and transfer performance monitoring and tariffigett

A brief review of good European practice on monitoring and annual tiepaof
relative performance/tariffs of municipal waste collectioovering publicly owned and
private waste collection sector activities)

Specific recommendations on which Kosovo body should undertake thie futni-
toring and reporting (of tariffs and performance)

Typical simple model contracts for PSP for waste collection, appdi¢dali{osovo
Recommendations for Kosovo situation.
Many of these issues have already been comprehensively @asapbetly covered in the two

recent project workshops held in Pristina in July 2007 as pdneodriginal TOR (deliverable
No 5b-Solid waste handling technical workshops).

2.5 Design of Waste Collection Systems

Some basic criteria for designing waste collection sysamprovided in this Report #innex
A. This information is derived from a more technical point édw and represents a
comprehensive overview and brief description of elements and daectithich characterize
advanced waste collection systenas they are installed in many European countries.

2.6 Consultation Meeting

As part of the consultation process in the preparation of thigtrepmeeting was held on
October 11 2007 in Pristina in the premises of WWRO with the following organisstio

PAMKOS (Association of Public Waste utilities in Kosovo, Mr. Pérparaddiqi),
EPTISA (Mr. Andre Karutz).
Note: KTA waste sector representatives were also féynmabited to the meeting and they
responded positively to the invite. Unfortunately WWRO suffamgere EM interruptions over

this period and the KTA response was not received until #feermeeting took place and
therefore KTAS did not attend the meeting.
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3 GOOD EUROPEAN PRACTICE
IN INSTITUTIONAL TERMS

3.1 Introduction

In any waste management system the proper allocation @fircedles and functions to the
various partners is of crucial importance. All European countits even partly developed
systems show certain principles the adoption of which is relevardgous.

Before starting with a description of these key principléss inecessary to refer to the
“Minimum European Standard on Solid Waste Handling” which was issued recently
(March 2007) by the Council of Europe (not to be confused witletimepean Commission, or
European Uniob). The resolution (Ri1543, in full length quoted iAnnex B) asks for most of
the principle issues given below including the first one on respahsipie. Who is responsible
for municipal waste issues?). This issue is considered tioebleey issue for Kosovo; for which
§ 6 of the resolution says:

“... responsibility for managing waste from households, businessginstitu-
tions and construction and demolition activities [should bessigned to munici-
palities] within their territory ... ”

This is where the description of principles to be considered fsoWwstarts from.

The responsibility for municipal waste issues — collection, and stépois generallyvith
the Municipality.

It is the Municipality’s responsibility to:

Provide the relevant services on its owe.(“in house”) (calledOption A in this
Reporn, or,

Contract it out (to the private sector) (caltegtion B in this Report

Between the two main functions comprising collection and dispdsak are slight differences

in the extent the private sector usually gets involved, and whidels are applied. This report
focuses on waste collection as the issue which is of fifstrity in Kosovo; however the
recommendations i€hapter 7 highlight some aspects and gives a few recommendations for
waste disposal.

! The Council of Europe (CoE) was founded in 1948ddy, the organization comprises 47 Member
States in the European region (with Azerbaijan, émia, Georgia and Turkey also extending into
Western Asia and Russia into North Asia). With éixeeption of Belarus, all European states have
acceded to the Council of Europe. It can be sedineggolitical representative of Europe beyond the
European Union (which currently includes 27 MemBtates) and represents also Kosovo.
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The two alternative approaches are summarised below:

Option A: Collection services operated by the Municipality
This arrangement is usually applied in larger urban areas

Option B: Outsourcing to the private sector

This arrangement is generally applied in smaller urbansavdsere it would not be
economically feasible to e.g. maintain a system with speetaicles that could be used only a
few days during the wegk(In many cases th&oo small for a certain service” problem is
resolved by forming inter-municipal consort@awhich it is referred below.)

However the task of both setting and collecting fees reaims in any case with a
municipal body.

When introducing first principles of “Good European Practice” @lidg with municipal waste

it should be emphasized that in many cases smaller strutypeslly municipalities with less
than 10,000 population) join with a larger institutional body that caertedce certain features
and services in a much more effective and professional iaythe creation of public
awareness in respect to waste handling, and/or the operatoteciinically complex structure
like a sanitary landfill. This practid® delegate certain tasks to an administrational and/or
operational unit acting on a regional levelcan be taken from some examples described in
section 3.2

In the Kosovo context it would be achieved through a regional Wéateagement Board of
Municipality representatives who would take decisions on behalhllothe municipalities
represented on the Board regarding waste collection (and disposal).

It should be mentioned that the above quoted Council of Europe resalgmmcludes in the
same paragraph 6:

“... responsibility for managing waste from households, business&fufions
and construction & demolition activities [should be assigned to npatites]
within their territory and enabling municipalities whicle 400 small to provide the
relevant services to set up inter-municipal consortia fiait 8@ste management”

3.2 Examples from some European countries

The following sections provide some “good practicexamples from some European
countries relevant to Kosovo:

3.2.1ltaly:

In areas with lower population densitlye (smaller sized) municipalities
group together in “United communities” (in Italian Comunita Compren
soriale), very often including provision of water services, lld@nsport

2 In practical terms there is not much differencii$ is organized as an own municipal departmamt,
“at arm length” within a semi-autonomous comparilyfawned and controlled by the Municipality.

® The lowest size in terms of economical operatmrafcollection service can be provided with a
minimum served population of 150,000 (represendirvghicle park of 6 to 8 in number which makes
the management of a workshop, spare parts etblgyia

4 “Good"practice is used throughout this report ‘flzEst” practice since no solutions are necessarily
transferable to other situations and often thereage than one answer.
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and certain social affairs as municipal tasks which can be sftectively
organized in a larger administration unit. A typical Comunita Cemgu-
riale represents 50 municipalities, 50,000 population and is egerat
separately from waste collection (which is usually contthctet to the
private sector, either a private company or a cooperative)

In_major cities waste collection and disposal is executed by “Municipal
Environmental Companies”.

- Rome: AMA (Azienda Municipale Ambient®

- Milan: AMSA (Azienda Municipale Servizi Ambientali).

Note: In Italy in general there is limited involvement of thevate sector,
compared to e.g. England.

3.2.2 Germany:

Areas with lower population densitgre organized for waste services
typically in a “Gemeindeverband” or “Zweckverband” (best to be tragtblat
as Waste Management Council). Waste collection servieesamtracted
out in most cases, whilst treatment and disposal facilitres uaually
operated by the Municipality/Council itself (with certain sdwvices
contracted to private bodies, similar as the relationshiM&L landfill
operation companies, however usually with more operational taskisefor t
Council).

Cities maintain their waste collection departments, organized in thedbr
semi-autonomous companies. Berlin, Hamburg, Bremen, Cologne, Hano-
ver, Dresden, Stuttgart and Munich etc perform most of thecesrvelated

to collection “by their own means”, with the collection ofyeebles to a
various extent done by private companies. In urban areas the E@chbe
focuses on commercial waste generafarsh little and less left to do for

the municipal operator). The operation of waste treatmentititssdi
increasingly involves private companies, here with a strong enhark
concentration (>> 1,000 employees) to be observed. A current trend to
form PPP’s (Public Private Partnerships) with municipal entities, i the

area of water services, deserves deeper attention beyomnehtheof this
Report.

3.2.3Austria:

Areas with lower population densifre organized generally the same way
as in Germany, the typical Waste Management Council is néfiwell-
wirtschaftsverband” (Waste Management Association, in brief VAW
including the name of the political district, e §WV Osttirol (Eastern
Tyrol).

Cities maintain their own waste collection departments, organized usually
as simple administration unit (“Magistratsabteilung” = town cdudepart-
ment, e.g. Vienna, Graz, Klagenfurt) or as joint-stock compamasd

and thus controlled by the Municipality.

® http://www.amaroma.itprovides relevant information to the issue in dgje@salso in English.

® Germany is — like Austria — one of the Europeamntdes where it is obligatorty treat municipal solid
waste prior to disposal.
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3.3England

Municipalities are responsible for organising the waste collectidn a
disposal services in their area and crecovering the cost ottkiises

through the local “Council tax”.

Municipalities can decide whether to undertake the domestic waste
collection service through their own in-house collection services or to
outsource the work to the private sector through competitive bidding
(typically for a 3-5 year period).

Commercial and Industrial waste collection is almost universally
undertaken by the private sector who negotiate contracts with each
customer reflecting the type and volume of waste and frequency of
collection.

Waste disposal landfill sites are owned and operated by the privaie sect
but overseen by regional (County Council) bodies in cooperation with the
Municipalities and the Environment Agency. There are many licensed
landfill sites in England and these must be licensed by the Environment
Agency. The sites operate in competition with each other and receive
various types of waste e.g. construction waste, hazardous waste and
domestic waste for which different charges apply. Landfill environahent
standards (eg leachate quality) are monitored by the Environment Agency
against National standards.

Charges for each property’s domestic waste collection and disposaéserv
are separated-out from other local services in each Municipalibtis¢l

tax bill to local residents and can be examined by residents and compared
with costs for the same service in other Municipalities.

Residents who refuse to pay their council tax bill are taken to court by the
Municipality and may be fined or sent to prison for non payment of the
“council tax”.

The cost of waste collection and disposal service for local resicebased
on the value of the property

The UK Government has recently introduced a volume-based charge option
for use by Municipalities in determining charges for collecting angbdes

of domestic waste (mainly to try to reduce the amount of domestic waste
disposed to landfill) but this has resulted in considerable reststeom
residents.



GOOD EUROPEAN PRACTICE-CHAPTER 3

3.4 Further Key Financial Principles in Waste Managment

3.4.1Introduction

After having shown some examples how some European countries er¢fagiizwaste
systems (mainly in respect to the issue how & to what extentprivate sector is
involved), this report now considers how the systems are financed.

3.4.2The User Pays

The user pays a principle that can be seen as the first principle osgstem managing
public services as e.g. supply and disposal of water, publspost, lightning, and
similar.

So the next question is:

Whomdoes the user actually pay, or: from whom does the provider of the serviee rece
the cost occurred by his serviahrectly by the user, or via another route?

Systems where the waste collection service provider (eatlpeiblic or private company)
has the responsibility of collecting not only the solid wastealad the fee for the service
(as si the case currently in Kosovo) usually demonstratermegpblems in the collection
efficiency because the “power” of a waste collection comgarether it is public or
private) to recover the charges is much less compareguble body like a municipal
administration. Particularly in economically weaker regiond aountries like Kosovo
“affordability” of a waste service fee in social ternssaften is mixed up with “willin-
gness to pay” which understandably is limited when the semsc@rovided is not
meeting the expectations of the user (as in Kosovo).

Therefore the user of the servig®usehold, commercial premise, etgjes the cost for
the service (as a fee) to the Municipalithis principle is visualized ikig. 1.

3.4.3Affordability and willingness to pay issues

The decision on affordability issues is up to the MunicipalityeBbive more precisely it
is the right of the Municipality to waive the fee to debt@@g. social cases in Kosovo)
who are socially and economically in need of it, but it is not up to thisde make such
decision and refuse to pay

Note: Certain commercial and institutional waste generatans take back the responsi-
bility for collection and disposal from the Municipality. They turn i*tdelf-disposers".

3.4.4Household vs. Commercial waste

The differentiation between the two major types of wastgsually carried out according
to quality and/or amount:

household wastéwhich remains under the Municipality’s responsibility in any
case) and

commercial wastéwvhich might be disposed of under the self-responsibility of the
relevant generator, e.g. a supermarket chain)
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Fig. 1: “Who is doing what?”

Waste collection, disposal, fee management iAwstrian Province (Waste Management
Council Western Tyrol, 50 municipalities with ¢.,000 inhabitants). In 2 larger municipali-
ties (about 15,000 population each) collectionisessare provided by public utilities, the
smaller municipalities have contracted out wastkection to altogether 4 private
companies offering their services also to commeéfdéraustrial waste generators.

3.4.5Collection tariffs
Collection tariffs are determined either:

- by market conditions (where the decision was made to cotitracervices out to
the private sector) or;

- by democratically legitimized municipal bodies (eg Municipality/ Tid@ouncils)

3.4.6Disposal tariffs

Disposal (landfill) tariffs are normally subject to the goht/ approval by local or
regional Government because “landfill volume” can be considered as publié.good

" This last principle can be seen as a basic rulbdsic systems on lower development stages, ie mor
complex systems more refined models may apply.
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4 PERFORMANCE MONITORING & TARIFF
SETTING

4.1 Introduction

In most European countries, performance monitoring requirements tamiffl setting
arrangements usually are not subject to Law or included in waste mamégysnes.

Standards of performance are subject to municipal ordinancethesdme usually applies to
tariffs which are usually decided annually and announced in the comonuigipal media (the
Municipal Gazette or its website).

In those more advanced European countries with proper practices in dealingliditheste the
tasks of monitoring and control of both service quality and ensuriifig ta undertaken “inter-
nally”, i.e. it is the Municipality that controls both the service quality and fee level.

Note: The situation in Kosovo where a national regulator (WWHROYesponsible for
performance monitoring and tariff setting is probably unique and tloived elsewhere in
Europe (except in Portugal).

Where operators of landfills with defined service “catchrhant¢as (ie operating a monopoly
service) have to submit their proposed tariffs for approwahrt upper administration body
(usually a regional Government) but this is not normally the aaddariffs are generally fixed
at the Municipal level.

The appropriateness of fees for collection and disposalcsesris generally determined by the
Municipality as the democratically legitimized local public body. Above thatll in Austria
and Germany (and maybe also other European countries) the approggsadf any public fee
might be subject to an examination of a Court of Auditors. Tlhegbes can be seen as
“departments of internal review” of a province or a country asghlly are reactivee. they
only intervene when requested.

4.2 Benchmarking

Sometimes comparison of costs with other Municipalities is tzkksn (as shown below in
examples showing both technical and fee issues), but on a non compulsisrgridg (in the

form of a benchmarking). In Italy an incentive for “proper waghaviour” to Municipalities is
given by means of a well known and appreciated award, the ldheit donated by
LEGAAMBIENTE, a major national NGO. This practice dates back to the aardties and was
exported to Spain in 2000.

%MV V- Energie- AG
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Fig. 2: Example of monitoring performance standard:

Comparison of specific waste generation data ofigtdan provincial capitals and a
German (Freiburg) and an Italian city (Bozen). @titat Freiburg is the twin town of the
Municipality that prepared the comparison — Innskrd and Bozen a neighbouring city
with common history). Source: Environmental Plansloruck, data out of 2002.
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Fig. 3: Example of tariff monitoring: Comparison of waste fees of 6 Austrian provincial capitals.
ss ... self service (customer puts bin/containeoaudtreet) fs ... full service (service provider
puts bin / container out on streSpurce: Environmental Plan Innsbruck, data o@0af2.
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5 MUNICIPAL WASTE COLLECTION FEE
DETERMINATION

5.1 Introduction

This chapter contains some practical advice on one of theimpsttant elements of a solid
waste management system: How to implement the principle UBee Pays” in practical terms,
i.e. how to bring the money from the pocket of the user of themyiidghe account of the
system’s operator.

Some principles are followed by some types of fees for dom&aste including recommen-
dations, and examples from two Central European countries alrepiddsenting “good waste
management practice”.

5.2 Principles
1. The User Pays,as a principle of “good European Practice” already mentioned
previously represents a “fee design principle” in itself
2. Simplicity is essential
It reduces administration efforts 7*
It reduces regulatory requirements
Transparency counts in the long turn. —
3. Tariffs should incorporate / representiacentive to support the
system’s policy- (in Europe: the “3 R’s": see diagram opposite)
4. Tariffs aredue on a regular(monthly to yearlypasis
5. No differentiation is made between the collection and disposal t®# the tariff.

5.3 Tariff types

The following options are available for determining tariffs #mely refer specifically to
domestic waste (households and small enterprises as waste generators

1.
2
3
4.
5
6
7

Tariffs per household / commercial premise

Tariffs per household, considering also number of persons
Tariffs depending on floorspace

Tariffs depending on volume

Tariffs depending on weight

Tariffs depending on value of property

Tariffs depending on distance to disposal

...and combinations thereof (usually 1/2/3 combined with 4/5):

e S
¢ CONOTIICS
] &
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Tariff types 4 + 5 fulfil the request of providing an inceatito support the system’s
policy (i.e. to use recycling opportunities) but: a split-uphaf tee in "basic (fixed)" &
~top-up (variable) fee" is recommended, as shown in Fig. 4.

\
fop-up fee
usually
~ 2
depending on = A
volume
<
Rl

-

Fig. 4: How to design a fee for domestic waste: tjqal split-up of fixed & variable fee portion

5.4 Some practical hints & comments

1. Tariffs per household:

This arrangement (as is currently applied in Kosovo) ipl&rhut give no incentive e.g.
to recycle: a family of six produces more waste than alesipgrson household,
requesting the same fee is not supposed to be fair.

2. Tariffs per household, considering also the number of persons, and
3. Tariffs depending on floorspace

are both difficult to administer (quality of data).

4. Tariffs depending on volume: = =

a) Measuring the ' i -
produced waste volume .
(‘real volume metering’)

r

o

b) Counting the emptying
of bins (‘identification”)

c¢) “1 litre volume of (whatever
type of) bin/container, emptied
regularly, costs x-cent”

d) Pre-paid bags
(a system widely spread in
Switzerland and Austria)

m #-MVV- Eng
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2. Tariffs depending on weight:

Sophisticated systems (left) with a few practical pnolsige.g. frozen waste in winter
sticking to the bin and being weighed thus paid several timesdly neighbour who
puts a brick into your bin), however, where the weight of a singttewaad can be taken
easily (commercial !), weight should be taken as tariff basis !

Below two tariff examples — both based on volume — are shown, iratieeaf Vienna
Municipality type 4 c according to the classification givenlier (a volume fee based on
the allocated collection volume without basic fee), the exampta Kilchberg, a small
Municipality from the German speaking part of Switzerland represgrgsitd.

#-MV V- Energie- AG (Edinburgh 18
lL CONOMICK
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Landlord
r Residual waste
g Z Waste paper White glass Coloured glass
Waste fee
an
WP . 3,16 ‘ . .
Municipality
J, l 0,00 0,00 0,00

52 weeks

wﬂgﬂa l Metals Plastics Biowaste
> i

l 164,3 per household
and year
finances in addition to collection
services (of residual waste and
recyclables) other services like a
infoline, free delivery of compost,
0,00

etc.
0,00 0,00
Fig. 5: Fee system for domestic waste — examplenée
_Waste calendar
_ GEMEINDE
KILCHBERG
ABFALLKALENDER 2007 —
o
Gebiihrenansatze (inkl. MwSt.)
Grundgebiihr <\- W
Privathaushalt pro Jahr SFr. 100.00 =
Betrieb pro Jahr SFr.  100.00 L5
Kehricht
17 Liter-Sack pr0v|ded 10er-Rolle SFr. 14.50
35 Liter-Sack waste 10er-Rolle SFr. 23.00 Tariffs depending
60 Liter-Sack bags 10er-Rolle SFr. 36.00 on volume
110 Liter-Sack Ser-Rolle SFr, 31.00
Betriebskehricht - h Gewicl
etriebs rich /Bulky T nach Gewicht

Sperrgutmarke BEWRIECE

Sperrgutmarke 1 Stk SFr. 3.60

Fig. 6: Example of a pre-paid bag waste fee systtanSwiss municipality
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TYPICAL WASTE COLLECTION SERVICE CONTRACTS-CHAPTER

6 TYPICALWASTE COLLECTION SERVICE
CONTRACTS: FEATURES & ELEMENTS

6.1 Introduction

A typical service contract for solid waste collectionuess by a Municipality to a service

provider (waste collection company), usual as result of a cdmapetender process, is

generally very simple and comprises less than 10 pages. Sorfeakeyes and elements to be
elaborated according to the relevant conditions are listed below:

6.2 Key Features

Contract period:

Five years with yearly extension is a typical contracetior “5 + 3 + 1” (con-
tract is valid for 5 years and automatically gets moéel by 3 years, then by 1
year and another year... unless the contract is not cancelledtésprior to the
end of the contract period). Note that contract periods lessbthyaars do not
reflect a reasonable minimum depreciation period for a wadtection truck
(typically 5-8 years depending on the quality and frequency of maintenance)

Extraordinary cancellation causes:
Contractor goes bankrupt, or does not perform.

Subject matter of contract:
Municipality transfers to contractor the duty of regular ceidecof such or such
waste fractioh

Amendmentsonly in written form.

6.3 Elements

The following aspects are recommended as a minimum;

Service area:

“...This contract comprises all settled areas within MunidipaX”. A certain
collection route may be predetermined as well. Collection p¢nts 5 or 7 rh
skip containers serving group of buildings in lower densely popubatsas) to
be fixed in a map. Extensions of service areas (e.g. new develoareasj to be
communicated by Municipality to the contractor in written, and tadsdirmed
by the contractor.

Service time:

Definition of collection frequency (e.g. weekly, twice a weekhis fparameter
depends on the provision of collection volume which is to be setasisum
by Municipality) and working time / collection days, example:diMday — Satur-
day 7 a.m — 10 p.m". Main traffic routes might be excluded in rush hours.

8 for Kosovo something like “municipal waste” acdimg to the prevailing definition in a Municipal or
“National” Waste Law to be inserted, as in the meidn no differentiation intbiowaste, bulky waste,
residual waste, recyclablesthus different (specialized) contractors in onwise area are to expected.
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TYPICAL WASTE COLLECTION SERVICE CONTRACTS-CHAPTER

Duties of the contractor:

The contractor is obliged to provide the necessary technicaisifer ensuring a
“dust-free waste collectiod”including the respective special vehicles with a
driver®. He is obliged to provide suitable replacement in case okdioaa of
these special vehicles. He is also obliged to collect agiguthe waste disposed
of at the plots of land within the defined service area,ansport the collected
waste to the disposal site indicated below and to empty tiis site according to
the regulations there.

Collection crew:

Some municipalities might provide their own staff (with redafenctions as

street sweepers etc.) for picking up and loading wasteaioens. Such “staff

splitting models” which are quite common in rural areas havadiantage of

integrating the local workforce a) knowing one’s way around and kingos
significantly less as the staff leaves the truckrafving done its job and do not
travel to the regional landfill and then on to the contractor’s garag

Technical performance of waste loading:

Definition of “receptacles” to be emptied by the contra¢eg. “60 litre bags
120 and 240 litre bins, 1,1°neontainers, 7 mskips...”). Municipalities with a
volume based fee system (as in the example given in Fig. G)dsbblige the
contractor not to empty “unlicensed” bins or — in a softer versian least to
report them to the Municipality. Garbage outside of bins/comsiskould be
part of the contractor’s responsibilityAlso a maximum. weight per type of
bin/container might be stipulated in this part of the corfract

Disposal direction:
i.e where to transport the waste to.

Payment:

Lump suni® for the defined service (in practice a certain amount patract,
paid 12 times a year). Monthly payment (ex post) is the stardasd Escalation
clauses are linked to a transport price index or a consumer ipde& or a
combination of both. The disposal fee gets invoiced to the Munityipiitiectly
by the operator of the disposal service. Weighing or trafeésy; if applied, get
also transferred to the Municipality (in some cases direotlysome via the
collection company).

° this term is a standard (avoiding e.g. that areator performs the service with horse and cadt an

shovel and broom)

19 Note thatollection receptaclefins, containers) are owned either by the Muiailitip or by the user
of the system (household, commercial enterpriag)nbt by the collection company — the latter ifyon
the case with purely commercial customers (usymling to the contractor a rent for the container).

! that is a recommendation for Kosovo in realist@v of the present system status, the typical e.g.
Austrian waste collection service contract saysiigge outside of receptacles / cleaning of cobecti
points is within the responsibility of the Municlgg” which maintains better levers to “educates it
citizens and again may contract out this additicealice — if needed — to a contractor, usuallyotie
who runs the collection service.

12 not only following World Health Standards (WH$arsdards, also in order to “educate” final service

users not to load e.g. construction debris intdaioers designed for municipal waste.

13 Basis for this lump sum is usually the servicentls of receptacles on the beginning of the contrac
period. Number of inhabitants (or even inhabitantiealents) are also practiced.

21
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/ RECOMMENDATIONS FOR KOSOVO

It is recommended to implement the principles and practicemeditso far in this report, in
particular:

7.

10.

11.

Municipalities must take on their responsibilities in accordance with the Waste
Law -see sketch on the next page. Setting and collecting fesdingr and maintaining
public awareness, monitoring of service performance and complanagament
should all be the responsibility of each of the Municipalities of Kosovo.

The waste collectors should be relieved of the respongity of collecting the
disposal fee on behalf of the disposal (= landfill) operators.

Service fees which reflect “The User Pays principleShould be introduce in the
future but only at a later stage (priority should be given to adopt thiirstal
arrangements as above)

Preference in the future should be givesitople volume-based fees.e. the litre
container volume should have a certain gficEhis type of fee should replace the
present “household tariff” which contains no incentive for a “waste behd&viour
supporting the entire systém

The private sector should be involvedy tendering out Municipal collection services
where the Municipality decides not to perform waste collectemices by its own
means or where PSP in the waste collection sector is stated Goverofiwnt P

The decision to outsource waste collection services should apply either:

To the entire area of the Municipality (applicable for population sizes below
the range of 100,000), or

To particular waste fractions and/or waste generatorqrecyclables as waste
paper and scrap metal, commercial and institutional waste producers).

In the latter case the differentiation between “householdevéstrved by the Munici-
pality) and “commercial waste” (let to the private operatbousd be done according to
the amount produced by the single waste genéfaBupermarkets would typically turn
into “commercial waste producers” when applying such a rule, buhadbairdresser,
coffee shop or grocery shop. By such a principle areas with ptoelgmercial and
institutional character” (e.g. the airport, supermarket argagill be ruled out by itself.

4 type 4 c of the waste fee types described intenaj?2.

!> This fee type is the “logical” system for Munialjiies with predominantly detached dwelling sturet
(“one container per premise”) and can be introdwded into anonymous structures (in Prishtina e.qg.
Ulpiana or Dardania) by allocating a certain minimuolume per inhabitant (say 5 litre per day) that
results in a certain number of containers per ctila point serving a certain area (to be iderdity
addresses). Municipality issues fee statementseteystem users (household, commercial enterprise)
based upon the individual collection volume theesysuser is connected to (i.e. number of containers
multiplied by container volume divided by numberofuseholds).

'8 for the conditions observed in Kosokar? waste per day and generatseems to be a reasonable
figure to start with.
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12. The monitoring of minimum service standardsshould be matter for the Ministry of
Environment and Spatial Planning (MESP) where there is anoemental dimension
(e.g frequency of collection) and the Municipahtyere it reflects other more general
aspects (e.g. operating hours).
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@t particular function in respect to waste aff D

WASTE
GENERATORS

(HOUSEHOLDS, COMMERCIAL
ENTERPRISES....)

Provide a service Provide a service

Request for & collect a fee *)
for both collection and disposal

WASTE
DISPOSERS

At present only KLMC.

The major share of wastes
generated in Kosovo is diposed of
at delapitated municipal structures
(donations) or “informally” nearby
roads, rivercourses, etc.

COLLECTORS
CONVEYS THE
FEE PORTION

DUE TO DISPOSAL

Only POE’s comprise
legal status at present

*) in practice rather individual contracts than a fee

MUNICIPALITY

Sets & collects fees , responsible for public awareness,
performance monitoring and complaint management

—>ZO0O—ACH——2W0Z—

CONVEYS THE

COST FOR COLLECTION Waste fee

(PART OF TOTAL
WASTE FEE)

S,

Provides a service

CONVEYS THE
COST FOR DISPOSAL
(PART OF TOTAL
WASTE FEE)

WASTE
GENERATORS

(HOUSEHOLDS, COMMERCIAL
ENTERPRISES....)

Provides a service

WASTE
COLLECTORS

POE’s or private contractors
identified by competition
(tenders for ~ 5 year contracts)

WASTE
DISPOSERS

Short term: KLMC
In the mid term the land-
fills should be transferred
to regional consortia formed
by the Municipalities
connected to the
individual landfill

0 C — M

Fig. 7: Overview on existing & proposed institutiiset-up of solid waste management in Kosovo
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ANNEX A
WASTE COLLECTION BASICS

Rather than amtroductionthis chapter also can be seen asaad-alone chapter should the
occasion arise for the reader who is not too familiar with solid waste ection issuesa brief
manualso to say. It comes from a more technical point of vietvrepresents a comprehensive
overview and brief description of elements and functions which ctesize advanced systems
as they are installed in many European countries.

Some of the described elements are not introduced in Kosovo ahipaesl even will not be —
from some realistic viewpoint — introduced in the near future at al broealer(e.g. recovery at
source i.e. separate collection), thus the provided information rhighdispensable for the
supposed recipients of the present document (decision makéne &OE’s, KTA, EAR),
however may represent a reference basis as well ascamaition source (which is intended to
be supplemented by a resource database as another project de)iverable

In the subsequent chapters aspects of particular relevantteefsituation in Kosovo are dealt
with, and there the focus is put moreiostitutional aspects.

Regular waste collection systems are needed for three main reasons

Measure Objective

The extraction of hygienic critical material from settled ared3rovision of public health and
based on the experience that the spread out of diseases (dholease of common welfare.
ra, typhus) was proposed by the presence of organic wastes in
the streets and thereby non hygienic conditions for the citjzens.

Avoiding of littering and illegal dumping Provision of an aesthetic
appearance of the cityscape.

Only with aregular and complete collection systérns Provision of controlled dis-
possible for the municipality to keep the further disposal qf posal.
the waste under control.

Table 1: Reasons for establishing regular wastea@n systems

%MV V- Energie- AG




WASTE COLLECTION BASICS-ANNEX A

These objectives are to be ful- ==
filled which kind of waste
ever collected.

Therefore at least in many
the bigger cities of Europe
regular waste collection w
estdlished in the end of tl
19" century.

Fig. 8: System-free collection in
a German city around
1900 [Mull-Handbuch,
Nr. 2101 p. 6]

For a systematical classification of waste collectigateans four characteristic features are
relevant.

8.1 Theplace of provisiorof the waste to be collected

Pick up systemrhe provider of the refuse collection service picks up theenaist

the property of the waste generator. It does not make any ddteiéthe waste is
separated into fractions or not.

Bring systemThe waste generator has to bring the waste to a central collection point.

Both systems can be applied parallel (e.g. for certain waste fractio

Pick up system

Advantages Disadvantages
+ High capture rate - High investment costs for containers
+ High comfort for the user - Low secondary resource quality

+ Availability of well-engineered - Limiting on few relevant waste fractiong

containers

- High space requirements

Table 2: Advantages and disadvantages of the pcystem

Bring system

Advantages Disadvantages

+ Low investment costs for containers | - Low capture rate for secondary resourges

+ High secondary resource quality - High staff costs at central collection poipts

+ High motivation of the participants - Limited number of collection points

#-MV V- Energie- AG (Frinburgh 27
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+ Separation in many fractions possible

- Mess at central collection points possib

Table 3: Advantages and disadvantages of the Issistgm

Fig. 9: Central collection point for the main wasteeams in Vienna / Austria

8.2 Thepoint in time of separation of waste

The waste can be separated into recoverable components, in nomablevesidual
waste and in polluted products either before collection on theokitthe waste generator
or after the collection in a sorting plant. These two diffié possibilities can also be
combined with each other so that some parts of the secondary resoamdee separated
from the residual waste before and other parts after the collection.

Separation before collection

Advantages

Disadvantages

High efforts on the side of the waste

|72}

+ Less sorting work after collection
generator
+ Less investment costs in sorting plants- Expenses for collection devices
+ High secondary resource quality Limiting on few relevant waste fraction
+ Good marketability - The use of several containers requires

a
lot of space

Table 4: Advantages and disadvantages of sepafaitmne collection

Separation after collection

Advantages

Disadvantages

+ Less expense on the side of the was
generator

e

High sorting expense

+ Less expense at the acquisition

Low secondary resource quality

+ High capture rate

Limited marketability

%MV V- Energie- AG
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+ Possibility of recovery of numerous

waste fractions High investment cost in sorting plants

Table 5: Advantages and disadvantages of separatiencollection

8.3 Technical systems for removal

These comprise special designed collection containers andtwoll@ehicles. For waste
removal “empty the bin” systems, “change the bin” systems andvagereceptacles
(usually bags) are applied. Thereby bins for one fraction (monoinergaor for several
fractions (multi-compartment container) can be used. Another plidgsibihe collection
of waste without any technical system. This is cadlggtem-free collection

System-free collection

As the system-free collection requires that the wastedas picked up on the ground
and lifted up into the vehicle by hand high physical strains forpdrsonnel are the
result. The collection without any system is generally deedvaste paper, scrap metal
and bulky waste. For residual waste, biowaste, waste gladgghnh@ackaging it is not

practicable because of the difficult handling and the inadequafiertiy and aesthetic
conditions caused by access of vermin.

System-free collection

Advantages Disadvantages

Inadequate hygienic conditions at the
+ No investments in containers collection of residual waste, biowaste
and light packaging

High physical expenses for the collectipn

+ No special vehicles are required
personnel

Low collection rate

Difficult handling of loosely waste

Table 6: Advantages and disadvantages of systesrctitection
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Fig. 10: Examples of bins [http://www.atg-rosenddéldienst/pics/umleer_Kkl.jpg]

“Empty the bin” system

Standardised containers are lifted up and emptied automgaiitdhie collection vehicle.
For the collection of municipal solid waste and a high percerahgemmercial waste
with properties similar to MSW the “empty the bin” systenofidigh relevance. This is
caused in the high profitability and the fact that bins ardadola in every form and size
so that they fulfil all requirements of operational safety, &yigi aspects and the ease of
use for both user and collection personnel.
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“Empty the bin” system
Advantages Disadvantages
+ High profitability - Actually none, but in certain particular
cases safety concerns apply (hiding place
+ High ease of use for explosives)
+ High operational safety
+ Good hygienic conditions
+ Offer of a variety of containers
+ Suitable for various intended uses

Table 7: Advantages and disadvantages of the “Etigtyin” system

Fig. 11: Example of a bin emptying vehicle [httwWw.faun.com/faunkat/dbimg/x112_L.jpg]

“Change the bin” system

This system looks similar to the “empty the bin “-system,itisttechnically different. It
means that smaller bins as described above are emptied whdte generator into a
larger container with a volume up to 486. i this container is full of waste or secondary
resource it is replaced at the waste treatment plar@nbgmpty one. Fig. 12 gives an
example.

{t CONOMICE



WASTE COLLECTION BASICS-ANNEX A

“Change the bin” system

Advantages Disadvantages
+ Suitable for high volumes of waste - Bad ease of use for the user
+ Suitable for waste with high specific | - High required space for pick up and drop
gravity off
+ High profitability - High logistic expense

+ Offer of a variety of containers for
various intended uses

+ Possibility of flexible collection
according to requirements

Table 8: Advantages and disadvantages of the “Ghrgbin” system

Fig. 12: Example of a “change the container” vehicl

One-way bag system

The one-way bag system refers to a collection where the residate or the secondary
resources are acquired in paper or primary in plastic bagprandied for the refuse
collection service in front of the property. Then the serpieesonnel have to pick up the
plastic bags by hand and put it into the vehicle. In some sp=sak one-way containers
are used, e.g. for pathogen hospital waste.

An advantage of the bag collection is the high collection capaditysay 1.500 bags per
day and loader. This is caused by the fact that the bag awrmsping has not been
brought back to its stand so that there are only half as much ways compaetetopty
the bin” system.

#-MV V- Energie- AG (Edinburgh 32
lL CONOMICK



WASTE COLLECTION BASICS-ANNEX A

One-way container/bag system

Advantage Disadvantage
+ High collection capacity - Low ease of use
+ No special vehicles required - High material consumption

- High expense at the sorting plant to open
the bags

- High physical strain of the personnel

Table 9: Advantages and disadvantages of the opecam@tainer/bag system

Transfer stations

The various collection devices show various “action radi€. (medium distance collec-
tion area disposal site not to be exceeded under economical conditions):ldractal

(Fig. 13) 2 kilometres, a compaction truck as Fig. 11 shows say 20 km. If the disggosal si
is far from the collection areas a transfer station (e/lsenaller quantities get transferred
to larger transport units) should be located in between. Some exampdésarebelow.

Fig. 13: Example of a simple transfer station (stugent about 5.000at current prices)

Fig. 14: Example of a medium sized transfer stafiearizaj / Kosovo)
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Fig. 15: Example of a more complex transfer stafiomestment about 150.000at current prices)

8.4 Organisation of collection

The organisation of collection of waste has sorgeiicant differentiation attributes:
Separated or combined collection of the differemttainers
Intervals of emptying of the containers
Initialisation of containers for emptying by wastalectors or users
The staffing of the vehicles.
Tour arrangement
The different containers can be collected in sdpai@urs or together in one tour. That
depends on the form and size of the containershamd many containers have to be

collected. The tour arrangement for the collectafnresidual waste and secondary
resources is predominantly made manual based @arierpe values.

If the waste was separated before the collectitviastto be differentiated if the fractions
are collected

organisational separated (additive)
alternating in temporal intervals (alternating) or
at the same time, the same tour and in the samel@¢imtegrated).
Additive collection
If at the separation before collection the fracisasidual waste, biowaste, waste paper,

glass etc. are totally independent collected fracheother, this collection is calledidi-
tive. The additive organisation of collection is needfetthe residual waste is picked up
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by a municipal company and the secondary resolng@se or more private companies.
In consequence the expense and the costs for tleetmm are considerably higher. In
addition the traffic burden caused by the collectehicles is significantly higher than
with an alternating or integrated collection orgzation.

Additive collection

Advantages Disadvantages
+ Independence between residual waste | - High costs
collection and secondary resource
collection
+ Existing containers can be used - High traffic burden

+ Existing vehicles can be used

+ Possibility of collection of many different
fractions

Table 10: Advantages and disadvantages of addititection

Alternating collection

At the alternating collection the residual wastes a@pecific secondary resources are
picked up according to a fixed timetable in spedifitervals. Normally for both fractions
the same vehicle is used. This procedure requemsical changes at the vehicles.

Alternating collection

Advantages Disadvantages

Emptying intervals are depending on

+ Low traffic burden
each other

+ Existing vehicles can be used - Limited number of fractions

Table 11: Advantages and disadvantages of altaghatllection

Integrated collection

Integrated collection of different waste fracti@ighe same time and in one tour with the
same vehicle requires multi compartment collectiehicles. The practice has shown that
more than two compartments cannot to be realisddavieasonable technical expense.
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Integrated collection

Advantages Disadvantages

- Specific multi-compartment collectign

+ Low traffic burden : ,
vehicles are required

- High investment costs

- Limited on two fractions

- Emptying intervals are depending pn
each other

- Unfeasible if disposal sites of the two
fractions are in certain distance to each
other

Table 12: Advantages and disadvantages of intedyca#ection

Intervals of emptying of the containers

The intervals of emptying waste and secondary resocontainers depend on the share
of organics, and climate. In Central to Northerrrdpe the containers are collected
weekly or every two weeks, especially in winteral®outhern European area like Koso-
vo the bins have to be emptied more often, at ieastmmer. Depending on the share of
biowaste the interval should be twice a week analtyt daily (as currently practiced).

The above-mentioned characteristic features tcsifyathe different collection systems
can theoretically be arranged any way. The pradta® shown that from the technical
and economical point of view some combinations laetter than others. These are
marked in Fig. 16 by green arrows.

Separation of waste fractions before collection Separation of waste fractions after collection
Provision of waste on the property of the waste Provision of waste in public areas or central
generator collection points
with containers without containers
(revolving emptying- / exchange- / disposable
container system)

Characteristics of organisation of collection
(additive / alternating / integrated / emptyingeimals / tour arrangement)

Fig. 16: Classification of the methods of colleain of waste
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ANNEX B

Essential content of Resolution 1543, adopted by the Standing Committeetiag on behalf
of the Parliamentary Assembly of the Council of Europe, on March 16, 27

[...] There are significant differences between CdurfcEurope member states regarding solid
waste management standards and practices. [...] Beerdbly therefore urges member states
to develop an integrated approach to municipabdseliste management in order to contribute
to sustainable urban development in Europe, inquéar by:

1. ensuring compliance with occupational health arfdtgastandards during the collec-
tion, processing and landfilling of all types ofste, in particular by banning any bare-
handed operations and any recovery of waste frowifills without proper protection
and regular health checks for the persons involved;

2. establishing regular waste collection systems fbuian, suburban and rural areas
(exceptions should only be granted for remote lonatwith approved, safe individual
waste disposal facilities) and including in theexent legislation phased targets for the
provision of municipal solid waste collection systein accordance with the require-
ments of European Union Directive No 1999/31/EQGhmlandfill of waste;

3. enforcing compliance with strict standards for [@hidg, for instance:
- landfills must be fenced and patrolled,;
- waste accepted at landfills must be recorded;
- waste placed in landfills must regularly be agedewith suitable material (eg con-
struction debris) in order to reduce odour, windiditter and vermin;
- adjacent groundwater must be monitored;

4. depending on local hydrogeology, suitable measfmegroundwater protection (such
as landfill liners and leachate collection, etc)strioe put in place;

5. planning waste management through the developméndtrategies including the
gradual reduction / phasing out of the landfillioigspecific waste streams, given their
recyclability and/or the impacts related to thespdsal (eg biodegradable waste);

6. assigning municipalities responsibility for managiwaste from households, busi-
nesses, institutions and construction and demolgictivities within their territory and
enabling municipalities which are too small to pdevthe relevant services to set up
inter-municipal consortia for solid waste managetnen

7. facilitating co-operation between European townsl aities to allow information
exchanges so that the best solutions in terms dbt#dministrative management of
municipal solid waste and of processing technokgiee disseminated and used
Europe-wide;

8. encouraging R&D in the field of solid waste proéegsand recycling.
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