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NOTICE TO MEMBERS

Subject: Petition 0298/2012 by Arivem (French Association), on the construction of a 
gas production plant at Romainville (France)

Petition 1005/2012 by A.C. (French) on the plan to open a methanisation 
plant in Romainville, France

1. Summary of petition 0298/2012

The petition opposes the construction of a large (MBT – methanisation) gas production plant 
just 2 km from Paris.

According to the petition, the creation of this facility would pose serious risks to the health of 
the local inhabitants. Several reports drawn up by civil society organisations are said to
oppose these types of facility.

Summary of petition 1005/2012

The petitioner expresses concern at the plan to construct a methanisation plant in Romainville, 
France. The plant would be the largest in Europe and would be situated in a densely populated 
urban area. The petitioner accuses Syctom, the metropolitan waste disposal company, of 
failing to consult the public as it should have done, or to comply with environmental 
legislation. The petitioner argues that the project will be a financial and ecological disaster 
and calls on the European Parliament to investigate the matter closely.

2. Admissibility

0298/2012: Declared admissible on 28 June 2012.
1005/2012: Declared admissible on 3 December 2012. Information requested from 
Commission under Rule 202(6).
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3. Commission reply to petition No 0298/2012, received on 27 November 2012.

The Commission has examined the information presently available concerning the proposed 
construction of a gas production plant at Romainville in France.  The Commission considers 
that the following EU law may apply to the plant concerned:

Directive 2008/1/EC concerning integrated pollution prevention and control (IPPC)1 requires 
installations falling under its scope to operate in accordance with permits,  including emission 
limit values based on the best available techniques (BAT), designed to prevent and, where 
that is not practicable, generally to reduce emissions and the impact on the environment as a 
whole. The prevention or reduction of emissions to air, water and soil should, therefore, be 
dealt with in the environmental permits issued in accordance with the IPPC Directive.  

The Commission has adopted a number of BAT reference documents (BREFs) covering the 
activities that fall within the scope of the IPPC Directive, which are to be taken into account 
by the competent authorities when establishing BAT-based emission limit values, equivalent 
parameters or technical measures for such installations. A BREF on waste treatment was 
adopted in August 2006.

The IPPC Directive provides for public participation in the permitting process and in 
particular includes measures to ensure that the public can give its opinion on the draft permit. 
All responses received as part of such public consultation must be taken into consideration in 
the permitting procedure.  

It should be noted that the IPPC Directive is being replaced by Directive 2010/75/EU on 
industrial emissions (IE Directive). Should the gas production plant either be put into 
operation and permitted on or after 7 January 2013 or a complete application for a permit is 
submitted before that date and the plant is put into operation after 7 January 2014 then an IE 
Directive-compliant permit will be required. The IE Directive places stricter requirements on 
the application of BAT than the IPPC Directive and applies to a broader range of waste 
management activities.

Unfortunately, the Commission has been unable to ascertain the exact type of waste 
management that will be undertaken by the plant concerned and, therefore, whether the 
activity falls under either the IPPC Directive or the IE Directive.

Directive 2011/92/EU on the assessment of the effects of certain public and private projects 
on the environment2 (known as the Environmental Impact Assessment or the EIA Directive). 
The EIA Directive distinguishes between so-called Annex I projects, which must always be 
made subject to an EIA procedure and Annex II projects where the Member States shall 
determine through a case-by-case examination, and/or thresholds or criteria set in the national 
transposing legislation whether the project shall be made subject to an EIA.  It is unclear, 
based on the information available, whether the plant concerned would fall under either of 
these annexes.

                                               

1 OJ L 24, 29.1.2008, p.8
2 OJ L 26, 28.1.2012, p.1.
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The EIA procedure ensures that the environmental consequences of projects are identified and 
assessed before development consent is given by the competent authority.  The public can 
give its opinion and all the consultations must be taken into consideration. The public should 
also be informed of the content of the development consent.

Directive 96/82/EC (known as the Seveso II Directive1) on the control of major-accident 
hazards involving dangerous substances sets requirements for operators and competent 
authorities of the Member States in relation to establishments where dangerous substances are 
present above certain thresholds as listed in its Annex I. The requirements concern safety 
management, information to the public, emergency response, inspections, land use planning 
and appropriate consultation in relation to land-use planning decisions.  Given the information 
made available to the Commission it is unclear whether the plant concerned will deal with 
dangerous substances above the thresholds listed in this directive.

Based on the information provided in relation to the petition, and given the plant has yet to be 
constructed, the Commission cannot identify any breaches of the above-mentioned directives.  
In this respect, it would like to stress that it is primarily up to the Member States to ensure 
correct and complete implementation of EU law.

4. Commission reply (REV) to petitions 0298/2012 and 1005/2012, received on 
27 February 2013

Two petitions have been submitted in response to the plan for a multistream centre (referred 
to as the ‘multistream centre’ or ‘said centre’) to process household and similar waste in the 
municipalities of Romainville and Bobigny. Since the first reply concerning Petition 
0298/2012, there have been significant developments in connection with the opening of the 
multistream centre (e.g. the operator has undertaken to request the competent authority to 
modify its operating licence). The purpose of this reply, which covers both Petition 0298 and 
Petition 1005/2012, is to inform the Committee on Petitions of these developments. 

The petitioners have objected to the construction and operation of the multistream centre, 
which is to consist of a plant for the methanisation of fermentable organic waste (capacity of 
315 000 t/year), a recycling centre (capacity of 30 000 t/tear) and a bulky waste sorting centre 
(60 000 t/year).  This centre is designed to take the place of the current facilities at the site, 
which comprise a waste disposal centre and a household waste transfer station with a 
recycling point and bulky waste sorting point. 

Alongside the multistream centre, a pontoon will also be constructed at Bobigny to enable 
materials from the centre to be transported by river, as will a tunnel connecting the centre to 
the pontoon. In any event, since the objections raised by the petitioners relate solely to the 
potential pollution from the methanisation unit (e.g. odours and emissions), the Commission, 
in its consideration of petitions 0298/2012 and 1005/2012, and hence in this written reply, has 
only addressed the issue of the lawfulness of that unit.  

                                               

1 OJ L 10, 4.1.1997.
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The petitioners make particular reference to the general failure to comply with public enquiry 
obligations and the fact that the methanisation unit will be a financial and ecological disaster. 
The petitions do not, therefore, contain any specific information that might lead to the legality 
of the plan to construct the methanisation plant being questioned in the light of applicable EU 
law. 

The Commission has nevertheless launched enquiries into the plan to construct the 
multistream centre, including the latest developments affecting the realisation of that plan. It 
is in the light of those enquiries that the Commission intends to send the French authorities a 
request for information via the EU PILOT mechanism, in order to ascertain whether or not the 
plan to construct a multistream centre complies with EU law (see below).      

The application for an operating licence (AOL) was submitted to the competent 
administrative authority on 7 May 2009 by the Inter-Municipal Syndicate for the Processing 
of Household Waste in the Paris Region (referred to as ‘SYCTOM’ or ‘the operator’). The 
operating licence was granted on 17 January 2011 by decree of the Prefect. 

A moratorium came into force on 1 February 2012, meaning that the start of work on the 
multistream centre was postponed for several months. That moratorium was at the initiative of 
SYCTOM in response to the applications made by local residents opposed to the project and 
to reassess the choice of process (mechanical-biological upstream of methanisation), the risks 
of an industrial accident and potential pollution (e.g. odours, noise, emissions) liable to pose a 
major risk to health and the environment.

Audits were therefore conducted in 2012 by the National Institute for the Industrial
Environment and Industrial Risks (Institut national de l'environnement industriel et des 
risques industriels – INERIS) and the Office for Specialist Studies and Advice on the 
Processing and Recyling of Waste and Organic Effluents (Bureau d’étude et de conseils 
spécialisé dans le traitement et la valorisation des déchets et des effluents organiques –
EREP). The audits assessed the accuracy, reliability and completeness of the study on the risk 
study and the environmental impact assessment study (EIA) conducted in support of the AOL.
The audits found that, on the one hand, the studies had been conducted, in form and in 
substance, in line with the applicable requirements of national law. On the other hand, several 
suggestions were made to the operator, in the audit conclusions, with regard to improving 
certain safety and environmental facets of the plan to construct the multistream centre (e.g. 
enhanced monitoring of odour emissions). 

The results of those audits were published by the moratorium monitoring committee on 
15 October 2012, and were presented at public meetings held on 18 October 2012 and 
4 December 2012, at which anyone concerned could express their opinions.

Against this backdrop, the operator envisages commissioning the multistream centre by 2015 
at the earliest.

On the basis of these audits and the various opinions expressed, the Community Council for 
the Est-Ensemble Region (the region where the multistream centre is to be sited) adopted its 
opinion on 11 December 2012 and made 10 additional requests to SYCTOM (e.g. permanent 
on-site presence of the operator to ensure permanent monitoring of operations) and made 3 
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commitments (e.g. to promote a reduction in waste levels). 

SYCTOM therefore undertook, on 19 December 2012, to revise its plan so as to: (i) accede to 
all the requests made by the elected representatives of the Est-Ensemble Community (e.g. 
development of an improved methanisation process, construction of a protective wall around a 
digester, an odour prevention plan, reducing the number of digesters from 6 to 4 in exchange 
for a commitment from the local authorities concerned to pursue a policy aimed at reducing 
the levels of household waste at source) and (ii) to factor in their 3 commitments. 

The changes are to form the subject of a rider to the operating licence issued on 17 January 
2011. That rider should be adopted by the competent authorities in early 2013, at which point 
the moratorium will end.   

The information gathered would seem to show that the plan to construct the multistream 
centre might fall within the scope of Directives 2008/1/EC of the European Parliament and of 
the Council of 15 January 2008 concerning integrated pollution prevention and control (the 
IPPC Directive)1 2010/75/EU of the European Parliament and of the Council of 24 November 
2010 on industrial emissions (the IE Directive)2 and 2011/92/EU of the European Parliament 
and the Council of 13 December 2011 on the assessment of the effects of certain public and 
private projects on the environment and of Council Directive 96/82/EC of December 1996 on 
the control of major-accident hazards involving dangerous substances (the SEVESO II 
Directive)3.

The request for information to the French authorities will seek to establish whether the 
characteristics of the project mean that it does indeed fall within the scope of the 
aforementioned directives and, if so, what measures and provisions have been, or will be, 
adopted to ensure, in the case in point, that those directives are applied correctly.

The Commission intends to ask the French authorities for precise details of the plan to 
construct the multistream centre in order to establish whether or not that activity falls within 
the scope of the IPPC (2008/1/EC) and IE (2010/75/EU) Directives, solely within that of the
IE Directive, or within neither of these. 

The aim is to pinpoint which EU legal requirements have to be fulfilled (e.g. conditions to be 
fulfilled before authorisation is granted and emission levels for best available techniques) and 
to consider whether the operating licence and any other authorisation which may have been 
issued ensure that these legal requirements are satisfied. The Commission also intends to put 
questions concerning the management of methanisation residues (e.g. spreading, landfill) and 
on public participation in the authorisation process and the revision of the operating licence 
(timetable, public consultation, substantial change, etc.).

If it transpires that the AOL has indeed formed the subject of an EIA, the Commission intends 
to ask the French authorities whether that EIA met all the requirements set out in Directive 
2011/92/EU, particularly in terms of public consultation and the provision of information to 
                                               

1 OJ L 24, 29.01.08, pp. 8-29. 
2 OJ L 334, 17.02.10, pp. 17-119. 
3 OJ L 10, 14.01.97, pp. 13-33. 



PE500.682v04-00 6/10 CM\1012746EN.doc

EN

the public. 

Since the operating licence issued on 17 January 2011 is to be revised on the basis of changes 
envisaged by SYCTOM, the French authorities will be asked whether, in their view, that 
licence should also be subject to an EIA, and whether the public will again be consulted.

The Commission intends to ask the French authorities whether the multistream centre to be 
constructed constitutes an ‘establishment’ within the meaning of the SEVESO II Directive 
(Directive 96/82/EC) and, if this is the case, whether the operator has already fulfilled the 
requirements in respect of notifying its major-accident prevention policy and, if applicable, 
safety report and internal emergency plan. The Commission also plans to ask whether suitable 
consultation procedures have been organised in connection with the project in question.

The French authorities will also be asked whether the plan to construct the multistream centre 
has been the subject of a judicial or administrative procedure before the administrative courts 
or competent authority questioning the lawfulness, in form or in substance, of the operating 
licence issued on 17 January 2011 or of any other relevant permit which may have been 
issued to the operator.  

The Commission will keep the Petitions Committee informed of developments in this case.

5. Commission reply (REV 2), received on 29 November 2013

Petitions 0298/2012 and 1005/2012

BACKGROUND INFORMATION

1 The subject of Petitions 0298/2012 and 1005/2012

 Petitions Nos 298/2012 and 1005/2012 submitted to the European Parliament’s 
Committee on Petitions object to the construction and operation of a multistream centre 
for the processing of household and similar waste which is to be opened on land in the 
municipalities of Romainville and Bobigny (hereinafter referred to as the ‘multistream 
centre’ or ‘the centre’). 

 The multistream centre is to consist of a unit for the methanisation of fermentable organic 
waste (capacity of 315 000 t/year), a recycling centre (capacity of 30 000 t/tear) and a 
bulky waste sorting centre (60 000 t/year).  This centre is designed to take the place of the 
current facilities at the site, which comprise a waste disposal centre and a household waste 
transfer station with a recycling point and bulky waste sorting point. The French 
authorities have awarded it the status of a general interest project as it is designed to 
process household waste from 22 municipalities and from 2 districts (‘arrondissements’) 
belonging to the city of Paris.

2 The focus of the petitioners’ objections 
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 The petitioners objections relate to the pollution that the methanisation unit will create 
(e.g. odours and emissions).  

 The petitioners make particular reference to the general failure to comply with public 
enquiry obligations and the fact that the methanisation unit will be a financial and 
ecological disaster. The petitions do not, therefore, contain any specific information that 
might lead to the legality of the plan to construct the methanisation plant being questioned 
in the light of applicable EU law. 

3 Key dates and moratorium 

 The application for an operating licence (AOL) was submitted to the competent 
administrative authority on 7 May 2009 by the Inter-Municipal Syndicate for the 
Processing of Household Waste in the Paris Region (SYCTOM). The operating licence 
was granted to the company URBASER on 17 January 2011 by virtue of an authorising 
decree of the Prefect. 

 A moratorium came into force on 1 February 2012, meaning that the start of work on the 
multistream centre was postponed for several months. That moratorium was at the 
initiative of SYCTOM in response to the applications made by local residents opposed to 
the project and to reassess the choice of process (mechanical-biological upstream of 
methanisation), the risks of an industrial accident and potential pollution (e.g. odours, 
noise, emissions) liable to pose a major risk to health and the environment.

 Audits were conducted in 2012 by the National Institute for the Industrial Environment 
and Industrial Risks (Institut national de l'environnement industriel et des risques 
industriels – INERIS) and the Office for Specialist Studies and Advice on the Processing 
and Recyling of Waste and Organic Effluents (Bureau d’étude et de conseils spécialisé 
dans le traitement et la valorisation des déchets et des effluents organiques – EREP). The 
audits assessed the accuracy, reliability and completeness of the risk study and the 
environmental impact assessment study (EIA) conducted in support of the AOL. The 
audits found that the studies had been conducted, in form and in substance, in line with the 
applicable requirements of national law, while also suggesting that improvements could 
be made to certain safety and environmental facets of the plan to construct the multistream 
centre (e.g. enhanced monitoring of odour emissions). 

 The results of those audits were published by the moratorium monitoring committee on 
15 October 2012, and were presented at public meetings held on 18 October 2012 and 
4 December 2012, at which anyone concerned could express their opinions. 

4 Modification of the operating licence 
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 On the basis of these audits and the various opinions expressed, the Community Council 
for the Est-Ensemble Region (the region where the multistream centre is to be sited) 
adopted its opinion on 11 December 2012 and made 10 additional requests to SYCTOM 
(e.g. permanent on-site presence of the operator to ensure permanent monitoring of 
operations) and made 3 commitments (e.g. to promote a reduction in waste levels). 

 SYCTOM therefore undertook, on 19 December 2012, to revise its plan so as to: (i) 
accede to all the requests made by the elected representatives of the Est-Ensemble 
Community (e.g. development of an improved methanisation process, construction of a 
protective wall around a digester, an odour prevention plan, reducing the number of 
digesters from 6 to 4 in exchange for a commitment from the local authorities concerned 
to pursue a policy aimed at reducing the levels of household waste at source) and (ii) to 
factor in their 3 commitments. 

 The changes are to form the subject of a rider to the operating licence issued on 17 
January 2011. That moratorium should end on the adoption of that rider by the competent 
authorities.    

Processing of Petitions 0298/2012 and 1005/2012 

1 Written communications 

 The Commission has sent the European Parliament’s Committee on Petitions two written 
communications, one on 27 November 2013 and one on 27 February 2013. 

 The Commission informed the Committee on Petitions that it intended to put specific 
questions to the French authorities via the EU PILOT mechanism concerning (i) the 
characteristics and chronology of the plans for the multistream centre (ii) the applicability 
of, and compliance with, Directive 2008/1/EC of the European Parliament and of the 
Council of 15 January 2008 concerning integrated pollution prevention and control (the 
IPPC Directive)1 , Directive 2010/75/EU of the European Parliament and of the Council 
of 24 November 2010 on industrial emissions (the IE Directive)2 , Directive 2011/92/EU 
of the European Parliament and the Council of 13 December 2011 on the assessment of 
the effects of certain public and private projects on the environment (the EIA Directive)3

and Council Directive 96/82/EC of December 1996 on the control of major-accident 
hazards involving dangerous substances (the SEVESO II Directive)4 and (iii) any legal 
proceedings initiated before the national legal authorities in relation to the project.  

2 EU-PILOT n° 4552/13/ENVI 

                                               

1 OJ L 24, 29.01.08, pp. 8-29. 
2 OJ L 334, 17.02.10, pp. 17-119. 
3 OJ L 26, 28.01.12, pp. 1-21. 
4 OJ L 10, 14.01.97, pp. 13-33.
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 The Commission accordingly opened an EU-PILOT file (No 4552/13/ENVI) to request 
the above-mentioned information from the French authorities.

 The French authorities forwarded their replies on 17 July 2013. These stated that the plan 
for the multistream centre was considered to have been drawn up in accordance with the 
IPPC, IE, EIA and SEVESO II Directives, and highlighted the fact that two appeals had 
been filed with the administrative courts, by an association representing local residents of 
the Romainville site (ARIVEM, one of the petitioners) and the organisation Ecologie Sans 
Frontières (ESF), for the operating licence issued on 17 January 2011 to be revoked.     

Assessment of petitions 298/2012 and 1005/2012 on the basis of the replies from the French 
authorities and applicable EU law 

In the light of the replies from the French authorities concerning the plan for the 
multistream centre (prior to its rescaling), the Commission considers that: 

1 Applicability of the IPPC (2008/1/EC) and IE (2010/75/EU) Directives  

 On the one hand, the project does not come within the scope of the IPPC Directive in that 
the purpose of the multistream centre is not to process hazardous waste, and neither is it 
intended for the incineration or disposal of municipal waste or non-hazardous waste, but 
rather for waste recovery operations. On the other hand, the plan does fall within the scope 
of the IE Directive since it qualifies as an operation for the recovery by biological 
treatment of non-hazardous waste as referred to in point 5.3.b) of Annex I to that 
Directive. Since the centre was not in service at 7 January 2013, the competent authorities 
must ensure that the granting of an operating licence to URBASER complies with the 
relevant requirements of the IE Directive, before the multistream centre can enter into 
service.    

2 Applicability of the EIA Directive (2011/92/EU)  

 The EIA Directive is not applicable in the case in point since the facility in question is not 
a combustion installation with a rated thermal input of at least 300 MW or an installation 
for the disposal of hazardous waste or an installation for the disposal of non-hazardous 
waste by incineration or chemical processing.

3 Applicability of the SEVESO II Directive (96/82/EC)  

 The SEVESO II Directive is not applicable in the case in point since the maximum 
quantity of hazardous waste that can be present on the site of the multistream centre 
cannot exceed 300 kg, as was specified when the operating licence was issued.   
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4 Appeals to the national judicial authorities   

 The Administrative Court of Montreuil considered the two appeals lodged with the 
administrative courts by ARIVEM and ESF and, in its ruling of 18 April 2013, revoked 
the operating licence on the grounds, inter alia, of there being inaccuracies and 
shortcomings in the public survey in connection with the AOL.  

 URBASER challenged that decision, filing an appeal with the Administrative Court of 
Appeal of Versailles. That Court is to announce its ruling by 16 June 2014 at the latest. 

As the French authorities have stated, a new AOL based on the rescaled plan for the 
multistream centre (see Paragraph 1.4) may be submitted if the appeal court upholds the 
decision of the administrative court. If it does not, the operating licence issued on 
17 January 2011 will be modified to meet the requirements to downscale the facility (see 
Paragraph 1.4).      

Conclusions

 The Commission notes that the administrative court to which the matter was referred by 
one of the petitioners, among others, revoked the operating licence for the multistream 
centre. The operator then appealed to the administrative court of appeal, requesting that it 
rule, in the coming months, on whether that licence was issued in accordance with the 
law, and that it overturn the ruling of the administrative court.

 The French authorities have stated that, regardless of which way the court of appeal rules, 
the scale of the planned multistream centre will be revised downwards, in every scenario, 
in response to the concerns raised by local residents.

 On the basis of the information forwarded by the French authorities, and in the light of the 
above, the Commission does not consider that EU law has been infringed, or that there is a 
risk of EU law being infringed. 


