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Abstract

A comparative case study of the current legislasind state of the art of practical procedures
and methodologies used for the treatment of Cocistru and Demolition Waste (CDW)
between France and Belgium (Flanders and Wallamilde presented in the framework of
the project VALDEM (Interreg Va France-Wallonie-laderen Convention n°1.1.57). The
authors exhibit the differences in practice for ¢ieenolition companies induced by different
policies at regional or national level. Typical exaes are given concerning the various
mandatory phases of a demolition work, their orgatibn, with a link to the resulting quality
of CDW (number and type of waste stream collegvedity of each stream, and identification
of the undesired material). Emphasis will be puttlom technical feasibility versus the legal
feasibility for each region. Existing valorizatiooutes are also mentioned in order to show
potential transnational opportunities for the CDWHustries, the sorting facilities, and
potential end users, and in general help transgoshe good practices from one
region/country to another.

Keywords: CDW legislation, comparative case study, statehefdrt of practice, France-
Wallonie-Vlaanderen.

Introduction

Since 25 years, there is a growing interest foretteb valorization of Construction and
Demolition Waste (CDW) from various stakeholderschsuas academic community,
government and industries. Belgium was a pioneanty in this field (Vyncke 2010), with
some practical and legislative differences due t® federal structure and regional
competencies regarding waste management, eveneifletislation is derived from the
implementation of European directive as well astimer countries. Knowing that CDW is the
largest waste stream in Europe, in volume, andb@itone third of all waste produced, it is
not a surprise that recycling and re-using of aoesion and demolition waste is a key issue
at the core of European strategies such as thal@ir&conomy Package, the Resource
Efficiency Opportunities in the Building Sector atite Construction 2020 strategy (EU
2015, EU COM 2014, EU COM 2012). The Commissiorrodticed recently the “EU
Construction & Demolition Waste Management Protoc(U 2016), a non-binding
guidelines as a proposal to the industry. We ve# ghat the current best available practices
in the in the interregional area France — Walloni@landers are mainly in line with this
guide, but that difficulties and are still presefite goal of this paper is to point out practical
examples and possible causes (technical, legisldtick of knowledge, others) as elements
to focus on in the framework of VALDEM project.
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Comparison of practices

The legislation in France, Wallonia and Flandersiviteg from EU directive, there is a
common background leading to common practices.

Minimal common treatment. It is well established that a demolition operatioast follow

certain steps such as:

- Preparation - all the preliminary actions and doents needed before the real work can
take place, including mandatory diagnosis

- Decontamination - mandatory removal of hazardousteyaand the appropriate discarding
and elimination

- Dismantling - selective demolition, most of the ¢éimerformed manually or with hand
tools

- Demolition - on site operations that consist of thk destruction of the building. It is
more or less selective depending on the size, lamdlaration of the work, and ends up
with the delivery of various fractions of materiadsanother place.

Those phases follow the guideline of EU Construcémd Demolition Waste Management

Protocol, but would need very detailed and harnemhiprocedures in order to promote a

better valorization of the resulting CDW.

Examples of differencesSince the project is not dealing with hazardouste&yase assume
here that the preparation phase, with the mandad@agnosis and the hazardous waste
removal is performed properly following the currdagislation for the region where the
demolition takes place.

During the dismantling phase, all that is easilyjoged, has a certain value and will help the
further demolition is taken out regardless of teegraphical situation. The resulting waste is,
most of the time, separated in metallic fractiond anert waste. Depending on the local
context or opportunities, a more precise dismagttian be performed to obtain additional
waste stream such as: window frames, plaster, R¥Od... It is only performed when the
additional cost is balanced by an opportunity dbsiaation (presence close by of an industry
able to take the secondary material at a good prkean example, due to a recent increase
of capacity (since 2010) for wood conversion torgpén Flanders, it is even needed to treat
non-hazardous wood waste from other areas, opemppgrtunities for materials coming
from Wallonia and north of France (EMIS 2013). Aldgan PVC frame producer
(Deceuninck) is recycling such materials from dedtiwi waste if collected separately (EU
factsheet Belgium), when in France it is more P\60rf (association PAPREC-Gerflor, ) For
both materials, it is still limited in the area anal the producers plant due to transport costs
(EU Factsheet France).

During the demolition step, the main resulting wastream is a mixture of concrete and
bricks (stony material), with small amount of othardesired materials (ceramic and tiles,
insulating materials, wood...). This material carodde ‘contaminated’ by soil, especially in
case of bad weather. The main use of such secont#eyrials is recycled granulates for sub
layer of road construction. In order to fulfill theeded properties for recycled aggregates
(composition, granulometry...), an additional treatinés necessary, which is typically
performed in an Approved Treatment Center (CTAXIEsOrting center has its own process
optimized for its own most abundant flows, but tgbiside products that are seen with low
valorization potential are the fine fraction (< Bim) of concrete and brick mixes, with
sometimes gypsum from plaster and/or soil fromhituedling.
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On-site or offsite additional treatment. The separation and size reduction process could be
done on site, but with additional constraints saslthe space available, and the legislation.
The use of on-site mobile equipment and in-sityckieg are easier in France due to recent
changes induced by the national union of deconstruaccompanies, SNED towards the
authorities. In Wallonia, the permit delivery tladlows on-site treatment is more complicated
than the usual demolition permit, and there is &figation for waste to transit by an
approved treatment center to become a product.sttuiation favors the treatment off site. In
Flanders, the situation is even more complicateelt(ldr) due to the different authorities’
level in charge (City, Province or Region) depegdam if the mobile unit will be used only
in a city or shared over more than one ProvinceaMimore, a Unified Permit is on its way
but not yet implemented for the cities in Fland@hse to be operational at Jun& 2017).
Another key point is that the processing cost bya@bile unit is considerably greater and
attractive only for high-value-added flows or foraste whose quantity exceeds twenty
thousand tons per campaign.

Confidence and final use.Traceability of the materials generated by theodstruction
sector is a key parameter to give confidence tofite user. In Flanders, the non-profit
organization Tracimat, is recognized by the publithorities to set up such system, when, in
France, initiatives are arising from the industrgdctors represented by SNED which
promotes the use of an online platform for thededdlity of CDW on a voluntary basis. In
Wallonia, the stakeholders are in discussion orh gapic. In France, products using fine
mixed materials with excavated soils and additistesh as cement or lime are available and
used in particular cases. A similar approach isltging in Wallonia, with the difficulty to
meet the market. Indeed, recycling such CDW is ratorgl, but there is no obligation of use
of the product obtained, leading to the accumutatibbig stockpiles by the CTA.

Crossborder opportunities. In Belgium, a company active in the roofing is atdeecycled
old bitumen based roofing in its process, aftehentical check of the non-hazardous nature
of the material. In south-east of France, an ecacalmnmodel for recycling plaster from
CDW into new plaster boards was implemented fews/@go, unfortunately, it seems not
transposable in the region of Hauts-de-France dwaedifferent economical context, showing
the very importance of case-by-case study, but kmgpwyhat is technically feasible. In such
cases, a life cycle analysis (Di Maria 2015) malp Iselect the best appropriate choice. More
generally, an enhanced sorting of concrete andk®ould favor separate valorization ways
of recycled concrete and recycled bricks and helpalance the additional sorting cost that
should be anyway minimal.

Conclusion

The project is only at its early stage. and thermany of common practices and differences
will evolve with the contacts to be taken with isthial partners and federation from France,
Wallonia and Flanders. Nevertheless it was alrgaubgible to point out differences over the
three areas. They are either coming from the latjisi (more or less easy use of mobile unit
on site, different traceability systems) or therewgore local economical context (presence or
not of some industries able to admit secondarymaaterials coming from CDW). Technical
aspect takes place at a second stage, but it @lyist the blocking point itself, except when
considering its cost. The separation of CDW frawids technically feasible, most of the
time, during the dismantling step manually or dater stage with automatized equipment.
But the extra cost is rarely compatible with theuatuse of such materials, thus the need to
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work simultaneously on the cost reduction with auwatized separation treatment and the
valorization within higher value materials, as mded in the project VALDEM.

Acknowledgement

This work is part of the research project VALDEMof@ention n° 1.1.57 of Interreg France-
Wallonie-Vlaanderen 2014-2020) partly financed hg European Regional Development
Funds, and Wallonia.

References

Deltour Bernard, informal note on Flanders wasggslation (2017), Industrious, Boulevard
Brand Whitlocklaan 132, 1200 Bruxelles,

Di Maria A., Dubois M., Van Acker K., (2015) Prociegs of ISWA — Antwerp,
Downcycling vs Upcycling practices for Constructiamd Demolition Waste : a comparison
based on life cycle analysis

EMIS (2013), https://afss.emis.vito.be/afvalstroboutafval

EU, Circular Economy Package (2015), adopted or2thBecember 2015,
https://ec.europa.eu/growth/industry/sustainabdditgular-economy_en

EU, COM (2014) 445 final,
http://ec.europa.eu/environment/eussd/pdf/SustéBaiiidingsCommunication.pdf

EU, COM (2012) 433 final, http://eur-
lex.europa.eu/LexUriServ/LexUriServ.do?uri=COM: 2B 3:FIN:EN:PDF

EU, Construction waste & management protocol (20R6)tocol Ares(2016)5840688-
101016.pdf

EU, CDW factsheet Belgium (2015),
http://ec.europa.eu/environment/waste/studies/deies/CDW_Belgium_Factsheet_Final.p
dfEU CDW factsheet France (2015),
http://ec.europa.eu/environment/waste/studies/dedies/CDW _France_Factshd@bal.pdf
Vyncke J., Vrijders J., Proceedings of* 2international conference on Sustainable
Construction Materials and Technologies (2010) 4des

Waste Framework Directive 2008/98/EC, http://exrderopa.eu/legal-
content/EN/TXT/?uri=celex:32008L0098

325





