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the requirement to share information, market intelligence and a requirement to consult with 

the regulator in relation to any notified mergers or acquisitions.  

5.29 In addition, the respective responsibilities of all bodies should be considered in determining 

the role and function of the sectoral economic regulator and where logical and efficient, 

certain functions should be transferred to the regulator on a legislative basis.
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A. Terms of reference 

CCPC Study on the Operation of the Household Waste Collection Market 

 
The study will assess the nature and scale of consumer and operator issues in the household waste 

collection market and consider if the introduction of an enhanced regulatory regime could 

efficiently address these issues, in the short and long term. It will include the following elements: 

 

1. Research on current issues in the household waste sector 

This will involve an analysis of:  

 The evolution of the household waste collection sector  

 The CCPC’s consumer and competition related complaints 

 Data on consumer and operator issues as compiled by the Department of 

Communications, Climate Action and Environment  

 Market research to compare consumer experiences across the country.  

 

2.  An economic assessment of the household waste collection market  

Where problems have been identified, this will include the following:  

 Analysis of the market shares of domestic waste collectors 

 Analysis of concentration ratios for selected geographic markets 

 Analysis on the ease of market entry 

 An assessment of household switching rates 

 Analysis of household charges/operator cost regime (scope of analysis dependent 

on what data can be collected between now and end year). 

 

3. An overview of household waste collection in other countries 

Where feasible, the study will examine available evidence on the operation and regulation 

of the household waste collection market in selected other countries. 

 

4. Recommendations 

Based on the evidence collected, the CCPC will make recommendations to address any 

systemic issues uncovered.    



 

  

B. Econometric report  

 
Econometric Analysis of the Irish Household Waste Collection Market  

 

Note for the Competition and Consumer Protection Commission, April 4th 2018 

Patrick Paul Walsh, Geary Institute for Public Policy, University College Dublin 
 
 

Introduction  

As part of their study of the Irish household waste collection market, the CCPC compiled 

quantitative information from a sample covering 69 household waste collection providers (permit 

holders) over 11 local authority areas in the State. These data (labelled RFI data henceforth) include 

information on household quantities, household revenues, household acquisitions and losses, and 

waste collected by bin type, by permit holder annually over the 6 year period 2012 through 2017. 

The data set is an unbalanced panel with significant non-reporting for some periods by some permit 

holders.   

In addition to the RFI dataset, the CCPC have Local Authority data sourced from the national waste 

collection permit office (labelled LA data henceforth) covering the same 11 local authority areas in 

the State over the same period.  

These data are used to conduct a preliminary investigation of the competitive pressure the current 

structures exert on the household waste collection market in the State and the possible nature of 

competition (or lack thereof) in this market.  

We set out to model the permit holder’s revenue per kg per household as an outcome of structural 

features of the market, controlling for unobservable time specific factors and permit holder random 

effects. Structural features include the number, or concentration, of competitors faced in a local 

authority area, the reallocation of households during a year from one permit holder to another 

inside a local authority area, the impact of competition from the two sided market (recycled share 

of collection) and the density of households in the local authority area which can give incentives to 

share out estates/geographical regions within local authorities to reduce costs of collection. 

Each of the structural variables can be indicative of competitive pressure inside local authority 

areas.   



 

  

More competitors inside a local authority, if they do not collude, should reduce revenue per kg per 

household.  

The reallocation of households during a year from one permit holder to another permit holder 

inside a local authority area could be indicative of easy switching of households among permit 

holders, which should reduce revenue per kg per household.  If reallocation is coordinated by the 

permit holders, for efficiency in costs, increased monopoly power could have the opposite effect 

on household revenues.  

Competition from recycled waste should bring down revenues per kg per household, but 

monopolistic power should raise prices on the residual waste bin to keep revenues up while earning 

money on recycling.  

Finally, having a high density of households in the local authority area should reduce collection 

costs, and competition should pass on the benefits to the household in terms of reduced revenue 

per kg per household. The presence of monopolistic power inside catchments of local authority 

areas may result in the benefits of high density of households in a local authority area not being 

passed on to the household.   

Overall, our results even if consistent with monopolistic (competitive) tendencies, proof of such 

would require a more detailed analysis of the market for different sources.  

The data 

The merged datasets yield an unbalanced panel listing of:  

 69 firms (Permit holders)  

 494 observations   

 6 years (2012 – 2017)  

 11 Local Authority Areas. 

A careful analysis revealed that the data covers all of the Dublin Local Authorities and includes all 

permit holders with significant market share.  Some years (such as 2017) have better reporting of 

data than others. We do include a control for the time period in our permit holder level regression. 

The Local Authorities outside of Dublin offer us a well-balanced control group.  

Considering the market share data (in terms of numbers of households) in the available LA data, 

the aggregate market share by local authority area of all those firms in the RFI data with non-

reported RFI data was examined. This varied somewhat over years and local authority area, but 



 

  

with only some exceptions, firms with missing RFI data accounted for a small share of the total local 

authority market.   

Overall, we have a good representative sample of permit holders across local authorities in the Irish 

waste collection market.  

Research objectives 

Using the RFI dataset, this regression based analysis on permit holders endeavours to examine the 

effects that various structural indicators of competition, or monopolistic behaviour , has on pricing 

in the household waste collection market, controlling for various other unobservable factors.  

Rijt  =  0 +Xjt  + tTt  + i  + eijt    (1) 

In particular, in equation (1), our dependent variable Rijt for each firm i in each year t and local 

authority j, using available RFI data, is a measure of the average revenue per KG (of residual and 

organic waste) per household inside a local authority for each permit holder. This is computed as 

the total firm revenue from household kerbside waste collection divided by the average residual 

and organic weight in KG per household (i.e. total KG weight of residual and organic waste collected 

by a firm in a local authority area, divided by the number of households from which the firm 

collected waste in that local authority area).  

The effects of structural factors Xjt include local authority market concentration, household density, 

excess reallocation (turnover in excess of firm net household acquisition rates), and firm waste 

diversity.  We set out to estimate the impact of structural factors  on  firm average revenue per KG 

of residual and organic waste per household  controlling for Tt time and  unobservable permit 

holders random factors,i . The observed structural factors Xjt are measured as follows:  

Local Authority Market Concentration: 1/n (where n is the number of firms with non-missing data 

in both the LA and the RFI datasets). This proxies the level of competition in the market (higher 

levels of concentration are indicative of lower levels of competition). 

Local Authority Area Household Density:  

 LA_density = total number of households served by all firms in LA area / LA size in squared KM.  

Local Authority Excess Reallocation (i.e. LA Reallocation rates NET of the cycle):  

XS_Realloc   = LA_Turnover -- abs(LA_Net) 



 

  

 Turnover is a measure of the total rates of households acquired and lost in a LA area in a given year.  

Net is the difference between the rates of acquisition and rates of loss in a LA area in a given year.  

XS_Realloc is the turnover net of the (abs) net cycle and is indicative of household switching in the 

market over and above the net business cycle.  

Firm Waste Diversity (by firm in a local authority in a given year): 

Firm Waste Diversity is computed as firm residual waste weight in KG in a local authority area as a 

share of total firm waste weight in KG (residual plus organic plus recycled waste) in a local authority 

area.   

Econometric analysis and results 

Controlling for unobserved permit holder heterogeneity, we use a random effects model to 

empirically model the effects of various local authority level structural factors and firm level factors 

on our dependent variable, while controlling for Year effects. Preliminary results are as below:  

 

Regression Results 
 

Table 1: Empirical Results from Permit Holder Regression 
 

Dependent Variable Rijt OLS Regression Random Effects Regression 

Concentration (1/N) 
9715 
(2.5)* 

8356 
(3.5)* 

Household Reallocation 
7184 
(1.0) 

11622 
(2.8)* 

Bin Diversity 
-16037 
(4.4)* 

                   -5169 
(1.7)* 

LA Density 
4.09 

(3.3)* 
1.53 

(2.2)* 

Constant 
8924 
(2.6)* 

2223 
(0.77) 

Permit Holder Random Effects NO YES 

Year Dummies YES YES 

R2 0.26 0.22 



 

  

No. observations 189 189 

 

OLS regression results are included in the table. Here we discuss the results obtained from the 

random effects model.  

The results indicate that the average revenue per KG per household in a local authority for a permit 

holder is driven by a set of structural indicators.  

We observe that that on average Revenue is positively related to concentration in the local 

authority area as measured by 1/N, where N is the number of competitors. Having more than two 

permit holders’ is important for competitive pressure in the local authorities.  This is true however 

small the additional players in the market are.   

However there is a problem in the absence of choice. We also find that average revenue per KG per 

household in a local authority is positively related to the Excess Reallocation rate in the LA area. 

Household switching between permit holders is not reducing revenues on average.  Competition 

between permit holders should have produced the opposite effect. The possibility that 

estates/geographical regions are being captured in terms of inducing household switching to 

produce monopolistic catchments within LA areas would merit further investigation of the market. 

This would be a very anti-competitive instrument used to generate more profits for the companies.  

We also find that the savings from operating in high LA household density areas is not being passed 

on to households.  It seems that having high household density which reduces the cost of household 

waste collection dramatically is not passed on to consumers and more importantly offers incentives 

to consolidate estates/geographical regions within LA areas into one permit holder. Again one 

should investigate further whether this type of monopolistic behaviour is really happening given 

our findings that that average revenue per KG per household by permit holder in a local authority 

is positively related household density in a LA area, controlling for other factors, this does suggest 

that cost savings do not seem to be passed onto consumers.  

Finally, we find that the average revenue per KG per household in a local authority is negatively 

related to Waste Diversity in terms of the presence of the organic and recycling bin collection. 

Potentially the permit holders are getting revenues in another market for organic and recycling 

waste. This should be reducing the residual weight and revenues per household in a LA area. We 

find that the opposite is true. The permit holder is able to keep mainstream residual waste revenues 

up even in the presence of organic and recycling bin collection. This maybe another indication of 

monopolistic power that should be investigated further, however, this could be biased by the fact 

that in areas where no brown bin service is offered, operators have lower costs cause they have 



 

  

one less collection, and hence a higher share of residual and therefore a higher waste diversity 

variable, decreases price due to permit holders passing on cost savings..  

  

Conclusions 

We set out to model the permit holder’s revenue per kg per household within each local authority 

area as an outcome of structural features of the market, controlling for unobservable time specific 

factors and permit holder random effects. Structural features include the number, or 

concentration, of competitors faced in a local authority area, the reallocation of households during 

a year from one permit holder to another inside a local authority area, the impact of competition 

from the two sided market (recycled share of collection) and the density of households in the local 

authority area which can give incentives to share out estates/geographical regions within local 

authorities to reduce costs of collection. 

Each of the structural variables can be indicative of competitive pressure inside local authority 

areas.  We find that more competitors inside a local authority area do reduce revenue per kg per 

household. We also find evidence of monopolistic power that should be investigated further. The 

reallocation of households during a year from one permit holder to another inside a local authority 

area could be a sign of easy switching of households among permit holders, but if reallocation is 

coordinated by the permit holders to reduce costs then this could have the opposite effect on 

revenues per KG per household. We find indirect evidence that this is happening.  Competition from 

recycled and organic waste should bring down revenues per kg per household, but we find that 

revenues are rising with the share of organic and recycling waste. Finally, having a high density of 

households in the local authority area should reduce collection costs and competition should pass 

on the benefits to the household in terms of reduced revenue per kg per household. The presence 

of monopolistic power inside catchments of local authority areas seems to prevent these benefits 

being passed on to the consumer. Our results are indicative of monopolistic tendencies. More 

evidence is required to prove without doubt that this is the case.   

 

  



 

  

Annex: Variations over local authority areas in sample  

 

------------------------------------------------------- 

               LA Area | mean(Revenues)   sd(Revenues) 

-----------------------+------------------------------- 

         Carlow County |       784.1614        1025.369 

             Cork City |       9594.035        6576.043 

        Donegal County |        944.116        656.9357 

           Dublin City |       7281.061         10339.6 

Dun Laoghaire-Rathdown |       10766.73         11872.8 

                Fingal |       5138.803        8229.955 

          Kerry County |       4030.576        4195.305 

       Longford County |       1567.304        1875.557 

           Mayo County |       1461.604        371.0709 

       Monaghan County |       1328.094        1381.037 

          South Dublin |       4571.963         6284.77 

------------------------------------------------------- 

 

------------------------------------------------------- 

               LA Area | mean(1/N)              sd(1/N) 

-----------------------+------------------------------- 

         Carlow County |       .3245614        .0873775 

             Cork City |       .3571429        .0605228 

        Donegal County |             .4        .0845154 

           Dublin City |       .2018519        .0270854 

Dun Laoghaire-Rathdown |       .3846154        .0800641 

                Fingal |            .25               0 

          Kerry County |       .5833333        .1946247 

       Longford County |             .6        .3007926 

           Mayo County |             .2               0 

       Monaghan County |          .3125        .0833333 

          South Dublin |       .2115385        .0335888 

------------------------------------------------------- 

 

------------------------------------------------------- 

               LA Area |mean(Reallocation sd(Reallocation) 

-----------------------+------------------------------- 

         Carlow County |       .0699187        .0529641 

             Cork City |       .1020923        .0354605 

        Donegal County |        .030709        .0252496 

           Dublin City |       .1828734        .1033659 

Dun Laoghaire-Rathdown |       .1145661         .021126 

                Fingal |       .1251596        .0360628 

          Kerry County |       .1284086        .0215715 

       Longford County |       .0008956        .0011685 

           Mayo County |       .0710793        .0119898 

       Monaghan County |       .0628886        .0219049 

          South Dublin |       .2094256         .041904 

------------------------------------------------------- 

 

  



 

  

 

------------------------------------------------------- 

               LA Area | mean(Black Bin ) sd(Black Bin)s 

-----------------------+------------------------------- 

         Carlow County |       .7439652        .0741232 

             Cork City |       .6815069        .0903639 

        Donegal County |       .7686514        .0651192 

           Dublin City |       .5952764         .116618 

Dun Laoghaire-Rathdown |       .5574419        .1059596 

                Fingal |       .5336465        .1138688 

          Kerry County |       .7519625        .1396967 

       Longford County |       .8197163        .1920437 

           Mayo County |        .787845        .0481841 

       Monaghan County |       .7323963        .1089267 

          South Dublin |       .6261912        .0865944 

------------------------------------------------------- 

 

------------------------------------------------------- 

               LA Area |   mean(LA_den)    sd(LA_den  ) 

-----------------------+------------------------------- 

         Carlow County |       13.30461        4.478738 

             Cork City |       970.1861        469.5292 

        Donegal County |       1.245183        .6625504 

           Dublin City |       943.3439        452.2324 

Dun Laoghaire-Rathdown |       445.6743        181.3487 

                Fingal |       160.8257        74.09765 

          Kerry County |        3.26822        1.524668 

       Longford County |       11.06092        .5393829 

           Mayo County |       3.663086        1.671039 

       Monaghan County |        6.17187        4.163195 

          South Dublin |       303.8959        124.2886 

------------------------------------------------------- 

 

 

 

 

  



 

  

C. Public consultation responses 

C.1  List of respondents 
 

The CCPC received 42 responses which are listed below in alphabetical order. The full 

responses106 are available on the CCPC website. 

 
1.  Agricultural Machinery 

2.  Bridie Nash 

3.  Carol Geary 

4.  Chartered Institute of Waste Management 

5. Clean Ireland 

6. Cork Mini Skips 

7. County and City Management Association 

8.  Cré 

9.  Curland Ltd 

10.  Denis Murphy 

11.  Denise Marnane 

12. DM Waste 

13.   Donal O'Sullivan  

14. Donegal Waste 

15.  Enrich Environmental Ltd 

16.  Flor Crowley 

17. Fonix Newsagents Ltd 

18. Fred Hart 

19.  Geraldine Murphy 

20.  Ger Callanan 

21.  Greyhound Group 

22. Indaver Ireland Ltd 

23.  Integrated Materials Solutions 

                                                                 
106  The responses provided to the CCPC public consultation are published.  Supplementary information 

provided by respondents has not been published. In relation to responses from consumers, only the full 
name and county of residence have been published.  Any other personal information has been redacted.  



 

  

24.  Irish Waste Management Association 

25.  Killarney Waste Disposal 

26.  Martin Doolan 

27.  Michael Ryan Lubricants & Co Ltd 

28.  Midland Environmental Services Ltd 

29.  Mulleady Group 

30. Niamh Ní Liatháin 

31.  Norah Crean 

32.  Offaly County Council 

33.  O'Toole Composting 

34.  Patrick Logan & Sons Ltd 

35.  R.C. Flewit 

36.  RPS 

37.  SEHL (Panda/Greenstar) 

38.  Sharkey Waste Recycling Ltd 

39.  Sinead O'Neill 

40.  Stream BioEnergy Limited 

41.  The City Bin Co 

42.  Trish H. Hayes 

 
 

C.2 Summary of consultation responses 

Background and context 

The CCPC completed a public consultation as part of the study of the household waste collection 

market in order to obtain the views of relevant stakeholders. Before issuing the consultation, the CCPC 

conducted a series of interviews and meetings with stakeholders in the household waste collection 

market including consumer representative groups, academics, local government, industry 

representatives, and individual household waste operators. During these meetings a number of 

relevant issues and themes emerged. The CCPC examined these and other issues in the consultation 

and the views of stakeholders were reflected in the final study.  

The consultation themes covered competition, operational barriers to entry, market coverage, waiver 

of waste collection charges, landfill and incinerator capacity, and the regulatory environment.  



 

  

Responses received 

In total, 42 responses were received, where the CCPC could consider 22 responses as the other 

responses were identical or nearly identical to them. Figure 6 details the responses received by 

category which covered industry (operators, industry representative organisations, waste 

management companies), local government107, other interested parties (consultants, business) and 

consumers.  

Figure 6: Total consultation responses by category 

   

Source: CCPC analysis of consultation data 

Responses have not been weighted, and not all respondents answered all the consultation questions. 

In addition, the amount of detail in response to each of the consultation questions also varied between 

respondents.  

The rest of this section presents a summary of the respondents’ views on the main themes of the 

consultation. The views of respondents are broken down into the following four categories:  industry 

views, local government views, interested third party views and consumer views.  

 

 

                                                                 
107  The County and City Management Association response also covered the regional Waste Management 

Offices and the local authority areas.   
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Industry views 

There was not a consensus among industry representatives on all topics. However, in general, most 

respondents thought the household waste collection market was functioning adequately.  

Competition 

Nearly all industry respondents, who commented on the geographic market, disagreed that individual 

local authority areas represented distinct geographic markets for the collection of waste. Some 

pointed out that this may have seemed the case when local authority areas sold off client lists to 

specific operators, however, the market has moved on since then. There was not a consensus on what 

the relevant geographic market for waste collection was, with some indicating that markets were 

categorised as urban or rural, and  others indicating there were no distinct geographic markets for 

waste collection. One respondent outlined that distance to the transfer/treatment/ disposal hub was 

what determined the geographic market (up to 100km).  

Many industry respondents outlined that operators competed on more than just prices. However, one 

respondent outlined their belief that price was the most important consideration from a consumer 

perspective. The main non-price elements which respondents believed operators competed on were:  

 Frequency of collection 

 Communication 

 Consistency of collection 

 Extent of servicing offering i.e. number of bins, bin washing etc. 

All industry respondents indicated that they thought the market was sufficiently competitive, with one 

operator describing it as “hyper competitive”. However, one respondent outlined that competition 

could be more limited in rural areas due to low population density and other disposal options. It was 

highlighted that the large number of operators in the market was a clear sign that the market was 

competitive (over 60 nationally). Some respondents indicated that there were areas where there may 

be a limited number of operators, however, competition from neighbouring operators was sufficient 

to keep prices and service standards competitive.  

The lack of price increases, the expansion of servicing offerings and the innovation in the market were 

considered clear indications that the market was competitive. In addition, some respondents also 

suggested that household waste collection charges in Ireland were low when compared to European 

markets which was due to competition in the market.  



 

  

One operator did highlight that where increased competition occurred it could sometimes lead to short 

term price reductions and price wars which can ultimately result in operators going out of business 

causing disruption to the service.   

Operational barriers to entry 

A majority of respondents indicated that barriers to entry were very low, with a number of respondents 

also suggesting that there were no barriers to entry at all. It was outlined that providing there was 

relevant access to a transfer/treatment facility (something which in the views of most industry 

respondents is the case) markets could be entered with just one or two waste collection vehicles. One 

operator acknowledged that entry by acquisition was the best form of market entry, but that it was 

very possible to organically grow a collection business.  

Industry respondents did not think that new regulations around the weighing of waste and the 

provision of a dedicated organic bin to households had significantly increased barriers to entry in the 

market. It was indicated by one respondent that while the organic bin regulations had reduced the 

number of operators in the market, the environmental benefits of this regulation outweighed the 

negative impact of a reduction in operator numbers. 

Many respondents also outlined that the key considerations a prospective entrant evaluated when 

entering a given market was the current price as well as service levels offered by the incumbent waste 

collector.  

Market coverage 

Many participants acknowledged that participation rates were not at 100% and a range of different 

reasons were given for this, as follows:  

 Households unable or unwilling to pay for service 

 Political environment, which negatively influenced householder participation 

 Availing of civic amenity sites etc.  

 Unable to access certain areas 

 Illegal waste disposal (evidence was presented which indicated the percentage of unmanaged 

waste was very low).  



 

  

A number of respondents suggested that an obligation on households to declare how they are 

disposing of their waste could increase participation rates and should be implemented. A number of 

respondents also expressed the view that kerbside collection should be favoured over other means of 

disposal. However, there was no consensus on this issue with one waste management company 

outlining that disposing of waste in bring centres and civic amenity sites should not be discouraged.   

Waiver of collection charges 

Many industry respondents disagreed that a waiver should be introduced for the collection of 

household waste in the State. Respondents raised concerns that the administration and selection 

criteria for waivers could cause difficulties. However, a number of respondents indicated that they 

would be open to engaging with the Government on the implementation of a waiver scheme.  

One operator expressed their support for the introduction of a waiver for household waste collection 

charges providing the “polluter pays” principle could be maintained. Another operator agreed that a 

waiver should be introduced to ensure that households who cannot afford to avail of a service (of 

which, in their opinion, there are such households) will not be left out of the market.     

Landfill and incinerator capacity 

Industry responses in relation to capacity in the waste management market varied. Some respondents, 

mainly those directly involved in the household waste collection market, indicated that Ireland had 

adequate capacity to deal with both residual and non-residual waste streams, however a number of 

respondents indicated that future capacity shortages in residual waste management/disposal were 

likely. A respondent involved in the waste management sector indicated that there may be future 

capacity issues for residual, dry-mix recyclables, and organic waste.   

A majority of industry respondents indicated that the market structure was not influencing waste 

disposal/treatment capacity in Ireland. A number of respondents from the waste management sector 

indicated that ensuring a long term supply of waste was an important factor in the development of 

future waste management capacity, however, the structure of the market did not impact this.  

Where measures were suggested, a majority recommended that the regional waste management 

policy offices continue to forecast future waste generation as well as making additional capacity 

available, if and when, Ireland exceeded capacity. One operator indicated that it would help 



 

  

investment decisions if the Environmental Protection Agency was given the resources to collate 

information on the annual returns of licenced facilities more frequently.  

Regulatory environment 

Regulations 

In general, industry respondents felt that the current regulations were adequate and fit for purpose. 

However, the majority of respondents felt that the current regulations in the household waste 

collection market were not appropriate for apartment or communal dwellings as it is not possible to 

incentivise residents of these dwellings to stream their waste (due to their communal nature).  A 

number of respondents suggested that responsibilities needed to be placed on management 

companies in order to ensure the regulations are effective.  

Consumer protection  

A majority of respondents felt that consumers were adequately protected in the current regulatory 

environment. Although one respondent indicated that the current regulatory system was confusing 

for consumers, and that it was often unclear who consumers should complain to.  

Roll out of dedicated organic bin  

Most respondents expressed their support for the continued rollout of a dedicated bin for organic 

waste. Some respondents suggested that poor take up by households was a problem and needed to 

be re-examined. One respondent suggested that operators who were not providing a three bin service 

had a cost advantage over “good” operators who were providing the service which was hindering the 

effectiveness of the policy.  

Incentivised charging  

Many respondents indicated that they expected that the recent prohibition of flat fees would increase 

recycling and reduce residual waste generation. However, two respondents involved in the waste 

management sector indicated that the policy would have a limited impact as: (a) consumers would find 

the incentivised charging structures confusing and so would not recognise the savings associated with 

reduction and streaming, and (b) banded systems were not effective. 

 

 



 

  

Competition for the market 

Nearly all industry respondents recommended that the current market structure be maintained. 

However, respondents provided a variety of reasons why they had come to this opinion, as follows:  

 The current system is flexible, it allows operators to instantly respond to changes in the market 

- tendering on the other hand is inflexible as there is no incentive for operators to provide 

services which are not within the agreed terms of the contract 

 Side-by-side competition fosters innovation as operators are encouraged to compete on more 

than just prices 

 Significant investment has been made by household waste collectors and more is needed - in 

a scenario where tendering is introduced, investment in the interim period would be 

insufficient 

 The costs of implementation would be significant as new operators who won tenders would 

need to invest in new waste collection vehicles, new bins etc. These costs would ultimately be 

passed on to consumers  

 Many rural household collection markets are only viable as they have been merged with 

commercial collection markets. If household waste collection markets are tendered for then 

the efficiencies from this combination would be lost. In addition, the commercial markets will 

have to deal with a monopolist i.e. they will have no choice but to arrange collection with the 

tender winner  

 The losers of the first tender will go out of business meaning there will be a limited number of 

operators for future tenders. This will increase prices, and it poses a threat to the provision of 

the service in the event a tender winner goes out of business 

 Local authority areas should not be involved in the provision of the service. Many respondents 

cited that a reduction in costs and prices had been achieved since the exit of local authority 

area providers 

 The decision to move to a system of competition for the market would be legally  challenged 

by private operators which would be costly for the State 

 Volume of unmanaged waste would increase 

 Progress towards EU targets on waste reduction and streaming would be hindered. 

 



 

  

Enforcement 

Many respondents indicated that enforcement of the current regulations was at times inconsistent. In 

addition, some respondents suggested this created a gap in the market for operators who could 

provide services at lower costs by not complying with regulations.  A number of respondents suggested 

that a more co-ordinated approach was needed to ensure consistency and one operator suggested the 

establishment of a single regulatory body which would have oversight on prices and other matters. 

 
Local government views 

The CCPC received two submissions from State agencies involved in the regulation of the household 

waste collection market in Ireland. One submission was from the County and City Management 

Association (CCMA), and the other was from Offaly County Council (OCC). The CCMA is the 

“representative voice” of the local government and management network, and the submission was 

prepared by the regional waste management policy offices who together account for the majority of 

the State agencies involved in the regulation of the household waste collection market in the State. 

The submission from OCC addressed specific issues which had been observed in the course of its 

regulation of the sector, and as such their response did not address all sections of the consultation.   

Competition 

Both respondents indicated that there were distinct geographic markets for the collection of 

household waste in Ireland. OCC stated there was an urban-rural divide for the collection of household 

waste, and the CCMA outlined the following four distinct geographic markets for the collection of 

household waste: 

 High density e.g. Dublin city centre 

 Medium/low density urban areas e.g. Limerick City/Galway  

 Provincial towns 

 Rural routes e.g. Mayo and Clare coastal routes, North West Donegal. 

The CCMA outlined that operators mainly compete on price and flexibility of payment options, but that 

other factors were also considered important by consumers.  

Both respondents indicated that competition seemed limited in certain areas. OCC outlined that 

operators had divided up the market in rural areas, thus removing competition. The CCMA highlighted 



 

  

that the top 20 operators controlled 90% of the household waste collection market and noted that 

while there were alternative operators available, the price difference is generally marginal, thus 

discouraging switching.  

Operational barriers to entry 

The CCMA expressed their opinion that the household waste collection market was in a mature 

consolidation phase, and that operators seemed content to grow their market share through 

acquisition rather than organically expanding. The CCMA also stated that displacement of current 

operators could often only occur if the new entrant offered unviable/unsustainable prices. 

The dominance of existing operators was identified by the CCMA as the most significant barrier to 

entry for a potential entrant, as established operators have certain efficiencies, and market specific 

knowledge which gives them an advantage over potential entrants. 

Both respondents indicated that access to relevant transfer/treatment facilities could be acting as a 

barrier to entry in the market. Other possible barriers to entry mentioned were as follows:  

 Sparsely populated rural areas 

 Designated bag collection areas 

 Areas with high concentration of previous waiver customers 

 New regulations around weighing of waste and the provision of a three bin service. 

 
Market coverage 

Both respondents agreed that there were issues around participation rates in the household waste 

collection market in the State, with evidence being presented that €7 million was spent on collecting 

illegally dumped waste in 2017108. The CCMA stated that the main reasons households did not avail of 

a kerbside collection service were:  

 Collection routes deemed not viable by collectors 

 No go areas 

 Roads not accessible/ suitable for collection  

 Householder use of pay-to-use civic amenity/landfill for disposal 

                                                                 
108  Local authority area survey conducted by CCMA. 



 

  

 Illegal dumping/burning. 

The CCMA outlined that the current market structure did not necessarily influence the participation 

rate.  

Waiver of waste collection charges 

Providing the “polluter pays” principle could be adhered to, the CCMA expressed support for the 

introduction of a national waiver scheme.  

Landfill and incinerator capacity 

Both respondents outlined that Ireland did not have adequate capacity to deal with forecasted residual 

waste generation and the CCMA also outlined that there were capacity issues for non-residual waste 

streams.  

The CCMA stated that the current structure of the household waste collection market was not 

significantly impacting investment decisions in waste treatment infrastructure.  

Regulatory environment 

Consumer protection 

In response to the question of whether consumers were adequately protected in the household waste 

collection market the CCMA said that “the current waste regulatory regime focuses primarily on the 

sustainable management of waste and the protection of the environment.” It was also acknowledged 

that although operators must have a customer charter in place, the sanctions for non-compliance were 

“not clear” and that the consumer had no direct point of contact in relation to complaints about waste 

collection operators.  

Roll out of dedicated organic bin  

The CCMA indicated that the roll out of a dedicated bin for organic waste was key to Ireland achieving 

its landfill and recycling targets. Although, acknowledging there has been a disruption to the roll out 

over the last two years due to regulatory consideration, however, the CCMA now believed that 

comprehensive enforcement and educational/awareness measures were in place to ensure its full roll 

out. However, OCC stated they were concerned that if they enforce the use of organic bins they could 

be held responsible for “aiding the spread of invasive species”.  



 

  

Incentivised charging 

It was stated that the recent prohibition on flat fees was unlikely to have a significant impact on waste 

streaming and reduction due to the prevalence of the banded charging structure which often means 

households can in effect pay a flat fee for waste collection. 

Competition for the market 

The CCMA outlined that there were issues with the current side-by-side market structure in relation 

to participation, service coverage, and a lack of truly incentivised waste charges. However, a move to 

competition for the market could hinder Ireland achieving EU targets around recycling and waste 

reduction. It was recommended that consideration should be given to a hybrid model which provided 

for targeted competition for the market, where required, in respect of low participation and the 

provision of a wider range of household waste services.  

 
Third party views 

The CCPC received a third party submission from RPS, which is an environmental consultancy that has 

been involved in the formation of Ireland’s regional waste management plans and thus has extensive 

knowledge of the sector. The CCPC also received another third party submission, however, this is not 

discussed due to the limited detail provided in the submission.  

Competition 

RPS stated that there were distinct geographic markets for the collection of waste in Ireland. However, 

the size and location of these markets varied based on density of households.  

RPS were of the view that waste collection services were fairly standardised, and that operators mainly 

competed on price.  

Although competition varies significantly across the country, RPS stated that in general, competition 

in the household waste collection market was low. It was outlined that competition was particularly 

limited in low density rural markets, but that there were also issues with competition in some high 

density areas such as Dún Laoghaire–Rathdown. 

 
 



 

  

Operational barriers to entry 

RPS outlined that the main form of market entry was through acquisition. The market has been 

consolidating in recent years and in the opinion of RPS this is likely to continue. RPS outlined the 

following barriers to entry in the household waste collection market:  

 Low population density areas are less attractive for potential entrants 

 Concentrated markets 

 Vertical integration of incumbent operators109. 

 
Market coverage 

RPS outlined that market coverage has been an issue in Ireland for many years. Lack of access to a 

kerbside collection service has significant environmental implications.  

RPS presented evidence that participation rates were much lower in rural, sparsely populated areas 

where collection costs are higher, indicating that there were many areas which were economically 

unviable under the current market structure. RPS outlined that the main reasons households did not 

avail of a service were (a) no service available in their area, (b) households choose to use pay-to-use 

civic amenity facilities, or landfills, and (c) households were illegally dumping/burning their waste. 

Waiver of waste collection charges 

RPS expressed support for the implementation of a national waiver scheme but only if combined with 

the introduction of competitive tendering.   

Landfill and incinerator capacity 

RPS stated that Ireland had enough residual and non-residual capacity to deal with Ireland’s projected 

future waste generation provided that assumptions in relation to recycling rates were correct.  

RPS also outlined that sufficient access to a long term volume of waste is an important consideration 

for investment decisions in waste management infrastructure. It was also made clear that the current 

market structure did not facilitate this.  

 
 

                                                                 
109  Potential entrants could be deterred if they need to use transfer/treatment facilities of incumbent 

operators. 



 

  

 
Regulatory environment 

Regulations  

RPS outlined the implementation of regulations such as the roll out of a dedicated bin for organic 

waste, the introduction of incentivised charges, and the applicability of the regulations to apartments 

was hindered by the current market structure of side-by-side competition.  

Consumer protection  

RPS stated that the consumers were not adequately protected in the current regulatory environment.  

Roll out of a dedicate bin for organic waste 

RPS expressed their support for the full roll out of a dedicated bin for organic waste. However they 

outlined the following concern “there appears to be a reluctance by some service providers to push 

the service. In communication with a major waste collector on this issue we were informed that 

householders are “offered” the service (i.e. it is optional which the householder can select online) and 

they can refuse. In other words the operator doesn’t provide the bin mandatorily. This appears to 

contradict national policy and the recent statutory instrument. If this loophole exists it needs to be 

addressed as it is damaging to the future success of the service”.  

Incentivised charging 

It was stated that the recent prohibition on flat fees was unlikely to have a significant impact on waste 

streaming and reduction due to the prevalence of the banded charging structure which were in the 

opinion of RPS a flat fee by another name.  

Competition for the market 

Throughout the RPS submission references were made to the advantages of competition for the 

market or franchised bidding. We have summarised the key advantages, which in RPS’s opinion would 

arise from moving to a system of competition for the market, as follows:  

 Efficiencies arising from single supplier provision of collection services mean that certain areas 

where it is not currently economic to provide a three-bin service may become economically 

viable  



 

  

 The current system which is focused on price will hinder Ireland in achieving EU landfill and 

recycling targets 

 Participation in the kerbside collection service would increase under a tendered system 

 A national waiver scheme could be easily implemented, and  

 Implementation of true incentivised charging structures would be possible in tendered system. 

Recommendations 

RPS outlined the following recommendations in relation to the regulatory environment in the 

household waste collection market in the State:  

 Greater transparency of waste collection prices - information could be held by an independent 

consumer body such as the CCPC or the Commission for Regulation of Utilities 

 Regional waste management offices to have a statutory remit to drive implementation of the 

regional waste management plans and policies (which are effectively national policies) 

  Regional waste management offices to have the ability to direct waste to resolve emergency 

issues 

 A levy on each kilogramme of residual waste produced by households which is ring fenced for 

the waste management offices to fund awareness, research and education on source 

separated kerbside collection systems 

  An annual published list of non-compliant household waste operators and households who 

engage in illegal waste activities 

 Appointment of a dedicated body (a national office led by a local authority or a regional waste 

office or government unit) to address the issue of household waste collection at apartments 

and to address the significant inadequacy of the current systems. 

 
Consumer views 

The CCPC commissioned Behaviour & Attitudes to conduct detailed consumer market research on the 

household waste collection market in the State, we also examined our own internal database of 

consumer complaints to ascertain what issues consumers encountered in the sector. In addition, the 

CCPC received a total of three original consultation responses from consumers in relation to household 

waste collection.  



 

  

Two consumers expressed frustration with the current regulatory environment. Both of these 

respondents stated that they were served by monopolists and as a result had been unable to discipline 

operators for high prices, and incomplete service provision. Both respondents indicated that 

consumers were not adequately protected in the current environment and that consideration should 

be given to the establishment of a regulatory body to address consumer issues in the market.  

One consumer expressed their reservations about any State interference in the private market for 

waste collection, as it was the respondent’s belief that such interference would increase prices, reduce 

competition and reduce service levels.  

 

  











































 

  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 


