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Grand Port Maritime de Marseille
(EPIC

)

DSP

1 1.5
140 /

Marseille Provencé Cruise Terminal
(DSP

50%

50%

MSC

Costa

Droit de port

GMPP

MPCT

MPCT

MPCT

DSP

140

GPMM

EY
2-18

GPMM

GPMM 140

MPCT
DSP MPCT

DSP

MPCT GPMM
15 MPCT
140

“ Droit Port”

GPMM GPMM

GPMM 3 2
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1,000 2,000
500

C)

@

GPMM

MPCT

GPMM

(b)

50

GPMM MPCT
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©
GPMM
GPMM GPMM
GPMM

(3) 2: SPD Calais

A)

“ CALAIS PORT 2015”
SPC Societe des Ports du Detroit SPD

43

44

44
5-chantier-saccelere/

10
40

http://www.hautsdefrance.fr/calais-port-201

Bouygues Construction

https://www.bouygues-c

onstruction.com/sites/default/files/calaisport2015-plaquettedepresentation.pdf
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SPD
2-19 CALAIS PORT 2015
B)
Société d’Exploitation des Ports du Détroit. (SEPD ) 2015
50 DSP
SEPD 73 Caisse des dépbts et consignations4s
11 84 46
Meridiam
45
46 DSP SPD
DSP
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DSP
SEPD

—
SPD
SPD
2-20
DSP SEPD
DSP
SEPD SPD
50 SEPD DSP
SPD Meridiam 40 100
CDC Infrastructure 40 19 SEPD
Meridiam CDC Infrastructure
SPD
Bouygues 2 DB
47 Calais

47
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C)
SEPD
8 6,300
3
SEPD SPD SPC
SEPD SPD SEPD SPD
SEPD SPD 2021
SEPD
SPD SPD
SPC
SPD 2015
2.7
1.5 EU 1
SPD
48
8 SPD
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DSP
SEPD SPD
DB
Bouygues JV
SPD
2-21
(4) 3: Port Everglades
A)
25
1
25 9 1 2 4 18 19 21 25 26
29 380 800
25 1992 2004
preferential berthing rights 49 2017
25
49 18 29
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Port Everglades HP
2-22 Port Eveglades

B)
2008 2017 10
5
2017
25
50
CMR Moss&Associates
CMR 51 Bermello&Ajamil
18 25 7

50

5t CMR
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29 4

EY
2-23 Port Eveglades Terminal25

C)
CMR CMR
CMR CMR
2018 2026
4 5 2
130 1 14
3.5% 1

50 16
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GPMM
2
Calais
DSP
2015”
SPD
2
2.3 DSP
(1)
DSP
DSP
1990
2000
Suez EF-PE Veolia

30 170
“ CALAIS PORT
SEPD
DSP
CEP
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52

DSP

1800

1993
DSP

1995
DSP

2000 DSP

2005 DSP

2007 KPI

2016 DSP

EY

(2)

DSP
A

52 Eau de Paris
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A)
(a)
DSP
DSP le Rapport Annuel du
Délégataire RAD DSP
DSP
RAD
EY
2-24 DSP
(b)
DSP
1995
2005
DSP
2016 1 CGCT
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2-9 DSP
2016 1 29 L52
(D)
CGCT L1411-3
2016 1 29 52
CGCT
2-10 DSP

CGCT R1411-7
L.1411-3

b)

c)
d)

e)

f)
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)
h)

II. L. 1411-3

lll.L1411-3

CGCT

Le Rapport sur le Prix et
la Qualité du Service RPQS

DSP RAD
2-11 CGCT
CGCT L2224-5
1411
1413
L131-9
( 2015 12 31 ) 3500
CGCT
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CGCT L2224-5 RPQS
Key Performance Indicator(KPI)
CGCT 6 D2224-1 D2224-3
17 19
“ ONEMA”
“ SISPEA”

DSP

2-12 KPI
D101.0
D102.0 120 mi {3 AR D m B ff)
D151.0

P101.1

P102.1

P103.2 0 120

P104.3 %

P105.3 (m/km/

P106.3 (m/km/

P107.2 %

P108.3 %

P109.0

P151.1

P152.1

P153.2

P154.0

P155.1 1000

SISPEA http://www.services.eaufrance.fr/indicateurs/indicateurs
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2-13 KPI
D201.0
D202.0
D203.0
D204.0 120 m{# FR R0 m B ff)
P201.1
P202.2B 0 120

2013

P203.3 EU EU
P204.3 EU EU
P205.3 EU EU
P206.3
P207.0
pP251.1
P252.2 2 100
P253.2 5
P254.3 2000 BOD5
P255.3 0 120
P256.2
P257.0
pP258.1 1000

SISPEA http://www.services.eaufrance.fr/indicateurs/indicateurs

©
DSP KPI KPI
Veolia
DSP = = SEDIF( ) 144
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53 Société des Eaux de Marseille Metropole 1
54
EGL KPI
KPI DSP
6 54
DSP
55
DSP

% SEDIF, 2017 RESULTATS DU CONTROLE DE LA DELEGATION DE SERVICE
PUBLIC

% Eau de Grand Lyon

% Eau de Grand Lyon
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2-25 SEMM
SEMM
B)
CCSPL CGCT
DSP
DSP
DSP Director KPI
2

SEMOP
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)

DSP
DSP
KPI
100
KPI
DSP
SEMOP SEMOP
2014
10 SEMOP
2.4

(1)

CGCT

DSP
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56 EPIC
DSP
100% SPL
2-14
Regie Directe Regie Simple
Regie a Autonomie Financier Regie Directe
Regie Simple 1928
500
EPIC(
EPIC )
DSP SPL 100%
DSP SEMOP
DSP
FNCCR EY
(2)
AFB ONEMA
2015
57 DSP
56 SPIC( )

% ONEMA, Observatoire des services publics de l'eau et dtoire des services publi

cs de l'eau services et de leur performance en 2015, Sep 2018
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2010 2015
DSP
2 DSP 150
DSP 80 DSP 70
40 DSP
2-15 DSP
DSP DSP DSP DSP DSP DSP
68 68 150 80 43 7
0.6% 0.6% 1% 0.6% 2.2% 0.4%
DSP 0 70 36
2015 1,112,590 635,363 1,164,745 786,523 991,817 148,178
AFB ONEMA
2015
(3)
20
EPIC SPL 100%
2-16 20
Paris EPIC
Lille EPIC
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DSP
(Rennes) SPL 100%
EPIC
(Montpellier)
(Nice)
(Brest) SPL 100% 99
DSP
21 14 1987
DSP Veolia
100% Eau du Ponant )
Les Echos 2012 3 26
99 DSP 2012 4
Les Echos 135
SPL Veolia 6 2
2019 Suez
Le Télégramme 2018
100%

25

Veolia

18

10 4
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Before ‘ ‘ After ‘ nado ‘
2012/4)
DSP 25
V@y L00% @ @DSP 99
eolia 100% Veoli
@ (Eau du Ponant j> zc;lei
| |
EY
2-26
(4)
2010 DSP Eau
de Paris Eau de Paris EPICS8
DSP
EPIC
2-17 Eau de Paris
93,000
220 300
534 m/ 2015
50% 50%
2,000
5 6
Eau de Paris en chiffres 2017 Eau de Paris 2017
(http://www.eaudeparis.fr/lentreprise-publique/chiffres-cles-deau-de-paris/)
1984 Veolia
Suez CEP EF-PE DSP
1987 SEMS®
SAGEP®0 Veolia Suez 70
58 8
59 Société d'Economie Mixte
60 Société anonyme de gestion des eaux de Paris 2005 SEM "Eau
de Paris” 2009 100%
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Veolia 14 Suez 14 2 DSP
(
GIE Veolia Suez
61
AUN; 7]
I:l‘/tvf/a‘/?éﬁ\‘”ﬂ S * N
19872011 T - Iz —
( &) SLZ (1985 | 53289 (1985
SAGEP#t ~2009F %) ~2009F )
(2005:F(ZEaude Paris
E@%ﬁ@ ] 2712 EF-PE$t CEP%t
(SEMEFIENSTRED | mEokiitiy (Suez T %it) (Veolia ¥ =1t)
ERUEREIEA) | j _
¥ — 3 EEE 1 — 3 IHEEE
UK - 3K - &£K BdK - #6K
|
GIE(veolia & Suez(c & ZHEIHERK)
E@%E; 2
KEF HE
EY
2-27
2010 1 EPIC Eau de Paris
Eau de Paris EPIC
" UFC-Que Chaoisir” 2006

"Observatoire parsisien de I'eau”

61 Groupement d'intérét économique

Eau de Paris, “L'eau a Paris retour vers le public” GIE 2003
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A
5
2015-20
52 KPI
Eau de Paris
EPIC
EY
2-28
2010 1 Eau de Paris
880
642 SAGEP 82 228
Veolia Suez
Eau de Paris DSP Contrat
d’objectifs
52 8 60
(5
A)
10
2001 Bertrand Delanoé
2 SAGEP 2005 Eau de Paris Eau de Pa
ris EPIC Eau de Paris
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1977 20
Jacques Chirac
1995
Jean Tiberi
SAGEP Anne Le Strat
2008
2014 SAGEP
SEM Eaude Paris SAGEP EPIC
2009 Eau de Paris Présidente
1 DSP 2003

2008 3 2 2007

11 2008 11
2009 EPIC Eau de

Paris 2009 2010

1 Eau de Paris
B)
Eau de Paris
63
25 174% 2
25~30%
2
SAGEP 2
SAGEP Veolia Suez
@
EU

63 Eau de Paris(2014), “L'eau a Paris, retour vers le public”
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2
3
1990 EU
1985 2009 3.94 0.736
m7r b 2.898 Im) L7po> T, WRRBNZHEY 2 &, Bl es 6.23
4.48 2.74

90 EU

3 2.898 /i
2.5

2
15

1 3

0.736 /m

0.5

0

1985 2009
n DSP) = n
2-29
SAGEP 2
3.04 0.182
/m 0.553 Im) THDHDIH LT, THZERWEy (T 72b bRk RH
2.46
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2
1.2 1.043 /m
1
0.8
0.6
0.381 /m
0.4
0.182
0.199
0
1985 2009
[
2-30
BIPE
1985 78.26% 21.74%
2007 96.17%
1989
2003
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Rendement du réseau de distribution
en%
100%

96.17%
95% -

90%

85% -

80% -1 78.26%

75% -

70% 1 1T 71 1 T 1T T T T 71 1 1T T T
S P LN DI PP PIPPLPA P DDL D> E L
PSR LSF ST FTTFSES PP EST LSS
M VR 2 - S S S I S S S

Analyse de la performance de la gestion du service de distribution de I'eau a Paris,
BIPE 2008
2-31 1985 2007

1985 24 MOPEEHEETHH-T=D
2007 195 moEEE 2

1985 2010
70% 64

% Bernard Barraqué (2012) Return of drinking water supply in Paris to public ¢

ontrol, Water Policy
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Analyse de la performance de la gestion du service de distribution de I'eau a Paris,

BIPE 2008

2-32 1985 2007
DSP
DSP
1990 2000
65 1990 2004
3 Imd 2009
2.898 IMTHY, EEAY L7
2007 11

% Bernard Barraqué (2012) Return of drinking water supply in Paris to public c

ontrol, Water Policy
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66

(b)
DSP 1980
Veolia Suez
CEP EF-PE
67
2
25~30%
2010 DSP
Eau de Paris
“ Technical objectives absent” 68

PFI

PFI

% |'eau a Paris »,communiqué de presse du maire de Paris, 5 novembre 2007

 Anne Le Strat (2014) The remunicipalization of Paris’'s water supply service: a
successful reform, Water Policy

% The remunicipalisation of Paris’ water supply service https://research.ncl.ac.uk/
media/sites/researchwebsites/gobacit/Anne%20Le%20Strat.pdf
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DSP 1980
DSP
1993
1995
2007
SAGEP 2
SAGEP Veolia Suez
14%
100%
2010 SPL
DSP
2007 11

69

DSP

14%

SAGEP

KPI

DSP

L'eau a Paris, communiqué de presse du maire de Paris, 5 novembre 2007
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A A L
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SAGEP
(2005 Eau de Paris
( P EF-PE CEP
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E—
2
> I
\ G | E(Veolia Suez
v
70%
Veolia Suez 14%
2%
100%
Eau de Paris EY
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2020
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Eau
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2014
Eau de Paris
Eau de Paris 3
2 SAGEP EPIC Eau de Paris
Eau de Paris
2010 SOMEI
71 3,000 55 2018
72
Eau de Paris Eau
de Paris
2007 73
D)
2017
3 3
SEDIF SEPG Eau de Paris
DSP SEDIF SEPG
" SOMEI

2 Eau de Paris

® Leau a Paris, communiqué de presse du maire de Paris, 5 novembre 2007
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E)

SEDIF 21%

SEPG 18.7
Eau de Paris

EPIC

DSP

PFI

74

SEDIF SEPG

2010
2010 1.734 2017 1.37

2010 1.628 2017 1.324

Eau de Paris
SEDIF SEPG
74
DSP
PFI

KPI

88



30

PPP/PFI

89



30 PPP/PFI

3.1

350
75 1994 Bernliner
Wasserbetriebe BWB
BWB ABR 76
BWB
1999 BWB 2013
BWB
BWB
BWB 3-1
3-1 Bernliner Wasserbetriebe
Bernliner Wasserbetriebe
1994
A0 R
3 3,600 2015
350
1 9920 m/ 2015 546 m/
4,430 2015

Berlin Wasserbetriebe Annual Report 2015 Berlin Wasserbetriebe

EY http://www.bwb.de/de/index.php

75
76
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3.2
77
(1)
1990
BWB
German Development Bank KfwW
1991 344,500 2009
189,000
78
1997
79
(2)
1995
Bewag Gasag
BWB
BWB 1994

77 Schaefer & Warm,”Berliner Wasserbetreibe(BWB)- Water and sewage company i
n Berlin® Helmut Schmidt University/University of the Federal Armed Forces H
amburg

8 Manuel Schiffler, © Water, Politics and Money A Reality Check on Privatizatio
n” Springer International Publishing AG Switzerland

9 Schaefer & Warm," Berliner Wasserbetreibe(BWB)- Water and sewage company
in Berlin” Helmut Schmidt University/University of the Federal Armed Forces Ha
mburg
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BWB
3.3
BWB 1999 2013
BWB 100%
( 1999 )
(Berlin Wasserbetriebe)
31
1999 100 BWB RWE
Vivendi ( Veolia ) Allianz 3 1
6 8,700 49.9%
3-2 BW
B BWB
IT
(RWE Veolia Allianz )
RVB BWB
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50.1% 49.9% RVB
100%RVB
RWE Vivendi Alli
anz 50.1 22.45% 22.45% 5%
2002 Allianz RWE Veolia
RWE Veolia 24.95% 3

3
(2002 2012 )

RWE

50%

32 3

2012 RWE BWB 24.95%
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2
(2012 2013 )
T

00%) Berlin

50%
50.1% I—P

2013 11 Veolia BWB 24.95%
5 9,000 BWB
100% 1999
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Veolia
(201311 )
—P BWB Rekom Berlin

100% 100%+

50.1%

3-4 Veolia
RVB
BWB 100%
100% 100%

(Berlin Wasserbetriebe) (Berlin Wasser
Holding)

3-5

95



30 PPP/PFI

BWB 1999 2013
3.4
2012 2013 BWB
2010
2
2014
3.3 2010 2014 RWE Veolia
BWB
3-2
2010 3
2011 12
5
2012 4 2
2
2012 6
5
2012 6 BWB
8
2012 7 RWE BWB
18 (24.95%)
2013 5 BWB
12 2012
2013 12 Veolia BWB
12 (24.95%)
- BWB 100
2014 1 15
1
2014 2 BWB
24
2015 1 2014 6.1%
1
Berliner Wasserbetriebe 2012 Schaefer & Warm, "Berliner

Wasserbetreibe(BWB)- Wate and sewage company in Berlin” Helmut Schmidt
University/University of the Federal Armed Forces Hamburg

Berliner
Wasserbetriebe 2014 Berliner Wasserbetriebe (2013 12
5 2014 12 22 ) EY

BWB
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2011
80
3.5
81
1999 5 17
82
1999 5 17
8§ 3(4)
20 10 2
3
4
1999 6 18 Veolia RWE
17 1 Veolia RWE
1999 6 18
8§ 17 (1)
Veolia RWE
10 20 +2

80 Manuel Schiffler, “ Water, Politics and Money A Reality Check on Privatizatio
n” Springer International Publishing AG Switzerland

81 Schaefer & Warm,”Berliner Wasserbetreibe(BWB)- Water and sewage company i
n Berlin” Helmut Schmidt University/University of the Federal Armed Forces Ha
mburg

82 Law the partial privatization of the Berlin Water Utility,17 May 1999
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10 20 2
1999 5
2%
1999 10 21 2003 9 16
2003 9 16
§ 3(4)
20
10 8§85
2011
BWB
83
3.6
(1)
84 1991 1997
0.78 1.76 2 1991
1997

83 Schaefer & Warm,”Berliner Wasserbetreibe(BWB)- Water and sewage company i
n Berlin” Helmut Schmidt University/University of the Federal Armed Forces Ha
mburg

8 Manuel Schiffler, "Water, Politics and Money A Reality Check on Privatization”
Springer International Publishing AG Switzerland
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(2)
1999
2003 2003
1999 5 17
§ 3(5)
2003 12 31 1
2003
85
3-6 2011 12 5
BWB 12 6
86 BWB
BWB
BWB 2012 6 8
2013 5 12 BWB 2012
2014 2 24 BWB
BWB 2012 2013

85 Schaefer & Warm,”Berliner Wasserbetreibe(BWB)- Water and sewage company i
n Berlin” Helmut Schmidt University/University of the Federal Armed Forces Ha

mburg
86

87

http://www.bundeskartellamt.de/
https://www.justiz.nrw.de/nrwe/olgs/duesseldorf/j2
014/VI1_2 Kart_4_12 V_Beschluss_20140224.html
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Frankfurter Rundschau 2011 2 14

3-6 (1990 2010 )
BWB 1999 2013
88 5
2006 23 1990
(3)
2014 1 1 15%
2015 1 1 6.1% 3-7
BWB BWB

88 Manuel Schiffler, "Water, Politics and Money A Reality Check on Privatizatio
n” Springer International Publishing AG Switzerland
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3.7
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1999 2005 4,98%
8.07
1999 2005
0.45 ImTHY. K4 YDLET(0.38 /m)
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1999 2008

¥ Global Water Intelligence 2009 12 17
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1999 0.15% 2008 0.09%*

2003

WIK consult 710 JAHRE WASSERPARTNER BERLIN”(2009) EY

1999 2008
1999 2005 BWB
0.45 ImTHYH, RAYOLREFHTHS 0.38 Inf &V EVIKHETH
0.4%
0.11%
1999 0.15%
2008 0.09%
BWB 2008
BWB
BWB
BWB
2003
10 6,200 5,000
91
1999 3.3 2007
2.4 BWB 1

% Manuel Schiffler, "Water, Politics and Money A Reality Check on Privatizatio

n” Springer International Publishing AG Switzerland
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4 SPC
4.1
SPC
Carillion 1
N '
B-1
{ B B-2
SPC
B-3
(
EY
4-1 SPC
(1) PPP/PFI
PFI
SPC
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SPC
SPC
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26 2
PFI
4.2 PPP/PFI
A)
PFI
Queen Elizabeth Hospital NHS Trust 500
60 PFI 92
2001 2005
Cambridge Economic Policy Associates 2007 93
PFI
94 6% 3.5%
VFM
6% 3.5%
3.5%
PFI 6%

Cambridge Economic

Policy Associates

%2 QUEEN ELIZABETH HOSPITAL NHS TRUST ANNUAL REPORT & ACCOUNTS

2008/09
98 Cambridge Economic Policy Associates Ltd, “ANALYSIS OF THE CAUSES OF
THE QUEEN ELIZABETH NHS HOSPITAL TRUST DEFICIT”, January 2007

94
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2009 South London
Healthcare Trust 2012
2013 South London Healthcare Trust
Lewisham and Greenwich NHS Trust
2016 4,800

B) A %5

2003 1 PPP

PPP
30
Metronet Tube Lines
3 Metronetn BCV  SSL Tube Lines
JNP 3
TfL 30
2007
Metronet TfL Metronet
TfL TfL
2009 TubeLines TfL PPP
C) B-2

The Greater Manchester Waste Disposal Authority
GMWDA?% 25 PFI 2009
Viridor Laing PFI 24 42

% PPP
% Waste disposal authority
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2017
GMWDA  SPC SPC
D)
B-2 B-3
(a)
1991 35 10
2010 3 11
2011 SANDAG
2042 3 4,140 2 5,400
(b)
157 2006
ITRCC 38 75
Cintra Macquarie
2014 9 ITRCC
11 2015 5 IFM
IFM Investors 57 2500 ITRCC
66 2016
CalPERS
(©
2016 3 SH130 5 6 11
2008 DBFOM

13
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2012

2016

4.3

A)

B)

SH 130 Concession Company, LLC

Strategic Value Partners

SPC

PFI

PFI

PFI

2017
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PPP Public Private Partnership
PFI Private Finance Initiative
PF2 Private Finance2
DBFO Design Build Finance Operate
HM Treasury Her Majesty's Treasury
SoPC Standardisation of PF2 Contracts/ Standardization of PFI Contract (1999 2012)
DoH Department of Health
DfE Department for Education
MoD Ministry of Defense
DIT Department for Transport
SPV Special Purpose Vehicle
VEM Value for Money
NHS National Health Service
NAO National Audit Office
PSBP Priority School Building Programme
IPA Infrastructure and Projects Authority
PSC Public Sector Comparator
LCC Life Cycle Cost
ESA European system of accounts
FIT Feed-in Tariff
CfD Contract for Difference
OPEX Operating Expense
CAPEX Capital Expenditure
FC Funding Competition
DSP Délégation de service public
CP Contrat de partenariat
MICE Meeting, Incentive tour, Conference, Exhibition
CGCT Code général des collectivités territoriales
CCSPL Commissions Consultatives des Services Publics Locaux
SEMOP Social Economic Mixture a opération unique
SPL Sociétés publigues locales
EGL Eau de Grand Lyon
SEM Société des Eaux de Marseille
SEMM Société des Eaux de Marseille Métropole
SERAMM Société Service d’Assainissement de Marseille Métropole
BEA Bail Emphytéotique Administratif
PMO Project Management Office
SNFERT Société nouvelle de la foire-exposition de la région de Toulouse
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AEG Anschutz Entertainment Group
EPIC Etablissement public & caractére industriel et commercial
GPMM Grand Port Maritime de Marseille
MPCT Marseille Provence Crouse Terminal
SPD Societe des Ports du Detroit
SEPD Société d’Exploitation des Ports du Détroit
DB Design Build
CMR Construction Manager
RAD Le Rapport Annuel du Délégataire
RPQS Le Rapport sur le Prix et la Qualité du Service
KPI Key Performance Indicator
ONEMA L'Office national de I'eau et des milieux aquatiques
AFB Agence francaise pour la biodiversité
SAGEP Société anonyme de gestion des eaux de Paris
BWB Bernliner Wasserbetriebe
ABR Anstalt des 6ffentlichen Rechts
TiL Transport for London
GMWDA The Greater Manchester Waste Disposal Authority
DBFOM Design Build Finance Operate and Maintain
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KPI
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