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 INTRODUCTION AND OUTLINE OF RESEARCH METHODS

BACKGROUND TO RECYCLING SERVICE

Bristol City Council operated kerbside paper collections until 1980, when they passed responsibility for the service to Bristol Friends of the Earth and the Avon

Conservation and Resources Network (ACORN). In 1981 Resourcesaver was set-up as a not-for-profit company to operate the collections and responsibility

for Resourcesaver's management was passed to the then newly established Avon Fiends of the Earth1. In the early 1990s Avon County Council and Bristol

City Council provided funding to further develop the recycling collections, which continued to be managed and operated by Avon FoE and Resourcesaver.

In 1994 Bristol City Council included kerbside recycling collections in their cleansing contract. This was awarded to SITA Contract Services, who then sub-

contracted the recycling collections to Resourcesaver2. In 1996, weekly Black Box multi-material collections were tested with 29,000 Bristol households.

These arrangements were expanded in 1997 with a fortnightly collection frequency that was subsequently changed in November 1998 to a weekly cycle, by

which time the Black Box service had been expanded to cover 135,000 households in the City.

BACKGROUND TO THIS STUDY AND OUTLINE OF RESEARCH METHODS

In 1998, the SITA Environmental Trust provided funding to The Recycling Consortium for a 3-year campaign to promote waste minimisation, recycling and

composting in Bristol. As part of the research undertaken to support the Rubbish Revolution campaign, The Recycling Consortium commissioned this study on

recycling participation with objectives to:

ß identify barriers that prevent or limit participation in Bristol’s Black Box recycling collections, which may be internal or external to individual households;

ß determine typical characteristics of recycling and non-recycling households;

ß recommend interventions, based on information gained from the first two objectives,  that encourage more households to use the Black Box recycling

service.

The research for this study was undertaken in five areas, each containing about 500 households, which had been previously selected for monitoring

participation in the Black Box service. The five areas were selected to represent the range of socio-economic conditions found in Bristol, as indicated by the

DETR’s 1998 Index of Local Deprivation3.

                                                  
1 A Waste Recovery Project for Cambridge: A Practical Feasibility Study and Investigation of Existing Schemes Around the Country (April 1987) - David Mansell, Cambridge Friends of the Earth
2 Draft Household Waste Management Strategy (Technical Version): Proposals for managing Bristol's household waste in more sustainable ways over the next 25 years (February 2000) - Health and
Environmental Services, Bristol City Council
3 Household Kerbside Recycling Participation in Bristol (October 1999) - Colin Cummings, The Recycling Consortium
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To meet its objectives the study involved both qualitative and quantitative research. The former involved focus groups and home interviews, which were used

to identify issues for measurement through a household questionnaire survey of 1,000 households. A literature review also identified issues for the survey.

Further data on householder waste disposal and recycling behaviour was collected through monitoring recycling participation at the household level, recording

the quantities of recyclables collected at the area level and analysing, inspecting and weighing waste put out for refuse collection by selected households in

two of the monitored areas.

The total number of households in the five monitored areas was 2,503. All were monitored over a 4-week period in September 2000 to record the main

materials put out by each household for the recycling collections. Approximately 200 households were selected in each area to receive a postal questionnaire

with a third identified from the participation monitoring as non-recyclers, a third as low recyclers (putting out once in the 4-week monitoring period) and a third

as high recyclers (putting out twice or more in the 4-week period). Most of the questionnaires were distributed in early November 2000.

The total quantity of waste put out for one week's refuse collection (on 19 October 2000) was weighed in two areas, with sub-samples in each area of about

150 households. The refuse put out (for disposal) by 30 households in each area was also analysed to measure the content by weight of the main recyclables

accepted by the Black Box service. A visual inspection for these materials was undertaken for remaining households in the sub-samples.

Results from the monitoring, analysis and surveys were cross-referenced at the household level to increase understanding of the interactions between

household characteristics and their waste disposal and recycling behaviour. Recycling participation was recorded at the household level but the quantities of

recyclables collected had to be calculated as averages from the quantities collected in total in each of the 5 monitored areas.

The main findings from the research are presented in the sections 2-4 of the report. The main conclusions and recommendations are given in sections 5 and

6. Research methods are discussed further in Appendix 1. Findings from the literature review and focus groups are presented in Appendices 2 and 3. Further

data and results from the study are given in Appendices 4,5 and 7 and the survey questions are shown in Appendix 6.
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RECYCLING PARTICIPATION RATES BY AREA & MATERIAL (BRISTOL - September 2000)
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 RESULTS FROM ROUND MONITORING AND WASTE ANALYSIS

The main findings of the round monitoring and waste analysis are presented in this section. The full data sets for these results are shown in Appendix 4.

ß Recycling participation rates by area and material are shown in the chart below. The rates vary by area, being lowest in Hartcliffe and highest in Bell Barn.

At the time of monitoring, leaflets saying plastic bottles could be accepted had been delivered to about 60% of households in the monitored areas and the

participation rates shown for plastics apply only to those households with this service.

ß On average, paper is the material most put out for recycling, followed by glass and then plastic bottles and cans. However, this trend is not uniform in all

areas. In Hartcliffe, more households put out cans than glass during the monitoring period and in Greenbank, glass and plastic bottles were the most

recycled materials and paper the least recycled by a small margin.
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ß The recyclable content (Black Box materials) of waste was analysed on two collection rounds. Households for this analysis were randomly selected

according to their recycling participation with a third each being selected from non, low and high recyclers4 (this proportion altered slightly when the

analysis took place as some substitute households were needed to replace those for which refuse was not available on the collection day).

ß The findings by participation category are shown in the chart below.

ß As expected, the recyclable content of refuse put out by high recyclers was the lowest of the three participation categories, but, surprisingly, the recyclable

content of refuse put out by non and low recyclers was similar. In Eastfield, the potential to increase the quantity collected for recycling appears to be

greater for low recycling households (putting out once a month) than for non-recycling households.

                                                  
4 Low recyclers were defined as households putting out once in the 4-week monitoring period and high recyclers those putting out twice or more in the same period. This is a
rough indicator of how much a household recycles, but will, for instance, incorrectly categorise households who store all of their recyclables until their box is full which is then
only put out about once every month and low recyclers who put out small quantities twice or more a month.
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ß Combining the quantities of recyclables found in

refuse with those collected through the Black Box

collections, gives the average arisings of

recyclables per household as shown in the table to

the right. Total arisings of recyclables for non-

recycling households are less than half those of

recycling households, which suggests one reason

non-recyclers do not recycle is because they

produce much less recyclable waste than

households that do recycle. The proportion of non-

recycling households in Hartcliffe (74%) is far

higher than in Eastfield (30%) and so the overall

recycling potential from Hartcliffe is also much less.

However, the quantity of recyclables arising from

the 26% of households in Hartcliffe that do recycle

is 85% of the quantity produced by recycling

households in Eastfield and so the recycling

potential from these households in Hartcliffe is

close to that of recycling households in Eastfield. It

is likely that the low proportion of households with

typical arisings of recyclable materials in Hartcliffe

is a key reason for the low levels of recycling

participation in the area. This barrier could be

difficult to overcome as households with well below

average arisings of recyclable materials are likely to

be more difficult to motivate to appreciate the

benefits of recycling.

ß The proportions of low and high recycling

households in monitored areas are shown in the

chart on the right.

TOTAL RECYCLABLES ARISING (Kg/Hh/Wk) BY RECYCLING PARTICIPATION
CATEGORY

 RECYCLING PARTICIPATION

NON LOW & HIGH

Recycling Collections 0 4.10HARTCLIFFE

 Refuse & Recycling Collections 2.88 5.63

Recycling Collections 0 5.63EASTFIELD

 Refuse & Recycling Collections 3.05 6.66
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ß Reflecting the potential available due to the presence of many more recycling households, the overall proportion of recyclables collected in Eastfield is

much greater than in Hartcliffe, as shown in the chart below. In Eastfield more of each recyclable material was collected than was put out in the refuse,

except for cans. In Eastfield, capture rates are 70% for paper, 66% for glass, 23% for cans and 51% for plastic bottles. In Hartcliffe, capture rates are 38%

for paper, 17% for glass, 17% for cans and 23% for plastic bottles. The total quantity of recyclables arising in Eastfield was about 50% more than in

Hartcliffe, with the additional recyclables mostly consisting of paper and glass.

† 

RECYCLABLES COLLECTED BY BLACK BOX SERVICE & PUT OUT IN REFUSE
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ß The findings in this study, as outlined above, that involve analysis of recyclables in refuse should be treated with a little caution because the samples on

which they are based are small (30 on each round). Nevertheless, the results revealed are clear and fairly consistent and so they should give a

reasonable indication of the true situation. Larger samples were used for weighing refuse put out for collection (150 households on each round) and for

determining weights of material put out for recycling, which were estimated from volume records of the total amounts collected in monitored areas (about

500 households in each).

ß There are a number of interesting findings from

the weight monitoring of refuse (wheelie bins

including side waste) and recyclables (Black Box

service) and from analysing the recyclable

content of the refuse, which was undertaken in

Hartcliffe and Eastfield and which is summarised

in the table left.

ß A few households put out large amounts of

refuse in the week that was monitored. About

10% of households put out over 50Kg, which if

maintained throughout the year would amount to

over 2.5 tonnes (more than three times the

national average). Only the recyclable content

was fully analysed, but the analysis staff recalled

that in Eastfield the large amounts of refuse put

out by some households often consisted of DIY

materials and in Hartcliffe it seemed to owe more

to house-moving (with old household goods left

out) as well as garden waste (with some

households putting out up to 3 bags).

WASTE WEIGHTS & ANALYSIS FOR DRY RECYCLABLES

HARTCLIFFE EASTFIELD

Average Kg per Household 23.1 19.7

Households putting out >50 Kg 11% 8%

Households putting out >100 Kg 1.3% 0.7%

TOTAL WEIGHT

OF REFUSE

 

 ANNUAL PROJECTION
Average Kg per Hh per Annum 1201.6 1022.6

TOTAL RECYCLABLES IN REFUSE
Weighted Ave Kg/Household (week)

2. 65 2.00RECYCLABLE

CONTENT ANALYSIS

OF REFUSE ANNUAL PROJECTION
Weighted Average Kg/Hh per Annum 137.92 104.14

Average Kg per Household (week) 1.07 3.54TOTAL WEIGHT OF

BB RECYCLABLES

COLLECTED
ANNUAL PROJECTION
Average Kg per Hh per Annum

55.47 183.83

Currently Achieved 4.4% 15.2%
RECYCLING RATES

Max. Potential (dry materials exc. card) 12.7% 26.7%
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ß Households putting out large amounts of refuse did

not appear to have higher amounts of recyclables in

their refuse than those putting out smaller amounts.

In Hartcliffe households putting out more than 25Kg

of refuse had slightly less recyclables in their waste

(average of 0.8 Kg) than households putting less

than 25Kg of refuse (1.1Kg). In Eastfield the

opposite was found with households with more

refuse also having more recyclables in their waste,

but for both areas the difference in average refuse

was much greater (3 times greater or 215% more

for households putting out over 25Kg of refuse) than the difference in recyclable content (only 1.1 times greater or 9% more).

ß The recycling rate for bin waste achieved by the Black Box collections is 4.4% in Hartcliffe and 15.2% in Eastfield. Taking account of the recyclables found

in the refuse in these areas, the maximum potential recycling rate from the dry materials currently collected through the Black Box service is 12.7% in

Hartcliffe and 26.7% in Eastfield. This recycling potential would increase if other dry recyclables, such as cardboard, and compostables, such as garden

waste, were also taken into account. It should also be noted that these rates only apply to September 2000, when the data from which they are calculated

was collected. It would be expected that the rates would vary seasonally, especially reflecting variations in the quantities of garden waste put out with

refuse collections throughout the year.

RECYCLABLE CONTENT OF REFUSE ACCORDING TO QUANTITY PUT OUT

Average Kg per Household

Refuse Recyclables

Households >25 Kg of Refuse 43.6 0.8HARTCLIFFE

 Households <25 Kg of Refuse 14.2 1.1

Households >25 Kg of Refuse 40.9 1.7
EASTFIELD

Households <25 Kg of Refuse 12.6 1.2
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 RESULTS FROM PARTICIPATION & COUNCIL TAX BAND ANALYSIS

The main findings from cross-referencing recycling participation by household Council Tax banding are presented in this section. The full data sets for these

results are shown in Tables A5.1-A5.3 in Appendix 5.

ß The Council Tax bands for households in areas monitored for recycling participation and for Bristol are shown in the chart below.

% OCCURRENCE OF COUNCIL TAX BANDS IN MONITORED AREAS AND BRISTOL
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ß The 5 monitored areas were originally chosen to represent the range of deprivation scores found in Bristol based on the 1998 Index of Local Deprivation5.

The selection methods involved 5 bands being identified with each representing a sequential and roughly equal sized range of deprivation scores. 5

recycling collection rounds were then identified which were believed to be representative of each band. Hartcliffe represented the most deprived band 1,

Greenbank band 2, Eastfield band 3, Brislington band 4 and Bell Barn the least deprived band 5. This rating system could be deficient on several grounds.

The 1998 Index is largely based on 1991 census data which may no longer reflect the areas in 2000 due to socio-economic changes within the resident

population. Another problem may have arisen because the collection rounds selected partially covered a number of enumeration districts, which is the

smallest unit for which the 1998 Index is published. Consequentially the houses selected may not fully match the ratings for the whole enumeration

districts in which they are located (one possibility, for example, is that the ED rating may have been strongly influenced by blocks of flats in the area which

were not covered by the kerbside recycling collection rounds).

ß The Council Tax band information, which is aggregated from household level information, suggests that the original deprivation band ratings do not

properly reflect the socio-economic characteristics of the 5 monitored areas. Each area can be compared by calculating a Council Tax Band score for

each area, by allocating sequential numbers to each house according to its tax band (1 for A, 2 for B, etc up to 8 for H) and then calculating the average

score for all houses in each of the monitored areas. Using this method, the average score for the whole of Bristol is 2.5 and the average for the 5

monitored areas is 2.8. Three of the monitored areas have similar scores below the city average: Hartcliffe (1.6), Greenbank (1.8) and Brislington (2.2).

Eastfield (3.6) scores above average and Bell Barn (5.0) has the highest rating with a score twice the city average.

ß The chart below (on next page) shows the participation rates achieved for all the households in the monitored areas when grouped by Council Tax band.

This shows a very strong relationship between tax band and participation rate. The coefficient of determination ('R2' value) shown by the trendline is over

0.9, which indicates that 90% of the variation in participation is associated with the variation in tax band. Other household characteristics are also likely to

be associated with variation in participation, which could include factors such as number of people living in the house, their age and number of children,

but these may be evenly distributed within tax bands and so would not be apparent from analysis of large numbers of households within these groupings.

Information on the influence of other factors is considered as part of the household survey undertaken for this study.

ß By weighting the recycling participation rates for each Council Tax band by its occurrence in Bristol an estimated participation rate for the City can be

calculated, which is 51.4% (see Table A5.2 in Appendix 5 for details of this calculation). However, this may not accurately reflect the participation rate in

Black Box collection areas as this service does not cover all households. Mini-recycling centres serve blocks of flats, which are more likely to comprise

lower tax band households. Adjusting for this would slightly increase the estimated recycling rate for Bristol to about 54% (see Table A5.2), which is close

to the average of all households in the 5 monitored areas (55%).

                                                  
5 Household Kerbside Recycling Participation in Bristol (October 1999): C. Cummings, The Recycling Consortium
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PARTICIPATION RATE BY
COUNCIL TAX BAND

(BRISTOL - Sept 2000)
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ß The chart below shows recycling participation by material for households in each Council Tax Band. The recycling of paper, glass and plastic bottles

increases with Council Tax Band but the recycling of cans varies less and appears more consistent across the Tax Bands, with only slightly more

households recycling cans as Council Tax Band increases.

MATERIAL RECYCLING BY COUNCIL TAX BAND (BRISTOL - September 2000)
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ß The following charts (on next two pages) show the association between Council Tax bands and the quantities of refuse and waste (including that put out

for kerbside recycling). This sample (293 households) is much smaller than that for participation rates (2,503 households) and the number of households

whose refuse was weighed in bands E-H is very small (see table A5.2 in Appendix 5 for more details), so these results may be less reliable than for the

comparison with participation rates.

AVERAGE KG OF REFUSE
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ß It appears that there is a shallow 'U' curve relationship between Council Tax bands and waste generated by households in Bristol. Compared to band A

households less waste is produced by band B and C households, but the quantity then increases with Council Tax band. The coefficient of determination

('R2' value) for these polynomial relationships are high at over 0.8 (80% association). It is likely that garden size, and garden waste then generated, would

also have a significant relationship with waste put out for refuse collections in Bristol and this should also be taken into account to properly assess these

relationships, which is beyond the scope of this study as data was not collected on this variable.

AVERAGE KG OF WASTE 
(REFUSE & RECYCLING) 

PER HOUSEHOLD (1 WEEK) 
BY COUNCIL TAX BAND
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RESULTS FROM HOUSEHOLD SURVEY

The results of the household survey are presented in this section. Firstly, the full survey is considered, with the total responses to all questions presented in

summary tables and bullet points to highlight key findings. Next are selected results for specific groups of responders, such as those in each collection area,

non, low and high recyclers, households with and without children, etc. The questionnaire used is shown in Appendix 6.

TOTAL

Total Households in Sample  1028

HOUSEHOLD SURVEY Number of Responses  478

Response Rate  46%

MONITORED PARTICIPATION Non Recyclers  18%

OF RESPONDING HOUSEHOLDS Low Recyclers (once in 4 weeks) 30%

High Recyclers (twice or more in 4 weeks) 52%

ß Recycling households were much more likely to return the questionnaire than non-recyclers. The questionnaires were distributed more or less evenly to

high recyclers (354 households - 34%), low recyclers (305 - 30%) and non-recyclers (369 - 36%), but, as shown in the table above, 52% (246) were

returned by high recyclers, 30% (145) by low recyclers and only 18% (87) by non-recyclers (see Appendix 1 on research methods for further details). This

sort of bias, with responses more likely from those with a more positive reaction to the survey topic, is common and can only be addressed by adopting

methods that maximise the response received from all households.

Q1 No response (A)  2%

 Do not know about kerbside recycling collections (B)  4%

REPORTED USE Know about collections, but do not use regularly (C)  6%

OF KERBSIDE Know about collections & use every 6-8 weeks (D)  3%

RECYCLING Not recycle or only about once every 6-8 weeks (A+B+C+D) 16%

SERVICE Use collections once every month   10%

 Use collections every week or every two weeks   75%
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ß The recycling activity reported by households does not exactly match that observed through participation monitoring, but is fairly close given the tendency

of survey responders to over-report positively perceived activities, such as recycling. Those saying that they do not recycle or recycle only once every 6-8

weeks amount to 16% which nearly matches those observed not to recycle during the 4-week participation monitoring period. However, the reported high

recyclers (75%) are higher than that observed from participation monitoring for the survey respondents (52%). Reported low recyclers (10%) are

correspondingly lower than those observed (30%).

ß By coincidence, leaflets on the Black Box service were delivered to all households throughout Bristol, including the monitored areas, shortly before the

survey forms were distributed. In three areas (Bell Barn, Greenbank and Hartcliffe) the leaflets were delivered about six weeks before the survey forms

and in two areas (Brislington and Eastfield) the leaflets were delivered about two weeks before the survey forms. Since the leaflets have been delivered

quantities collected through the kerbside collections have risen by about 10%, which is likely to have been achieved by more households participating and

existing participants putting out more for recycling. The participation monitoring was undertaken before the distribution of both the leaflets and survey

forms and, therefore, it is possible that up to 10% more households may have started to participate between the time of the monitoring participation and

the survey.

Wheelie Bin Kerbside Bank Compost Bin None of this Other No Response

Q2 Drinks Cans 21% 62% 0% 0% 12% 0% 4%

 Food Cans 36% 57% 0% 0% 2% 0% 4%

WHAT Glass Bottles 9% 82% 4% 0% 2% 0% 3%

HOUSEHOLDS Glass Jars 13% 79% 3% 0% 2% 1% 3%

DO WITH MOST Plastic Bottles 47% 45% 1% 0% 2% 1% 4%

OF THESE Newspapers 9% 84% 1% 0% 3% 1% 2%

TYPES OF WASTE Magazines 13% 77% 1% 0% 3% 2% 3%

 Cardboard 64% 21% 2% 1% 4% 2% 7%

 Old Clothes 14% 23% 6% 0% 7% 39% 9%

 Food Waste 71% 1% 0% 16% 1% 4% 5%

 Garden Waste 53% 1% 2% 25% 2% 7% 5%

ß The most recycled materials reported by responders are glass bottles (82%) and jars (79%), newspapers (84%) and magazines (77%), then drinks (62%)

and food (57%) cans followed by plastics (which are not yet collected from all households in the survey areas). Home composting is reported by 16% of

responders for food waste and by 25% for garden waste. 39% of old clothes are mostly disposed of in 'other' ways, which is mainly likely to be through
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charity shops, jumble sales and by passing on to other households for reuse. Banks are not used to a great extent by survey responders with none saying

that they recycled cans through banks and less than 5% using them to recycle paper and glass.

None of This None Recycled Quarter Half Nearly All No response

Q3 Newspapers 7% 7% 1% 3% 81% 2%

HOW MUCH HOUSE- Glass Bottles & Jars 3% 9% 1% 4% 80% 2%

HOLDS RECYCLE OF Food & Drink Cans 6% 21% 4% 7% 59% 3%

THESE WASTE TYPES Plastic Bottles 5% 44% 1% 3% 42% 5%

ß In response to this question about how much of various materials are recycled, households largely split into groups of recycles and non-recyclers.

Recyclers mainly claiming to recycle nearly all of these materials and few saying they recycle only a quarter or half of the amounts they produce, although

the proportions of low recyclers are higher for cans. However, the level of low recycling activity does not fully match that observed through waste analysis,

as already discussed in the previous section.

Q4a Number of Responses 72

 Not know about collections 24%

NON-RECYCLERS' Do not have Black Box 38%

MAIN REASONS Little point in recycling 1%

 Recycling not convenient 11%

Reasons given by No where to keep box 8%

non-recyclers for Easier to use wheelie bin 28%

not putting out Not enough waste 18%

materials for kerbside Putting boxes out looks untidy 1%

recycling collections Contents may blow or tip out 15%

 Other (see box) 19%

ß The main reasons given by non-recyclers for not recycling are not having a box (38%), finding it easier to throw waste away in their wheelie bin (28%), not

knowing about the recycling collections (24%) and not having enough waste (18%). Responders could tick any reasons that applied so several are likely

to have given more than one.

Q4a - Other reasons given for not recycling (all only
suggested by one responder each - 1%):
• be easier if box attached to wheelie bin (with lids)
• lid thrown down away from box
• hadn't read information properly
• don’t know when
• tins not recycled because of sharp edges
• not sure what to put out
• stolen box
• black box too heavy to lift
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Q4b - Other problems given by recyclers:
• lack lid (x21 - 7%)
• box or lid stolen/lost (x13 - 5%)
• do not have box (x5)
• would like plastic bottles recycled (x4)
• box fills with water which drips out (x3)
• need more boxes (x2)
• box thrown back on pavement (x2)
• no room for storage (x2)
• cardboard not collected (x2)
• box hazard if left on pavement (x2)
• box left in driveway impeding car
• remembering to put box out
• not home on collection day
• upturned box makes it obvious no-one at home
• forget which day to put out
• not enough room in box

Q4b Number of Responses 284

 Box too small 28%

RECYCLERS' Box too big 1%

PROBLEMS Full box too heavy 19%

 Box not always collected 9%

Problems recyclers Box not always returned 9%

found with kerbside Some materials are not collected 21%

recycling collections Not sure what materials to put out 21%

 Box is returned untidily 13%

 Box gets dirty 14%

 Other (see box) 29%

ß The main problems with the kerbside recycling collections given by recyclers

are the box being too small (28%), some materials not being collected (21%),

not being sure what materials can be put out (21%) and full boxes being too

heavy. Responders could tick any problems that applied.

Storage of Storage How Put Out

Recyclables Location Number of Responses 407

Q5 Number of Responses 365 Number of Responses 363 In box only 38%

WHERE RECYCLERS In Black Box 86% Inside house  46% in box & carrier bags 50%

STORE MATERIALS Not in Box 12% Outside house 51% In carrier bags only 8%

AND HOW PUT OUT Both in & not in Box 2% Both in & outside home 3% Other  4%

ß 86% of recyclers use their Black Boxes to store recyclables between collections, with 46% solely storing their recyclables inside the home and 51%

storing them solely outside. 50% of recyclers put their materials out in both their box and carrier bags with another 38% only using the box.
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Q6 Number of Responses 438

 Don't know 8%

HOW KERBSIDE Not need improvement 27%

RECYCLING Provide lid for boxes 35%

COLLECTIONS Collect same day as refuse 16%

COULD BE Provide two or more boxes if needed 29%

IMPROVED Collect more materials (see box right) 23%

 Use different container (see box below) 8%

 Other ways (see box right) 10%

ß The main improvements to the kerbside recycling collections suggested by both

recyclers and non-recyclers are that lids should be provided for boxes (35%), two or

more boxes supplied for households that need them (29%) and more materials collected

(23%) with the favourites being plastic bottles and cardboard.

Q7 Number of Responses 471

 Within the last month 23%

WHEN WAS A In last 2-6 months 32%

LEAFLET LAST In last 6-12 months 23%

DELIVERED More than a year ago 5%

 Don't know 11%

 No leaflets delivered 7%

ß Most households (78%) recalled receiving a leaflet about the

kerbside recycling service within the last 12 months, with

only 7% saying no leaflets had been delivered.

Q6 - OTHER SUGGESTIONS FOR IMPROVEMENTS

OTHER MATERIALS TO COLLECT:

47 x plastic Bottles (NB At the time of the survey this
was already collected in about 60% of survey area)
4 x Carrier Bags
10x Other Plastic Containers (Tubs etc)
43 x Cardboard
5 x Clothes
2 x Cans

SUGGESTED ONCE: Glass bottles & jars; Window
pane glass; Other types of glass; China/Crockery;
Electrical Appliances: Milk Cartons; Foil; Copper &
Brass; Furniture; Engine Oil; Cooking Oil; Books;
Garden Waste.

OTHER WAYS SUGGESTED FOR IMPROVEMENT:

5 x Provide boxes to all
3 x Information/reminders on what can be recycled
2 x Encourage more to use service
2 x Collect same time every week

SUGGESTED ONCE: Lighter colour box to see in
dark; Return box to garden not street; Provide
replacement boxes; Take/not leave unacceptable
materials; Pay workers decent wages.

Q6 - DIFFERENT TYPE OF CONTAINER PREFERRED:

8 x Larger Box (2%) 7 x Lids (2%)
7 x Wheeled Bin (6 x small) 6 x Box with wheels (1%)
4 x More boxes for different materials (1%) 4 x Boxes with dividers
2 x Stacking Boxes
SUGGESTED ONCE: More secure lid for box; Handles on box; Self-draining box.
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Q8 Number of Responses 475

HOW MANY PEOPLE Most people 39%

IN ROAD OR About half 23%

NEIGHBOURHOOD Less than half 12%

RECYCLE Few or none 6%

 Don't know 20%

ß 39% of respondents said that they thought most people recycled in their road or neighbourhood, with just 12% saying less than half recycled and only 6%

saying few or none recycled. This suggests that, overall, survey responders view recycling as a common activity undertaken by most households and not

by just a minority.

Concern Number of

 Score Responses

Q9 Dog Fouling & Litter 1.4 464

 Traffic Pollution 1.7 455

WHAT FEEL ABOUT Throwing Out Waste 1.8 447

THESE ISSUES * Loss of Forests & Habitats 1.6 448

 Global Warming & Change 1.7 453

* Responses given on scale from 1, if 'very

concerned', to 5, if 'not at all concerned', with

mid-score being 3, which can be regarded as

neutral feeling towards issue. Respondents could

also indicate 'don't know or no opinion' which are

not included in the scores calculated.

ß When aggregated to reflect the average overall score of all responses, respondents indicated feelings of concern on all the environmental issues listed in

this question. A rating of 3 indicates a neutral feeling towards the issue and ratings above 3 would indicate the respondent is not concerned about it. The

highest 'concern' score was for 'dog fouling and litter' (1.4) with the other issues being rated between 1.6-1.8. By a small margin the lowest overall

'concern' score was for 'throwing out waste that could be recycled' (1.8).
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Agree Number of

Score Responses

Q10 My Recycling Makes Difference 1.5 454

It Helps if We All Do Our Bit 1.3 465

HOW RATE THESE Recycling is Expensive 3.5 299

STATEMENTS ABOUT Recycling has Few Benefits 4.1 409

RECYCLING AND Saves Trees & Resources 1.8 440

WASTE Throws Away Future 2.1 398

* Responses given on scale from 1, if 'strongly

agree, to 5, if 'strongly disagree', with mid-score

being 3, which can be regarded as neutral

feeling towards issue. Respondents could also

indicate 'don't know or no opinion' which are not

included in the scores calculated.

 Waste Pollutes 1.7 429

 Recycling Saves Landfill 1.5 444

 Saves Disposal Costs 1.9 380

 Recycling Creates Local Jobs 1.7 439

ß When aggregated to reflect the average overall score, respondents indicated agreement with all but two of the statements. Strongest agreement was
given to the statement 'it helps if we all do our bit by recycling' (1.3) followed by 'recycling my waste makes a difference' (1.5) and 'recycling saves landfill

sites for rubbish disposal from running out' (1.5). The two statements with which respondents disagreed were 'recycling has few benefits' (4.3) and

'recycling is expensive' (3.5), although the latter also had by far the least number of scoring responses (only 299 of the 478 returning the questionnaire).

Q11 Number of Responses 418

 Info on what can be recycled 63%

WOULD ANY OF THE Info on how materials recycled 50%

FOLLOWING HELP Info on benefits of recycling 43%

OR ENCOURAGE YOU Info on rubbish for disposal 29%

TO RECYCLE Info on how much recycled 21%

 A prize draw for recycling 22%

 Charging non-recyclers 26%

 Tours of local waste sites 12%

ß Respondents were asked to tick up to 2 or 3 of the

suggestions that applied to them.

ß From this list, most respondents suggested more

information would help or encourage them to recycle more

with 63% wanting this on 'what types of waste can be

recycled', 50% on 'what happens to materials collected for

recycling' and 43% on the 'benefits of recycling'.
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Q12 � Number of Responses 474

  Less than 6 months 4%

HOW LONG LIVED IN 6-12 months  4%

NEIGHBOURHOOD 1-2 years 6%

  Over 2 years  86%

ß Most respondents (86%) had lived in the same

neighbourhood for more than 2 years.

Q13 Number of Responses 467

RESPONDER GENDER MALE 35%

 FEMALE 65%

ß 65% of respondents were female and 35% were male.

Q14 Number of Responses 473

 16-24 3%

AGE OF 25-34 15%

RESPONDERS 35-44 17%

 45-59 25%

 60-74 25%

 Over 75 15%

ß There was a wide range of ages amongst respondents, but

with a fairly high number in older age groups: 50% were

over 45 and 15% over 75.

Q15 Number of Responses 478

Single adults - no children 21%

HOUSEHOLD Single adults with children 11%

   STRUCTURE 2+ Adults - no children 48%

 2+ Adults with children 20%

ß 69% of respondents did not have children in their

households and 68% contained 2 or more adults.
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Q16 Number of Responses 449

 Do not recycle 7%

WHO RECYCLES Responder 61%

IN HOUSEHOLD Responder's Partner 57%

 Responder's Child(ren) 17%

 Responder's Grandchild(ren) 0.4%

 Carer 0.4%

 Other Adult(s) 8%

ß Given that they completed the questionnaire, it is perhaps

surprising that only 61% of responders said that they

recycled in their household. However, this could be due to

the question being slightly ambiguous in this respect.

ß 57% said that their partner helped recycle and 17% said that

their child(ren) helped with recycling.

Q17 � Number of Responses 472

  Retired 41%

EMPLOYMENT Student  1%

STATUS OF  Full-Time Working 32%

RESPONDER  Part-time working 16%

  Unemployed 4%

  Other  6%

ß 41% of responders are retired and 32% in full-time

employment.

Q18 � Number of Responses 373

  A 18%

SOCIAL CLASS B  38%

OF HOUSEHOLD C1 (non-manual)  18%

(from occupation of C2 (manual)  19%

main income earner) D  5%

  E  2%

ß Responders included a range of social classes, as identified

by the occupation of the main income earner, with a high

proportion of A and Bs (56%).

ß The response rate for this question was low at 78% (373 of

478).
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Q19 � Number of Responses 367

  £0-7,499  18%

ANNUAL HOUSEHOLD £7,500-14,999  23%

INCOME  £15,000-24,999  23%

  £25,000-34,999 18%

  £35,000-44,999  9%

  Over £45,000  9%

ß Responders also included a range of income bands, with

23% having an annual household income of £7,500-24,999

and 23% an annual income of £15,000-24,999. These

responses reflect the high number of retired responders.

ß This question received the lowest response rate for the
survey at 77% (367 of 478).

Q20 � Number of Responses 465

  Owner Occupied  84%

OWNERSHIP OF HOME Council Rented 10%

  Private Rented  4%

  Housing Association 2%

  Other  0%

ß 84% of responders own and occupy their homes.

Having reviewed the overall findings of the survey for all respondents, a greater understanding of area and group specific issues as well as the characteristics

of recycling and non-recycling households can be gained by considering selected responses for specific groups of responders. Selected data sets for the

specific groups considered are given in Appendix 7 and the key findings from these are highlighted below.

KEY FINDINGS BY COLLECTION AREA

ß Brislington (34%) and Greenbank (36%) respondents reported the highest levels of home composting for garden waste (overall average for all areas was

25%).
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ß 70% of non-recyclers in Brislington said the reason they did not participate was because they did not have a Black Box, although 30% also said they had

nowhere to keep a box (nearly 4 times more than in other areas). These results could be influenced by the small sample size, as only 10 non-recyclers in

Brislington returned the questionnaire.

ß More recyclers in Greenbank (33%) and Hartcliffe (26%) had problems with some materials not being collected than in other areas (average of 21%

overall).

ß More responders in Brislington said they received a leaflet within the last month (60% compared to 23% overall), confirming that their leaflets were

delivered a couple of weeks before the survey forms were distributed. Although Eastfield, which was leafleted only 4 days earlier, did not match the

Brislington response. Overall, responders said they had received a leaflet within the last 6 months (55%) or last 6-12 months (23%).

ß The number of respondents saying that most people recycled in their areas matched the trend in monitored participation rates, indicating that people have

a good idea of the support for recycling in their areas.

ß Concern about dog fouling and litter was greatest in Brislington (1.2 on a scale from 1 to 5 compared to a score of 1.4 overall from all respondents).

ß Hartcliffe respondents (3.4 on scale from 1 to 5) had a close to neutral response to the statement that recycling has few benefits, whereas respondents in

other areas (4.1 overall) more strongly disagreed with this statement. However, Hartcliffe respondents (1.3) agreed more strongly than those in other

areas that 'recycling creates local jobs', indicating this may be a more important issue in this area than others.

ß Greenbank respondents (15%) were more than twice as likely as others to have lived in their neighbourhood for less than a year. The proportion of

households with children was also higher in Greenbank than in other areas (44% compared to 31% overall). The age profile of Greenbank responders

was much younger than for other areas and the number of retired respondents in Greenbank was far lower than in other areas (11% compared to 41%

overall). More students also responded from Greenbank than from other areas (4% compared to 1% overall).

ß Hartcliffe had the highest number of retired respondents (60%) and the highest number who were unemployed (10% compared to 4% overall).

ß Bell Barn had the highest proportion of households in social classes A and B (90%) and Hartcliffe the highest number in social classes C2, D and E (76%).

ß Most respondents in all areas were owner-occupiers, but Hartcliffe also had a high proportion in Council rented housing (40% compared to 10% overall).

Greenbank had the highest proportion of responders living in privately rented accommodation (13% compared to 4% overall).
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FURTHER SOCIO-ECONOMIC COMPARISON OF MONITORED AREAS

The table below shows the survey results on annual household income and social class for each monitored area.

Following a similar method to that adopted for area Council Tax band scores, a combined rating has been calculated for each area by allocating sequential

numbers to each group of responses (1 for £0-7,499 to 6 for £45,000 or over and 1 for A to 6 for E) and then calculating the average score for each area,

which are shown as income and class ratings in the table.

Eastfield again has the second highest set of ratings behind Bell Barn and Hartcliffe the lowest ratings. However, Greenbank's ratings on both income and

class are slightly higher than those for Brislington, demonstrating the difficulties of accurately making these comparisons. The Council Tax band comparison is

likely to be the most reliable method of comparing the socio-economic status of each area as it consists of a larger complete data set and does not rely on

self-reporting which gives a bias in results to those that respond.

Bell Barn Eastfield Brislington Greenbank Hartcliffe

 £0 - 7,499 12% 6% 22% 13% 46%

ANNUAL £7,500 - 14,999 9% 25% 26% 25% 33%

HOUSEHOLD £15,000 - 24,999 23% 26% 26% 27% 13%

INCOME £25,000 - 34,999 21% 18% 19% 22% 6%

 £35,000 - 44,999 17% 9% 5% 9% 2%

 £45,000 or over 18% 15% 2% 3% 0%

 INCOME RATING 3.78 3.45 2.64 2.97 1.84

 A 35% 30% 2% 6% 2%

SOCIAL B 55% 33% 33% 49% 11%

CLASS C1 (non-manual) 7% 22% 39% 12% 11%

SOCIAL C2 (manual) 0% 11% 20% 25% 52%

 CLASS D 1% 1% 5% 6% 18%

 E 1% 3% 2% 2% 5%

CLASS RATING 5.20 4.69 4.02 4.20 3.11
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KEY FINDINGS BY COUNCIL TAX BAND

ß Survey responses by Council Tax band did not always show a consistent pattern on recycling issues as property values increase and these may also

reflect variations in structures of households (age, number of occupants, etc) across each band. Survey results by Council Tax band are shown in

Appendix 7.

ß The reported recycling of paper and glass increased with property values but the same pattern was not apparent for cans, with drinks cans most recycled

by band B properties followed by those in band E, F and G and food cans most recycled by band A and B properties.

ß Band A properties were most likely to suggest lids should be provided for boxes (46%) and band E, F and G properties least likely to suggest this (26%

compared to 35% overall).

ß Households experiencing problems with some materials not being collected decreased with property values whilst households saying they were unsure

what materials to put out increased with property values.

ß Households living in properties with higher tax bands were slightly more concerned about boxes being returned untidily whilst those in lower tax bands

were slightly more concerned about boxes getting dirty.

ß Owner-occupation and rented homes showed clear trends with Council Tax band with owner-occupation increasing and renting decreasing as property

values increased.

KEY FINDINGS BY WHETHER OR NOT HOUSEHOLDS RECYCLE (MONITORED & REPORTED)

ß Non-recycling respondents from participation monitoring do not completely overlap with respondents that report that they do not recycle. 6% of

respondents observed not to recycle (in 4-week monitoring period) reported that they recycle once every month and 43% say that they recycle every week

or two weeks! This is a surprisingly large gap between reported and observed recycling behaviour. However, in other respects the responses to survey

questions of the recycling and non-recycling groups follow a similar pattern so it may still be possible to draw some conclusions on the differences

between these groups of households.
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ß Non-recyclers were less likely to believe most people in their neighbourhood recycled (26% & 15% compared to 39% overall). More non-recyclers said

that they did not know how many of their neighbours recycled (29% & 32% compared to 20%) or that few or none recycled (8% & 11% compared to 6%).

ß Non-recycling households are less concerned about throwing out waste that can be recycled (2.2 & 2.4 compared to a score of 1.8 overall from all

respondents on a scale from 1 to 5).

ß Non-recycling respondents agree less with statements about recycling waste making a difference and doing our bit by recycling. They also disagree less

with the statement that recycling has few benefits (3.9 & 3.8 compared to 4.1 overall). However, 56% of non-recyclers (49) still indicated that they were

concerned about 'throwing out waste that could be recycled' and only 15% (13) agreed that 'recycling has few benefits'.

ß Non-recycling households identify a similar range of methods for encouraging recycling to recyclers, but more non-recyclers suggest information should

be provided, especially on what happens to rubbish collected for disposal (34% & 40% compared to 29% overall) and how much is collected for recycling

(28% & 27% compared to 21% overall). Non-recyclers give less support for refuse charging (18% & 16% compared to 26% overall) and for tours of local

waste sites (5% compared to 12% overall).

ß Non-recyclers are more likely to have lived in their neighbourhood for less than a year (14% compared to 8% overall). The age profile of non-recyclers is

also slightly younger than for recycling households, with more in the 16-34 age group (30% & 26% compared to 18% overall) and less over 75 (9% & 12%

compared 15% overall).

ß Non-recycling households are more likely to have children (41% & 42%) than recycling households (30%).

ß Non-recycling households are less likely to be retired (23% & 34%) than recycling households (44% & 42%) and non-recycling respondents are a bit more

likely to be working full-time (39% & 32% compared to 32% overall) and more likely to be unemployed (10% & 11% compared to 4% overall).

ß Non-recycling households are less likely to be in Social Classes A & B (48% & 39%) than recycling households (57% & 58%) and more likely to be in

Social Classes D & E (13% & 21% compared to 8% overall).

ß The annual household income of non-recyclers is more likely to be less than £7,500 (21% & 28% compared to 18% overall), despite there being less

retired respondents amongst the non-recyclers.

ß More non-recycler households live in rented accommodation (32% & 26%) than recyclers (11% & 12%).
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KEY FINDINGS BY LOW & HIGH RECYCLING HOUSEHOLDS (MONITORED & REPORTED)

ß Some of the differences between low and high recycling households are similar to those between non and recycling households except that they are not

as great. However, some of the differences are completely different, especially with regard to household characteristics.

ß Again there is not a good overlap between the low and high recycling households when grouped by the results of participation monitoring and the reported

levels of recycling from the survey, but the trends between these groups still follow a similar pattern.

ß The attitude and encouragement for recycling responses follow the same trends as the difference between non recyclers and recyclers, except that the

difference between low and high recycling groups is not as great.

ß The age profiles and the proportion of households with children are similar for both low and high recyclers, so these are not differences between the two

groups. However, there are more single adult households without children in the low recycling groups (26% & 32% compared to 18% & 19% for high

recyclers). These single person households may recycle less because they produce less recyclable waste.

ß Low recycling households are slightly less likely to be retired (38% & 30%) than high recycling households (48% & 43%) and low recycling respondents

are more likely to be working full-time (36% & 44% compared to 32% overall), but are not more likely to be unemployed.

ß The social class trends for social class between low and high recyclers are more-or-less the opposite of those between non-recyclers and recycler. Low

recycling households are more likely to be in Social Classes A & B (64% & 68%) than high recyclers (53% & 57%).

ß Similarly for annual household income, low recyclers are more likely to have an income of more than £35,000 (21% & 33%) than high recyclers (16% &

17%).

KEY FINDINGS BY OTHER HOUSEHOLD CHARACTERISTICS

a) Gender Differences

ß Male responders were slightly more likely to suggest information should be provided on what can be recycled to encourage recycling (72% compared to

59% for females).
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ß Other gender differences were that female responders had a younger age profile, had a higher proportion of part-time workers and lower annual

household incomes.

b) Age Differences

ß Recycling and home composting levels rise with age group from 16-34 to 60-74 and then fall slightly for the over 75 age group. Recycling and home

composting levels for the 35-44 and 45-59 year old groups are similar and the highest levels are achieved by responders aged 60-74.

ß 33% of 16-34 year olds had lived in their neighbourhoods for less than a year (compared to less than 5% of all other age groups). This group also had a

slightly higher proportion of female responders (79% compared to 65% overall for all responders). Slightly higher proportions of male responders were

aged 60-74 and over 75.

ß Not surprisingly, younger age groups were more likely to be in full or part time employment (over 70%) and those aged 60 and over were mostly retired.

ß The older age groups had the lowest annual household incomes with 25% of those aged 60-74 and 50% of those over 75 having incomes under £7,500.

c) The Influence of Children and Single Adult Households

ß Households with children aged 0-4 were slightly more likely to be non-recyclers (22% with two or more adults and 32% with single adults compared to

18% or less for other households with older children and 19% or less for households without children).

ß Amongst non-recyclers, households with children were more likely to say not having a Black Box was one of the main reasons they did not recycle (over

40% compared to under 30% for households without children). Households with two or more adults and children were the least likely to say lack of waste

was the main reason they did not recycle (12% compared to 19-21% for other households).

ß 

ß Amongst recyclers, households with children were 17-19% more likely to say that the Black Box is too small. 12-14% more households with children also

suggested that two or more boxes should be provided.

ß Households with children appeared no more likely to agree with the statement that 'waste throws away our children's future'.
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ß Single adult households with children were keener than others on a prize draw to encourage recycling (32% compared to 22% overall).

ß 22% of recycling single adult households with children said that their children recycled and 42% of households with two or more adults and children. Not

surprisingly, children aged 5-15 were more likely to recycle than those aged 0-4 (50% compared to 22%).

ß There was a high proportion of low income households amongst single adult households with and without children (23% & 33% compared to 14% or less

for other households). There was a high proportion of high income households amongst households with children, both those with single adults and two or

more adults (26% & 25% with annual incomes over £35,000 compared to 18% or less for other households).

KEY FINDINGS BY ATTITUDES

ß 20 responders (4%) said they were not concerned about 'throwing out waste that could be recycled' (score of 4 or 5). Of these, 50% were monitored to be

recyclers and by their responses 55% identified themselves as recyclers.

ß 210 responders (44%) said they were very concerned (score of 1) about 'throwing out waste that could be recycled'. However, 12% of these were

monitored to be non-recyclers and 8% could be identified from their survey responses as potential non-recyclers.

ß 58 responders (12%) agreed that 'recycling has few benefits' (score of 1 or 2), but only 10% of these were monitored as non-recyclers and 15% identified

from their survey responses as potential non-recyclers.

These findings demonstrate that attitude responses are not an accurate indicator of a households recycling behaviour.

STATISTICALLY SIGNIFICANT FACTORS

To test the statistical significance of variation in recycling participation with different household characteristics or factors, a chi square test was used to

compare the participation results of each factors with those for all households without this characteristic or factor. Using this method, factors with chi square

values more than 3.84 are statistically significant with a confidence level of 95% and those with values above 2.71 are statistically significant with a lower

confidence level of 90%, so that in the latter case we can be 90% certain that the factor tested is statistically significant and not just the result of a normal

random distribution of frequency results for the size of sample measured. Further details are given in Appendix 1 on research methods.
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The results of chi square tests on factors that appeared from the survey results to be associated with higher levels of recycling participation are shown in the

table below. Factors shown in inverted text are statistically significant at the 95% confidence level and those in grey boxes at the lower 90% confidence level.

HIGHER RECYCLING PARTICIPATION FACTORS Sub-Sample
Size

PARTICIPATION
RATE

CHI SQUARE
VALUE

PARTICIPATION
INCREASE

Q20 Owner Occupier 389 86% 21.71 22%

Q17 Retired 191 90% 13.65 14%

Q12 Lived in Area over 2 years 410 84% 9.59 16%

Q14 Responder Aged 60-74 119 88% 3.85 9%

Council Tax Bands E, F, G, H 91 89% 3.35 9%

Q18 Social Class A & B 208 86% 3.09 7%

Q15 2+ Adults with no Children 229 85% 2.90 6%

Q14 Responder Aged 75+ 71 89% 2.17 8%

Q17 Part-time Working 77 87% 1.28 6%

Q13 Female Responder 302 83% 0.73 4%

Q18 Social Class C1 & C2 136 83% 0.11 2%

Q19 Annual Income under £14,999 151 83% 0.06 1%

Council Tax Bands C, D 143 83% 0.02 1%

Q15 Households with Children Aged 5-15 68 82% 0.00 1%

Also shown are recycling participation rates for households with these characteristics together with the difference (increase or decrease) from the participation

rates for all other responding households. It should be noted that these factors are only associated with higher levels of recycling participation

and it is not the case that all households with these characteristics recycle and all those without do not. Also the participation rates should not be interpreted

as a statistically accurate measurement as this is not the function of the chi square test and, as has already been noted, the survey responses were bias

towards households that recycle.
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The table below shows the results of chi square tests on factors which appeared to be associated with lower levels of recycling participation.

LOWER RECYCLING PARTICIPATION FACTORS Sub-Sample
Size

PARTICIPATION
RATE

CHI SQUARE
VALUE

PARTICIPATION
DECREASE

Q20 Rented or Other 76 64% 16.86 21%

Q12 Lived in Area less than 6 months 21 52% 10.78 31%

Q14 Responder Aged 16-34 85 69% 9.67 15%

Q17 Unemployed 18 56% 6.92 27%

Q15 Households with Children Aged 0-4 67 73% 3.28 10%

Q15 Single Adult with Children 50 72% 2.90 11%

Q17 Full-time Working 152 78% 1.51 5%

Q13 Male Responder 165 79% 1.24 5%

Q18 Social Class D & E 29 72% 1.22 10%

Council Tax Bands A, B 241 80% 1.21 4%

Q12 Lived in Area 6 months - 2 years 43 77% 0.48 6%

Q14 Responder Aged 35-59 198 81% 0.12 2%

Q19 Annual Income £15,000-34,999 150 81% 0.09 2%

Q15 2+ Adults with Children 97 80% 0.06 2%

Q15 Single Adult with no Children 99 81% 0.02 1%

Q19 Annual Income over £35,000 67 81% 0.01 1%

As shown in the tables, household characteristics that were found to be strongly associated with higher levels of recycling participation were:

ß Owner occupiers;

ß Retired responders;

ß Householders who had lived in the area for over 2 years;

ß Responders aged 60-74.
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Factors associated with higher levels of recycling participation at a lower level of statistical confidence were:

ß Responders living in houses valued in Council Tax Bands E (£88,001-£120,000), F, G & H (over £320,000);

ß Households whose main income earner is in Social Classes A & B;

ß Households with two or more adults and without children.

Household characteristics that were found to be strongly associated with lower levels of recycling participation were:

ß Households living in rented (Council, private or Housing Association) or other forms of non-owner occupier accommodation;

ß Householders who had lived in the area for less than 6 months;

ß Responder Aged 16-34;

ß Responders who were unemployed.

Factors associated with lower levels of recycling participation at a lower level of statistical confidence were:

ß Households with children aged 0-4;

ß Single adult households with children.

A strong statistical association has already been found between Council Tax band and recycling participation frequency, but this was less evident in the

analysis of the results from the survey. Only higher Council Tax bands (E-H) were found to be significantly associated with higher recycling participation at the

lower 90% confidence level. This seems to contradict the very high levels of association found when analysing the results of participation monitoring.

The reason for Council Tax bands not appearing to be a highly significant factor when analysing the survey results is that the survey sample is much smaller

(478 households) than that for participation monitoring (2,503 households) and the survey returns were bias towards recyclers which was not an issue with

participation monitoring, as this relied on observing the behaviour of all households in the sample and not just recording the responses of those deciding to

return the survey form.

The chi square values obtained by analysing the results from all households covered by participation monitoring and all those returning the survey are shown

in the following table. The chi square values for the participation monitoring data shows that the association between Council Tax bands and participation

frequency is highly significant at the 95% confidence level. Indeed these values are statistically significant at the 99% confidence level (chi square value

higher than 6.63).
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COUNCIL TAX BAND & RECYCLING PARTICIPATION Sub-Sample
Size

PARTICIPATION
RATE

CHI SQUARE
VALUE

PARTICIPATION
DIFFERENCE

Council Tax Bands A, B 1386 43% 168.92 26% LESS

Council Tax Bands C, D 707 65% 45.85 15% MOREMONITORING

Council Tax Bands E, F, G, H 411 76% 91.96 26% MORE

Council Tax Bands A, B 241 80% 1.21 4% LESS

Council Tax Bands C, D 143 83% 0.02 1% MORESURVEY RETURNS

Council Tax Bands E, F, G, H 91 89% 3.35 9% MORE

Chi square tests were also conducted to test the significance of characteristics of households putting out more than 50 Kg of refuse in the week that was

analysed. The results are shown in the table below. None of the values exceed the chi square values of statistical significance, even for confidence levels of

90%. However, this may be due to the small sample size and with refuse weight data collected for more households it is possible that some of these factors

would be found to be statistically significant.

>50 KG OF REFUSE IN WEEK & HOUSE FACTORS Sub-Sample
Size

HOUSEHOLDS
PUT OUT >50 KG

CHI SQUARE
VALUE

PUT OUT >50 KG
DIFFERENCE

Q17 Full-Time Working 41 15% 2.65 10% MORE

Q19 Income over £15,000 48 13% 1.44 7% MORE

Q14 Responder Aged 16-45 39 13% 1.12 7% MORE

Q17 Unemployed 9 22% 1.09 16% MORE

Monitor Non Recyclers 33 12% 0.51 6% MORE

Q15 2+ Adults with children 24 13% 0.30 6% MORE

Q20 Owner Occupier 104 9% 0.12 4% MORE

Q15 2+ Adults 60 8% 0.01 1% MORE
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CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS FOR INTERVENTIONS TO INCREASE RECYCLING PARTICIPATION

In this section, conclusions from the results of the monitoring and survey will be considered first and then, based on these findings, recommendations made

for interventions to increase use of the Black Box service in Bristol.

CONCLUSIONS FROM MONITORING AND SURVEY

Participation monitoring found that paper is the most commonly put out material for recycling in all areas, except Greenbank (whose residents, in comparison

to other areas, had a younger age profile and a higher proportion of households with children). Glass is the next most commonly recycled material across all

households monitored; although in Hartcliffe cans were the second most recycled material (compared to other areas, Hartcliffe had a higher proportion of

retired and unemployed responders and lower property values, lower household incomes and more households from lower social classes).

Waste analysis of households frequently putting out for recycling (at least twice in 4-weeks) found that their refuse had a low recyclables content by weight, so

confirming that these households do recycle most of the waste materials that can be accepted by the Black Box service. But households that recycle less

frequently (once in 4-week monitoring period) put out refuse with a recyclable content similar to those not recycling.

Another important finding from the waste analysis is that the total recyclable content of waste arising from non-recycling households is about 50% less by

weight than for recycling households, suggesting one reason some of these households do not recycle is because they have less recyclable waste than

households that do recycle. The potential to increase the amount recycled was least for those that are already frequent or high recyclers and more-or-less

equal for those who are infrequent or low recyclers and those not recycling. As low recycling households are already making some effort, they may offer the

best opportunity on which to focus to increase overall recycling levels.

The waste analysis comparison between Eastfield (second highest area for property values of those monitored) and Hartcliffe (lowest property values)

indicates that Eastfield households produce more recyclables than those in Hartcliffe, with cans and plastic bottles arisings being similar but paper and glass

arisings being about 50% more in Eastfield.

Plastic bottles and cans are less commonly associated with recycling than paper and glass. Plastic bottles and cans also tend to be less easy to separate for

recycling, as cans need to be rinsed and, unless squashed, plastic bottles can soon fill a black Box. Therefore, of these four materials, the availability of

sufficient paper and/or glass may be an important prerequisite for recycling participation. On this reasoning, households producing less than average amounts

of paper and glass may be less inclined to recycle and, therefore, it is important to find methods that will encourage or motivate these households to recycle.
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A strong association was found between the Council Tax band of households and their recycling participation, with the number of recycling households

increasing with property values, as indicated by their Council Tax band. Starting with a participation rate of 31% for households living in Band A properties, the

trend found was for recycling participation to increase by about 8% with each step up in Council Tax Band. 80% of households in Band F, G and H properties

were found to be regular recyclers.

Paper, glass and plastic bottles recycling were found to increase with property values, as indicated by Council Tax Band, whereas can recycling only

increased slightly with household property values. This appears to confirm the waste analysis finding that many households in less affluent areas consume

and therefore recycle less paper and glass. The level of plastics recycling may have been affected by the fact that this was newly introduced to only parts of

the monitored areas at the time of the participation survey.

The household survey found that the main reasons households gave for not recycling were not having a box (6% of all responders), finding it easier to throw

waste away (4%), not knowing about the recycling collections (4%) and not having enough waste (3%). The main problems identified by recyclers were the

box being too small, some materials not being collected, not being sure what materials to put out and full boxes being too heavy. The survey responses were

biased towards recyclers, with more than twice as many recycling households returning the survey as non-recyclers.

The main improvements suggested for the Black Box service were to provide a lid (about half of households use their boxes to store recyclables outside),

provide two or more boxes for those that need them and collect more materials (with most requests for plastic bottles and cardboard).

Overall, the survey found households were concerned about environmental issues, but that waste appeared to be of slightly less concern than other issues.

Most concern was registered about dog fouling and litter. Statements on waste and recycling which registered the highest levels of agreement were: 'it helps if

we all do our bit by recycling', 'recycling my waste makes a difference' and 'recycling saves landfill sites for rubbish from running out'. The responses of

recyclers and non-recyclers followed a similar pattern in terms of the relative levels of concern between different issues, but the non-recyclers were slightly

less concerned about waste and recycling issues. The attitudes of most non-recyclers were still supportive of recycling, which suggests that this is not a key

barrier to their recycling. It was also found that negative attitudes towards recycling held by a few responders were not preventing many of their households

from recycling. Therefore, it may not be necessary to change householders' attitudes to influence whether they recycle and the survey results suggests that for

most households this is not a key issue for encouraging recycling.

Information on what types of waste can be recycled and what happens to materials collected for recycling were identified by more than half the survey

responders as measures that would help or encourage them to recycle more. Information on the benefits of recycling was also suggested by 43% of all

responders. A prize draw for recyclers and charging non-recyclers for refuse collection were identified as effective methods by about a quarter of responders.

The balance of responses was similar for non-recyclers except that they were less supportive of charging non-recyclers. So, although there may not appear to
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be a need to promote attitude change amongst survey responders, there was interest in receiving more information, especially on practical issues such as

what materials can be recycled.

As most survey responders indicated support for recycling and knew about the Black Box service, there may be other factors that more strongly influence

whether a household recycles.

Since the literature review was undertaken for this study, the new National Waste Awareness Initiative has reported the results of their qualitative research

programme on 'effective and appropriate communication of national messages to encourage attitude change and actions on waste'. One of the key

conclusions from this research was that:

"... it is essential that those involved in creating waste awareness campaigns consider the world in which their audience lives and the contributing

factors that have created the current environment. Without the appreciation of the time poor culture of convenience affecting many people in the UK

there is little hope of creating appropriate means and messages to encourage consumers to take part in the reduction and recycling of waste. At a

practical level this translates into providing local, convenient facilities, information and literature which can be quickly digested and which stresses

the ease with which people can participate in the process".6

Convenience is likely to be a significant factor affecting whether a household recycles and it's influence is likely to vary with the characteristics or lifestyle of

different households.

In addition to property values, household characteristics that were found from the survey to be statistically associated with higher levels of recycling

participation were:

ß Owner occupiers;

ß Retired responders;

ß Householders who had lived in the area for over 2 years;

ß Responders aged 60-74.

ß Households whose main income earner is in Social Classes A & B;

ß Households with two or more adults and without children.

Household characteristics that were found to be associated with lower levels of recycling participation were:

                                                  
6 Communicating Rubbish - Waste Watch Review, Spring 2001; Issue 12
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ß Households living in rented (Council, private or Housing Association) or other forms of non-owner occupier accommodation;

ß Householders who had lived in the area for less than 6 months;

ß Responder Aged 16-34;

ß Responders who were unemployed.

ß Households with children aged 0-4;

ß Single adult households with children.

It is important to realise that all households with these characteristics do not either recycle or not recycle and that there are recyclers amongst all these

groupings, but the number of households recycling (their participation rate) is higher with some of these characteristics than with others. So for instance, 31%

of households living in Council Tax Band A properties recycle and this rises to 80% for those living in Tax Band F, G and H properties.

Hartcliffe contained the highest proportion of retired responders (associated with high recycling participation) but was also the area with the lowest recycling

levels. As Hartcliffe had the lowest property values and the highest number of households with low incomes and in lower social classes, this suggests that

these factors are more strongly associated with recycling participation and that the age of adult householders is a significant secondary factor. As suggested

by the waste analysis, one lifestyle issue that may explain this effect is that lower income households produce less recyclable waste, and especially less paper

and glass, than higher income households living in more affluent areas.

Another lifestyle issue associated with low levels of recycling is the length of time householders have lived in their neighbourhood. Except in areas of new

housing, this is likely to reflect an on-going trend with a regular turnover of people living in the area, especially in rented accommodation. These residents may

not have been left a Black Box by the previous occupants and are less likely to be aware of the recycling service. They may also be less committed to being

involved in the local community if they are not planning to stay in the area for more than a year or so.

Households with young children (0-4) were also found to be associated with lower levels of recycling. These householders are likely to live busy lives and

have many demands on their time, not least from young children (to whom they may wish to restrict access to waste materials being kept separate for

recycling).

Household characteristics found to be most associated with higher levels of recycling were those related to stable lifestyles: owner-occupation, retirement

and having lived in the area for more than two years. In areas where most households have some of these characteristics, it is likely to be easier to maintain

high levels of recycling participation.
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In areas with less settled households, it is likely to be more important to continually reinforce recycling messages and ensure that it is convenient for residents

to use the recycling collection service with the minimum amount of effort.

RECOMMENDATIONS FOR INTERVENTIONS TO INCREASE RECYCLING PARTICIPATION

Recommendations for increasing recycling participation in Bristol have been prepared by using the study findings and adopting the approach advocated by

McKenzie-Mohr and Smith7 for encouraging sustainable behaviour through community-based social marketing. This approach is based on achieving

behaviour change by removing barriers to an activity while simultaneously enhancing it’s benefits and by using tools delivered at the community level which

have been demonstrated to be effective by social science research.

Potential barriers to recycling participation by some households identified by this study are:

ß Lower than average arisings of recyclables, especially for paper and glass. This factor was associated with variation in property values, which was also

demonstrated to be strongly associated with variation in recycling participation.

ß Not having a Black Box.

ß Refuse collection being more convenient than separating waste for recycling.

ß Not knowing about the recycling service.

ß The Black Box being too small.

ß Rejected materials being left in the Black Box.

ß Not knowing what materials are accepted for recycling.

ß Full boxes being too heavy.

ß Lids not being provided with the Black Boxes.

ß Only one box being provided to each household.

ß Lifestyles that are unsettled or under pressure, such as living in an area for a short period or having very young children or babies.

The focus groups may have been as useful as the survey in identifying motivations for recycling participation, with the main benefits identified being:

ß Contributing to the community and acting responsibly (making a difference, doing your bit, saving landfill, creating local jobs).

ß Protecting the environment (saving trees and natural resources, avoiding waste pollution).

The benefits identified for recycling do not apply directly to the householder instead they arise indirectly by benefiting the environment or the community.

Discussions at the focus groups appeared to confirm that motivations for recycling were often related to acting as a responsible citizen and because it was a

                                                  
7 Fostering Sustainable Behaviour: An Introduction to Community-Based Social Marketing (1999); Doug McKenzie-Mohr & William Smith, New Society Publishers, Canada.
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good thing to do. This suggests that if an individual's contribution is going to be worthwhile, they may also need to feel that others in the community are

contributing, such as their neighbours and those providing the recycling service (Resourcesaver, SITA and the Council).

If householders are to recycle, the perceived benefits of recycling need to exceed the barriers to doing so. To change the behaviour of non-recyclers the

balance between the benefits and barriers to recycling needs to be changed for these households. This can be achieved by increasing the benefits,

decreasing the barriers or by a combination of both actions.

Methods for decreasing the barriers to recycling identified in this study are:

ß Making it easy to order Black Boxes, especially in areas where there is a high turnover of residents.

ß Regularly promoting the availability of the recycling service and how easy it is to participate. In areas with lower property values (where households may

have less paper and glass to recycle) use promotion messages that encourage everyone to feel their contribution is worthwhile and wanted.

ß Providing lids for boxes that enable recyclables to be stored securely inside or outside the home.

ß When materials need to be rejected ensuring that a polite and apologetic note is left, which cannot be missed by the householder and explains why the

material was not taken and what materials are accepted.

ß Providing information on what materials are accepted for recycling at times when it is likely to be of most use and interest to householders.

ß Offering the choice of a smaller box to those that may find the standard size too heavy when full. Suitable baskets with fold-up handles are available,

which have been used successfully in other areas and proven to be popular amongst the elderly and those living in flats with stairs.

ß Providing second boxes to households who can demonstrate that one is not sufficient or the choice of a larger replacement box.

Methods for increasing benefits are:

ß Selecting examples of significant benefits that arise from recycling and communicating these effectively.

ß In lower-income areas, promoting the value of recycling small quantities of waste and the idea that recycling is worthwhile even if there are only a few

cans and papers to put out.

Another method of changing the balance between benefits and barriers is to increase the barriers to the behaviour to be discouraged, which in this case is

putting recyclables out with the refuse. Methods adopted by some local authorities include:

ß Restrictions on the acceptance of side waste.

ß Providing smaller replacement wheeled bins.

ß Making refuse collections less frequent, possibly by alternating with collections of organic wastes for composting.
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ß Introducing mandatory recycling by having a rejection policy of returning refuse bins unemptied if they were seen to clearly contain recyclables - a very

polite explanatory note would also need to be left with guidance on the need for it to be sorted and, if necessary, how to make a special arrangement for

its collection.

McKenzie-Mohr and Smith suggest a number of 'tools' that have been found to be effective in changing behaviour. These are community-based and

frequently involve personal contact because research indicates that people are most likely to change certain behaviours in response to direct appeals or social

support from others (1999, p. 16). These tools include:

ß Gaining a commitment from an individual that they will try a new activity. Once they have agreed to a small request, they are more likely to consider a

related activity that requires a greater commitment.

ß Prompts to provide a reminder to carry out an activity that may be forgotten.

ß Building social or community norms which support people engaging in sustainable behaviour.

Recommendations for how these tools could be applied to recycling participation are as follows:

ß When the Black Box service is introduced to an area, the boxes and leaflets should be personally delivered to as many householders as possible who are

then asked if they would use the box for recycling. This delivery method may be more time-consuming than simply leaving the boxes at every house, but

the extra effort may be repaid in the long term by gaining higher participation levels. It is important that the commitment gained is voluntarily given and that

boxes are not simply forced on householders who are not interested. The commitment gained by this method may be increased by also doing one or more

of the following:

- Delivering a leaflet about the service in advance of the Black Box delivery;

- Asking the householder to sign for the recycling box, as written commitments have been found to be more effective than verbal ones.

- When delivering the box saying that a call back will be made after the first collections to see if the householder has any problems with the service;

ß Similar procedures to those described above could be used to reintroduce the Black Box service in areas with low participation. Households could be first

asked if they have a Black Box. Those without could then be offered a box and asked if they would use it for recycling. Those with boxes could be politely

asked if they would use it as much as possible to support efforts being made in the area to reduce waste being thrown away and buried. Any problems

reported with the service should be noted and addressed.

ß Prompts to recycle could be given by providing a sticker for the inside of refuse bin lids which remind householders what materials can be recycled and

how to obtain a Black Box. These prompts could be stuck on all bins on refuse collection day or stuck on at the same time that Black Boxes are first

provided. Prompt stickers may be an effective way of encouraging infrequent or low recyclers to recycle more. Attractive fridge magnets may also perform

the same function. In areas with low participation, householders could be asked to put stickers on their boxes (listing materials accepted), as the first step

to hopefully gaining their long term commitment to recycle.
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ß The best way of ensuring that recycling is seen as a normal activity that is supported by most people is for lots of Black Boxes to be visible on collection

days. It may be possible to build this impression in areas where low participation may be expected by trying to personally deliver as many boxes as

possible and gaining a commitment for their use. Then only leaving boxes at houses where no-one was at home after the first or second collection, so that

those initially without a box have already gained an impression that many people in their area are using the boxes. This method is likely to be most

effective if more than half the houses in each neighbourhood have boxes delivered before the first collection day.

These methods for encouraging recycling participation are only likely to be effective if any significant barriers to this participation are first removed and the

service provided with high standards of customer care. Some of the techniques will prove more successful than others and it would be worth testing and

evaluating several of these ideas in comparable areas first.

Further details on how these techniques work and case studies on their effectiveness (from America and Canada) are given in McKenzie-Moir and Smith's

book, Fostering Sustainable Behaviour, which is distributed in the UK by Jon Carpenter Publishing, Charlbury, Oxfordshire (Tel/Fax: 01608 811969).

Good communication is also an essential element of the social-marketing approach. McKenzie-Mohr and Smith (1999, pp 82-101 & 156-158) suggest that

effective communication can be achieved by:

- Using captivating information.

- Knowing your audience.

- Using a credible source.

- Correctly framing your message.

- Carefully considering whether to use threatening messages.

- Deciding on a one-sided versus two-sided message.

- Making your message easy to remember.

- Providing personal or community goals.

- Emphasising personal contact.

- Providing feedback.

McKenzie-Mohr and Smith (1999, pp 103-115) also consider the use of incentives, such as variable charging for refuse collection, which can provide the

motivation to start or enhance the performance of a sustainable behaviour.

Some of the recommendations made for removing barriers to recycling participation have already been implemented in Bristol, but further development of their

implementation may be needed. Adoption of the tools recommended for achieving behaviour change amongst non and low recyclers will depend on
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the availability of resources and the commitment of waste managers in Bristol to testing these techniques.

It is very important to be aware that identifying barriers and completing the strategy development stage still only represents the first two steps of the four

involved in the community-based social marketing approach advocated by McKenzie-Mohr and Smith. The next steps are to test and evaluate the behaviour

change strategies before implementing successful techniques on a larger scale.

The Black Box service has already been proven to be very successful in many parts of Bristol and has been regularly used by many households. The goal

now should be to achieve similar levels of support throughout the City.
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 RECOMMENDATIONS FOR FUTURE RESEARCH

The first recommendation for further research is to test and evaluate some of the ideas suggested for increasing recycling participation in the previous section.

It is important that when new and innovative techniques to promote recycling are tried that proper thought is also put into monitoring and evaluating their

success. The budget and resources required can be fairly modest, especially in comparison to the cost of implementing new initiatives on a large scale, and

the results can be invaluable for properly understanding success factors and for effectively implementing new schemes.

The research for this study combined monitoring data from a number of different sources, which are often only used separately, and collected as much data

as possible at the household level, given the resources available. The results obtained have proven the value of this approach, especially for combining

observational data from participation monitoring and waste analysis with Council Tax band records and self-completed questionnaire data.

For future studies of this type, improvements to the methods used for this study that can be suggested include:

a) Weigh recyclables put out by individual households as well as their refuse, which should be undertaken over 4-6 weeks to capture households that only put

out recyclables once a month or less. It should be possible to weigh the main recyclables at the kerbside using suspended scales. This information should

allow a lot more to be understood about the differences in the quantities recycled between low and high recyclers.

b) Do not repeat the simple visual inspection of refuse for recyclables as this provided little useful information.

c) If funds allow, use larger sample sizes for waste analysis and collect information on more categories than just the main recyclables. For this study, it would

have been particularly interesting to know more about the differences in waste composition between Eastfield and Hartcliffe households, as Eastfield

households produced more recyclables but overall bin waste arisings where slightly higher in Hartcliffe.

d) Try to obtain a higher response rate for the survey and, in particular, less bias towards recyclers in the responses received. Telephone or doorstep

interviews should lead to a better response profile. For this study, it had been hoped to undertake more doorstep or telephone interviews to follow-up non-

responders to the postal survey, but unfortunately the resources for this were not available.
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APPENDIX 1.

RESEARCH METHODS

The research methods adopted for this study are outlined in section 1. Further details on specific research elements are given in this appendix.

The study was constrained by the funding and resources available at each stage and consequently the coverage of each of the research activities was the

minimum thought to be necessary to obtain reliable results.

PARTICIPATION MONITORING

The participation monitoring programme in Bristol has been previously described and reported8. The monitoring for this study was undertaken as part of this

programme. A monitoring worker travelled with the collection teams on the rounds monitored for a continuous 4-week period. A handheld computer with

databases listing all houses in the monitored areas was used to record which houses put out paper, glass, cans or plastics on each collection. This data was

transferred to a purpose-designed database on a desktop computer for analysis.

The method used in this study for identifying low and high recyclers by whether households put out once (low) or more (high) during the 4-week monitoring

period will provide a rough guide to the extent to which households recycle, as some high recyclers may only put their recyclables out about once a month and

some low recyclers could put out small quantities twice or more a month. Nevertheless, the results obtained by using this distinction suggest there is some

validity to this method.

RECYCLING ROUND MONITORING

Quantities collected on the monitored parts of the recycling collection rounds were measured by recording the volumes of each material in separate vehicle

cages and then converted to weights using a method established for this by Resourcesaver.

                                                  
8 Household Kerbside Recycling Participation in Bristol (October 1999) - Colin Cummings, The Recycling Consortium and Household Kerbside Recycling Participation in Bristol:
Second Report (April 2000) - Colin Cummings, The Recycling Consortium
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FOCUS GROUPS AND HOME INTERVIEWS

Brislington and Hartcliffe were selected to run two focus groups of recyclers and non-recyclers in each area. These areas were chosen because both seemed

to present specific issues regarding recycling participation. Participation was lowest of the 5 monitored areas in Hartcliffe and participation in Brislington was

lower than expected from its deprivation band. Recycling and non-recycling households were identified from previous participation monitoring undertaken in

March 2000.

A systematic sample was selected from the complete list of households in each area with the intention of gaining positive responses from 12-15 people invited

to attend.

The focus groups were held early evening during the week and on a weekend afternoon in August and early September 2000 with a local school used as the

venue in Hartcliffe and a meeting room at a public house in Brislington. Guidance notes were prepared for the moderators (Kate Thomas and David Mansell)

and all sessions were videoed to record all that was said.

For the first focus group, attendees were paid £5. This proved to be too small a payment to guarantee that sufficient of those invited and agreeing to attend

actually made the effort to do so. For subsequent groups, £20 was paid to each invited attendee which proved sufficient to guarantee a high attendance level.

In addition, home interviews were held with some householders who could not attend the focus group but who were willing to be interviewed at home.

Both the home interviews and focus groups sought to gain information on how people disposed of their waste and used (or not) their recycling and refuse

services. People were also asked questions to judge their level of awareness of waste issues and their attitudes towards waste and recycling. Specific aims

included trying to identify any barriers to householder recycling participation and differences between recycling and non-recycling households.

The information gained from the home interviews was not written-up but the interviewer reported that the results proved to be similar to those obtained from

the focus groups.

WASTE ANALYSIS AND REFUSE WEIGHING AND INSPECTION

Hartcliffe and Eastfield were selected for this part of the study. Hartcliffe was chosen because of the low recycling participation in the area and Eastfield
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because of its high recycling participation.

A systematic sample of 10 households in each of the three participation categories (non, low and high recyclers) were chosen in each area for analysis of the

refuse in their wheeled bins, which involved hand sorting and weighing the 4 main recyclables accepted by the Black Box service (paper, glass, cans and

plastic bottles, defined according to descriptions on promotion leaflets for the service). The refuse from each household was collected separately and taken to

one of Bristol's transfer stations for analysis with the recyclable content recorded by weight individually for each household in the sample.

A systematic sample of a further 40 households in each of the three recycling participation categories were chosen in each area for a quick visual inspection

of whether the 4 main recyclables were present in their refuse.

All 150 households selected for waste analysis or inspection in each area made up the sample for measurement of the total weight of refuse put out for

collection, which was measured for each house on the kerbside using a mobile set of scales.

This monitoring was undertaken on the 19 October 2000, which was a refuse collection day for both areas. Problems arose on the day in one street in both

areas, with the refuse collected before it could be analysed in one street in Eastfield and a fault developing with the scales, which prevented the final road

from being weighed and inspected in Hartcliffe. In both cases the analysis of the full sample was completed at the beginning of November 2000.

Arrangements had been agreed for substitutes to be selected if waste was not presented by any of the 300 households in the samples for both areas. In the

event, waste was not available from 28 of the households originally selected, so, as instructed, the analysis team substituted the next house for which refuse

was available.

HOUSEHOLD SURVEY

A sample size of 1,000 households was selected to be of sufficient size to be likely to provide statistically significant results for most of the variables to be

measured.

200 households were selected for the survey in each of the 5 monitored areas, with a systematic sampling method used in each to select households in equal

proportions from participation sub-groups of non-recyclers, low recyclers and high recyclers. As indicated in section 4, one of the sub-groups (low recyclers)

contained less than a third of the households surveyed, this is because there were insufficient low recyclers in some areas to make up a full sub-group

sample.
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Questionnaires were distributed by post with a freepost return envelope and covering letter to explain the purpose of the survey. To encourage the return of

questionnaires, the letter led on a prize draw, offering 3 prizes of £50, for which all responders would be entered.

The questionnaires were distributed at the beginning of November 2000 and by the end of the month 373 had been returned.

A reminder letter with another questionnaire and return envelope was sent out at the beginning of December 2000, which was also sent to 28 new households

that had been used as substitutes in the waste analysis (see above). In an attempt to obtain responses from most of the households in Eastfield and Hartcliffe

for which refuse had been weighed and inspected or analysed, doorstep interviews (using the same questionnaire) were conducted for some non-responding

households in these sub-samples. During December 2000 a further 105 survey forms were returned, giving a total return of 478 and a response rate of 46%.

The response rate for households in the waste analysis sub-samples was 50%.

Survey responses were entered into a computer database for analysis.

THE CHI SQUARE TEST

The chi square test compares whether there are statistically significant differences between sub-groups within a sample. In this study, chi square tests were

mainly used to compare recycling participation rates between sub-groups, such as retired responders and non-retired responders. In all cases, participation

rates for the sub-group (e.g. retired) were compared to the remaining households in the sample without this characteristic (non-retired). Chi square values

were calculated using Yates' correction as there were only two categories in each sample (recyclers and non-recyclers). If the calculated value exceeds the

critical chi square value (see section 4), then there is a statistically significant difference in the participation rates between the two sub-samples and this

difference is unlikely to have resulted by chance.

LEAFLETING IN MONITORED AREAS

Leaflets publicising the recycling service were delivered after the participation monitoring programme (on 3 rounds the leaflets were delivered on the last day

of the 4-week monitoring period) but before the household survey forms were distributed. Since the leaflets were delivered, round weights have increased by

about 10% in comparison to the corresponding month in the previous year, although the change has varied from month to month. On this evidence, it would

be expected that the leaflets have led to increased participation in the monitored areas. This effect should have occurred before the household survey
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questionnaires were distributed at the beginning of November 2000 and before the waste analysis programme in Hartcliffe. The dates of the leafleting and

waste analysis in each area are shown below.

AREA Date of Leafleting Date of Refuse Analysis

Bell Barn 27 September 2000

Eastfield 16 October 2000 19 October 2000

Brislington 20 October 2000

Greenbank 26 September 2000

Hartcliffe 29 September 2000 19 October 2000

Further participation monitoring was undertaken in March 2001, as this report was being completed, which will indicate whether more households are

recycling following the leaflets delivered in Autumn 2000.
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APPENDIX 2

LITERATURE REVIEW

The main aim of this literature review is to identify issues that will be explored through focus groups, home interviews and a survey to be undertaken for the

study of recycling participation in Bristol. The focus groups and home interviews should allow the qualitative issues identified to be considered in greater depth

and especially allow local issues to be identified that may be important in Bristol. The survey will then enable the significance of these issues to be measured.

It is intended that the information gained will be used for a community-based social marketing approach to increasing recycling participation in the city. This

approach is based on social science research that demonstrates behaviour change can be achieved through initiatives delivered at the community level which

focus on removing barriers to an activity while simultaneously enhancing it’s benefits9.

A similar explanation for the adoption of recycling behaviour is given by P. Tucker et al10, who conclude that research evidence suggests recycling behaviour

will result where the attitudes of an individual and social norms are greater than the constraints to recycling (or, as they put it, where “attitudes + norms >

constraints”). However, they also observe that attitudes (relating to specific situations) are in turn influenced by values and beliefs and that the opportunity to

recycle may effect whether a predisposition to recycle is converted into actual recycling.

The Bristol study will attempt to identify barriers or constraints to recycling and benefits that residents perceive for recycling. It will also seek to identify how

these issues vary for different types of recycling and non-recycling household, as the significance of the barriers and benefits identified may vary for different

social groups.

It is also worth keeping in mind that recycling households often do not recycle all of their recyclable waste, and so the aim should not only be to encourage

non-recycling households to start recycling but also to develop strategies for recycling households to recycle more of their recyclable waste.

The information gained from the focus groups, home interviews and survey will be supplemented by direct observational measurement of recycling behaviour

in the study areas. This is important because in general householders tend to claim that they recycle to a greater extent than they actually do in reality.

                                                  
9 D. McKenzie-Mohr & W. Smith; 1999, p. 150 – Fostering Sustainable Behaviour: An Introduction to Community-Based Social Marketing.
10  P. Tucker et al; 1997, p. 12 – Participation in Recycling: A Comparative Study of Four Kerbside Collection Schemes; Journal of Waste Management & Resource Recovery;

Vol. 4, No. 1.
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Observational measurement can overcome this over-reporting by providing information on the actual frequency of recycling, the quantities and range of

materials recycled and the quantities of recyclable materials still put-out for disposal.

THE REVIEW

Only studies of kerbside recycling collections have been considered for this review (with a couple of exceptions!).

Firstly and from the literature reviewed, characteristics associated with recycling and non-recycling behaviour are listed. This is followed by lists of barriers

identified to recycling and benefits for it.

These characteristics and issues are not listed in order of significance, although the number of references cited indicates the extent to which they are

identified in research. In addition, they only represent factors that occur more than average amongst recyclers or non-recyclers. Many families with young

children do recycle and some well-educated home-owners do not.

It should be noted that these studies are not universally consistent and issues identified in some may be discounted in others! Also some characteristics or

issues identified as significant may only appear so because of their association with another factor (or set of factors) that is actually related to variation in

recycling behaviour. As an example, home ownership may not be directly linked to higher recycling but may be related to higher socio-economic status which

could be the real factor directly linked to recycling.

Finally, brief details are given of the studies reviewed, together with additional findings that may be of relevance or interest for the Bristol study.

CHARACTERISTICS LINKED TO RECYCLING BEHAVIOUR

ß Owner-occupier households (Forshaw ’90*, Lake ’96, Waste Watch ‘99*)

ß Previously recycled before start of kerbside service (Lake ’96)

ß Older age groups - in general, recycling increases with age from 16-34s, to over 35s and is highest for over 55s (Aylesford ‘96*, Aylesford ’98*, Forshaw

’90*, Gwynn-Jones ’92, Jenkins ’99, Mansell ’86, Onyx ’99*, Prescient ’99*, Tucker ’98, Waste Watch ‘99*)

ß Higher socio-economic or income groups (Aylesford ’96*, Aylesford ’98*, Forshaw ’90*, Gwynn-Jones ’92, Jenkins ’99, Mansell ’86, Onyx ’99*, Tucker ’98,

Waste Watch ’99*)

ß Higher educational attainment (Jenkins ‘99)

ß Stability of life-style (Tucker ‘98)
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ß Differences in neighbourhood – although features were not identifiable from data collected except that they were not related to ACORN housing types

(Tucker ‘97)

ß Female (Aylesford ’96*, Aylesford ’98*)

ß Male or female (Forshaw ’90*, Gwynn-Jones ‘92)

ß Employed (Forshaw ’90*)

ß Married with or without children (Forshaw ’90*)

ß Car-owner (Forshaw ’90*, Waste Watch ‘99*)

ß Concerned about environmental issues (Onyx ’99*)

ß Features of service:

- decentralised outreach to community and communication (Folz ‘91)

- provision and enhancement of kerbside collections (Folz ’91, Jenkins ‘99, CSH Recycling Board ’95)

- challenging municipal targets (Folz ‘91),

- provision of container and collection frequency (CSH Recycling Board ’95, Mansell ‘95),

- variable charging (CSH Recycling Board ’95, Jenkins ‘99),

- refuse bag limits (CSH Recycling Board ’95)

- direct personal promotion (Read ‘98)

CHARACTERISTICS LINKED TO NON-RECYCLING BEHAVIOUR

ß High mobility/short residency in home (Mansell ‘86)

ß Families with young children (Aylesford ’96*, Mansell ’86 , Tucker ’98)

ß Younger age groups – below 25-35 years-old (Aylesford ’96*, Aylesford ’98*, Forshaw ’90*, Mansell ’00, MORI ’99, Prescient ‘99*)

ß Unemployment (Mansell ‘86)

ß Lower socio-economic group (Aylesford ’96*, Aylesford ’98*, Forshaw ’90*, MORI ’99, Prescient ‘99*)

ß Male (Prescient ‘99*)

ß Single person households (Forshaw ‘90*)

ß Council tenant (Forshaw ‘90*)

ß Live in flat (Forshaw ‘90*, MORI ’99, Waste Watch ‘99*)

ß Environmentally passive (MORI ’99)

BARRIERS TO RECYCLING

ß Lack of knowledge of recycling service (Mansell ’86, Mansell ’00, Onyx ’99*, Read ’98, Robbins ’00, Tucker ’99)
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ß Not enough recyclable waste (Tucker ’99, Waste Watch ’98*)

ß Loss or non-return of collection container (MORI ’99, Tucker ‘99)

ß Do not have collection container (Mansell ’00)

ß Not collected when it is supposed to be (MORI ’99)

ß Recycling can have a negative image and not appear ‘normal’ (MORI ’99)

ß No benefits “to me” (MORI ’99)

ß Believe no benefits from recycling (MORI ’99)

ß Believe materials not recycled (MORI ’99)

ß Change in kerbside collection times during day – apparently without notification (Tucker ‘97)

ß Never think about it (Aylesford ’98*)

ß Lazy, lack of time or not in habit/forgetful (Mansell ’00, Tucker ’99, Robbins ’00, Waste Watch ’98*)

ß Recycling not convenient/too much hassle/too difficult (Aylesford ’98*, Mansell ’00, Onyx ’99*, Prescient ’99*, Robbins ’00, Tucker ’99, Waste Watch ’98*)

ß Not considered/not interested (Mansell ’00, Onyx ’99*, Prescient ’99*)

ß Individual’s contribution makes little difference (MORI ’99, Quadrangle ’96)

ß Lack storage space (MORI ’99, Onyx ’99*, Prescient ’99*, Robbins ’00, Tucker ’99)

BENEFITS (OR MOTIVATIONS) FOR RECYCLING

ß To protect the environment (Aylesford ’98*, Mansell ’86, MORI ’99, Tucker ’99)

ß Saving resources (Mansell ’86, MORI ’99)

ß Reduce waste going to landfill (MORI ’99)

ß Every responsible citizen should do it (Aylesford ’98*)

ß Habit (Aylesford ’98*)

ß So easy, stupid not to (Aylesford ’98*)

ß Children make us (Aylesford ’98*)

ß To save money (Mansell ’86, MORI ’99)

ß Helps the economy (MORI ’99)

ß Convenience (Mansell ’86, MORI ’99, Tucker ’99)

ß To create jobs (Mansell ’86)

ß Individuals can be motivated by well-presented statistics (Quadrangle ’96)

* NB These are regional or national surveys that include those served by bring recycling schemes.
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REFERENCES AND RELEVANT FINDINGS OF STUDIES REVIEWED

UK Studies with Observational Measurement

I.R. Lake et al. (1996) – Assessing a Kerbside Recycling Scheme: A Quantitative and Willingness to Pay Case Study; Journal of Environmental

Management, 46, pp. 239-254.

9-month trial in 1993 of green bag kerbside collections covering 1,400 households in rural village of

Hethersett, South Norfolk. Green & refuse bags were weighed for 300 households, followed by a doorstep survey of 333 households. Statistical analysis was

undertaken of the results to identify significant factors. The quantity recycled (weight of green bag) was found to be related to the total quantity of refuse

produced by the household. More was also recycled by households previously recycling several materials before the trial started and those with a head of

household aged 45-64. Nearly 40% of households home composted food waste.

D. Mansell (1986) – Appraisal of Tyne Wear Wastesaver: An Economic Evaluation and Participant Survey of a Community Reclamation Project;

Undergraduate project, University of East Anglia.

A doorstep survey of 267 households was undertaken in 4 areas with monthly kerbside collections (no containers provided). Set-out rates, yields and weights

of material put-out by individual households were also monitored in each area. Four factors related to participation were found to be statistically significant.

The most significant factor linked to participation was elderly residents (60 or over) combined with the socio-economic status of the area (class 1 or 2 based

on occupation). The next most significant factor linked to non-participation was households whose main income earner was unemployed and households with

children under 15. The only other factor found to be significant was short household residency, which may have contributed to lack of awareness of the

recycling service.

D. Mansell (1995) – The Development of Bath’s Green Box Recycling System; Municipal Engineer - Proceedings of the Institute of Civil

Engineering; Vol. 109 (1) pp. 29-34 (Also: Committee Reports to Bath City Council’s Environment Committee, 5/7/93 and 25/10/93).

Trials of different kerbside collection arrangements in 9 areas, each covering about 550 households (selected to be similar in socio-economic terms). Prior to

trials all areas were served by monthly collections without containers. Quantities collected were recorded over 8 months and a survey undertaken that covered

about 1,000 (1:5), which gained a response rate of 34%. The provision of a collection container had the biggest impact in encouraging householders to recycle

(increasing amount collected by about 55%).  A weekly service also encouraged more to recycle (increasing collections by about 40%), but fortnightly
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collections appeared to have little effect in comparison to a monthly service. Self-reported recycling rates for trial areas were estimated to be at least 15%

higher than those actually measured. In weekly box collection area, 46% of those using new kerbside service previously used banks for recycling and 54%

previously did not recycle.

D. Mansell (2000) – B&NES Community Recycling Collection Round Monitoring 1999

Monitoring of participation in weekly box kerbside collections for 18 rounds in Bath & North East Somerset during 1998 and 1999, combined with data on

weights collected and socio-economic variables indicated by income support claimant and census-derived deprivation rates. Also doorstep survey of 221

households on two rounds with below average participation. Participation rates, yields per household and yields per participating household were all found to

fall with increased poverty or deprivation. On average, 4-week participation rates (69%) were a multiplier of 1.23 higher than 2-week participation rates (56%)

and 1.75 higher than weekly set-out rates (39%). On 3 rounds monitored, 8-week participation rates (80%) were found to be a multiplier of 1.13 higher than 4-

week rates (71%). Two-thirds observed not to recycle during 4-week monitoring periods claimed to recycle. Barriers to recycling found are listed above.

A. Read (1998) – The Recycling Roadshow: Communicating Local Government Services to Residents; Environmental & Waste Management, Vol. 1,

No. 2, pp. 113-124.

Results from recycling roadshow involving doorstep interviews of 8% of households in Kensington & Chelsea (total number is 78,000, with 10-15% identified

as transient). 57% claimed to participate. Quantities collected on rounds were 10% higher following roadshow (increased from 60.1 to 66.2 tonnes/week) – the

author claims increase is 19% but this appears to be a mathematical error. 73% not recycling (equivalent to 31% of all interviewed) were not aware of kerbside

service. 25% of non-participants said they “did not know collection day”, were “not interested” or recycling was “too difficult”. Recent feature in Materials

Recycling Week (28 July 2000) reports that interviews in pilot for new roadshow increased to 25-30% by working from 6-8pm week nights and 9-12 & 3-7 on

Saturdays. This study should be treated with caution, as only 8% of Borough households were interviewed and over half of these claimed already to recycle.

In the roadshow areas, 12% of households were interviewed but 88% were 'not at home' and so had recycling literature delivered, which may have had a

greater impact in increasing recycling rates than the comparatively few households that were interviewed.

P. Tucker et al (1997) – Participation in Recycling: A Comparative Study of Four Kerbside Collection Schemes; Journal of Waste Management &

Resource Recovery, Vol. 4, No. 1, pp. 11-25.

Set-out and participation rates for fortnightly collections (no further details) were recorded in 4 locations (2 in Lancashire, 2 in Scotland), each covering about

1,700 households. ACORN housing types were found to be a “very weak predictor” of recycling behaviour. Participation was not found to vary between cul-de-

sacs and through streets. It was found that (4-week) participation rates (49-53%) were a multiplier of 1.3-1.5 higher than fortnightly set-out rates (33-38%). 8-
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week participation rates were 4-11% higher than those measured over 4-weeks. “Participation levels depend on the individual neighbourhood or community”,

but “the reason for these dependencies is not known”.

P. Tucker et al. (1997) – What Newspaper Recyclers Recycle and What They Do Not Recycle; Environmental & Waste Management, Vol. 1. No. 1, pp.

33-56.

This study is restricted to paper recyclers only and involved the analysis of paper put-out for fortnightly recycling collections by individual households in 4

communities (at least 50 in each) in Scotland and NW England. Paper not being recycled was inferred by missing editions from date sequences, missing

pages, missing free papers, missing glossy supplements and absence of junk mail. Conclusions include that newspaper consumption may be most important

factor related to quantities of paper collected. Higher weights were collected in more affluent areas, but this apparently reflected the heavier weight of

broadsheets put out rather than higher numbers of papers put-out. The authors estimate from inferences for paper not being recycled that 15-21% of all

recyclable paper was not put-out for recycling (by recycling households); consisting of 14-19% of newspaper, 25-35% of magazines and 20% of junk mail.

This study should be treated with considerable caution as samples were small and many estimated assumptions were made.

P. Tucker et al (1998) – Material Capture Rates in Household Waste Recycling Schemes; Environmental & Waste Management, 1 (3), pp. 169-182.

This study involved a postal survey of kerbside recyclers in South Ayrshire (464 returns) and analysis of quantities of paper put out for kerbside collection (62

households of those surveyed). The focus was on recyclable material not recycled. Measured “leakage” was found to be 5-20% higher than that self-reported

(NB only covered participants). Those most prone to not recycling all available material were “those in the earlier stages of the family life cycle, particularly

families with younger children”. The “more mature but not yet retired tend to recycle all material that they have”. “Inconvenience (i.e. lifestyle factors),

forgetfulness and effort are the strongest reasons given for not recycling all available material”.

UK Studies involving Surveys or Focus Groups Only

Aylesford Newsprint (1996) – The Aylesford Newsprint Recycling Report

Home interviews were conducted by Gallup of representative samples of 1,078 adults and 200 children (10-15). Most results were similar to the later Aylesford

survey carried out in 1998. Additionally, respondents said kerbside collection and the free provision of a container would have the greatest impact in

encouraging recycling. Households with children recycled slightly less than other households (reasons suggested were time pressures of bringing up children

and this also being a time when career pressures are significant), but 73% of children believed they could persuade their parents to recycle more if they

wanted to. Responsibility for recycling was taken by children in 11% of recycling households and by mum in 60%. Children mainly described keen recyclers as
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responsible, normal and intelligent.

Aylesford Newsprint (1998) – The Aylesford Newsprint Recycling Report 1998

On-street survey by MORI of 1,005 adults using quota controls and corrective weighting at 52 sampling points in Great Britain. 86% claimed to recycle.

Overall, respondents estimated that they recycled 53% of their glass, 48% of paper, 35% of textiles/rags, 33% of organic material, 30% of aluminium, 18% of

plastic bottles and 15% of steel cans. Characteristics of recyclers and benefits and barriers to recycling from the survey are shown above. Those not recycling

can be split into “cannots” and “will nots”.

J. Forshaw et al (1990) – Fashionable Waste: The Make-up of a Recycler; SWAP.

This study involved 600 on-street interviews in Leeds, Sheffield and Manchester, interviews with 300 recyclers at recycling sites in Leeds and interviews with

300 shoppers at 3 shopping centres in Leeds without recycling facilities. Results are shown above. Although study only considered bring recycling, its

relevance to study suggested it may be worth reviewing.

R. Gwynn-Jones & G Wegener (1992) – Technical Supplement to Recycling City and Beyond

Survey of 1,125 residents in Cardiff in 1991 found that more women (51%) than men (44%) used bottle banks but equal numbers (71%) recycled paper for

which main service was kerbside collection. Recycling was highest in 56+ age group (69%), then 35+ (61%) and lowest amongst under 35s and under 25s

(50%). Paper recycling mostly increased with social class: A&B (79%), C1 (72%), C2 (71%), D (63%), E (67%).

MORI (1999) – Recycling Used Packaging from the Domestic Waste Stream: Consumer Awareness and Education; Research Study Conducted for

Packaging Consumer Awareness and Education Steering Group

Eight focus groups were initially conducted in four locations with an incentive of £20 offered to participants. Home interviews were then carried out of 2,005

adults (15+) from a sample of 2,040 (consisting of 8 selected respondents in 255 randomly selected enumeration districts - no incentives offered). Results

were weighted to ensure representativeness of population. Results are included above, but some conclusions in greater detail are:

ß More ‘high-recyclers’ know what happens to the materials after they are collected and what products are made from recycled materials.

ß Over half say they would recycle more if they understood more about the environmental benefits (58%), the recycling process (57%) and the financial

benefits (54%). Recyclers also want feedback on what their contribution to recycling has achieved.

ß Recycling often has a negative image, associated with eco-warriors and hippies. This deters people who do not believe in the benefits from participating
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and deters those who are highly motivated recyclers from being advocates of recycling and encouraging their friends, family and peers to participate.

Thus, to promote recycling, the image associated with it needs to be normalised.

ß Those that do recycle are largely motivated by their belief in the environmental benefits of recycling (46%). People feel good that they are ‘doing their bit’

for the environment, and conversely, feel guilty if they do not recycle. There is a particularly strong association between recycling paper and trees: people

are able to visualise trees being chopped down, increasing the guilt factor and people’s motivations to recycle paper. Paper is thought by 43% to be the

most important material to recycle because of this association. This suggests that developing associations between other materials and the environment

could also help motivate people to recycle.

ß Recycling that benefits charities is an added benefit to recycling that motivates people to participate.

ß Pressure from children is also a motivating factor, even if parents themselves do not believe in the merits of recycling.

ß It needs to be made easier to recycle than to not recycle. The need for greater convenience is paramount, and while this may undermine the effect of an

information campaign alone, it does suggest that in the short-term people’s behaviour can be changed independently of their attitudes. In the longer-term,

the creation of a ‘recycling culture’ will pay greater dividends in persuading people to accept some (minor) inconvenience in terms of storage and to more

readily accept new ways of recycling.

ß The environmental benefits and saving resources are the most common reasons given for why recycling is thought to be worthwhile (46% and 40%

respectively). One in three also mention the reduction in waste going into landfill (33%). Economic advantages, both in general and personal, are cited by

relatively few people (get money back from items - 5%, cheaper/saves money - 4%, helps the economy - 2%).

ß Reasons given by those who do not think recycling is worthwhile reflect a lack of belief in the benefits of recycling (there are no benefits - 14%, no benefit

to me - 13%), cynicism about whether products do actually get recycled (it all ends up in landfill anyway - 14%) and a view that individuals do not make a

real difference (my little bit does not make any difference - 12%).

ß For those who already have some form of kerbside collection scheme, the majority use it because it is very convenient (61%).

ß Only a few people (6%) do not use their existing kerbside collection scheme, the main reason being that they have nowhere to store the

container/materials (3%).

Onyx Environmental Trust (1999) – National Survey on Waste; Oxford Brookes University

Telephone survey of representative sample of 1,000 adults in Great Britain, on-street interviews of 552 people living within 2 miles of an incinerator and

telephone survey of 170 ‘council leaders’. National survey showed regular recyclers (every week or two weeks) increased with age (27% of those 16-34, 35%

of 35-54 and 42% of those 55+) and tended to have higher incomes and be concerned about environmental issues. Reasons given for recycling were

environmental reasons (64%), makes sense (24%), habit (6%). Materials regularly recycled were paper (94%), glass (82%), clothing (70%), cans (61%),

garden waste (52%), plastic (41%), foil (29%) and batteries (17%). Barriers given for not recycling are shown above.
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Prescient Research Ltd (1999) – Topline Results for Project Anglia

Evaluation of Slim Your Bin waste awareness campaign involving local authorities, waste contractors, TV and radio in Anglia region. Study involved in-street

interviews with 947 people in 5 counties (half before campaign, half after) with results weighted to represent population. 52% said they recycled every week,

17% every other week, 9% less often and 22% never recycled. Other results are shown above. Study mainly applied to areas with bring services.

Quadrangle (1996) – Recycling and the Environment: A Qualitative Research Debrief

Focus groups in 6 areas. Conclusions included:

ß Wider global environmental issues only concern ‘dark greens’.

ß Paper and glass are more likely to be recycled, possibly because it is easier and less effort to do so and appears to make a greater impact.

ß Individuals often feel their contribution to recycling will make little difference – an attitude compounded when it appears that few people bother to do so.

ß If “forced to do so”, non-greens will become involved.

ß Individuals can be surprised and motivated by favourable statistics that are well presented.

ß People need to be made aware of what happens to their waste and how recycling can be made part of their everyday life.

ß A ‘believe, understand and do’ approach should be adopted to promoting recycling services.

C. Robbins et al. (2000) – Waste Reduction in the Community; University of the West of England, Bristol

Three doorstep surveys were undertaken annually for 3 years, starting in 1995, in 5 project areas and 5 control communities involving a minimum of 650

interviews each year. Environmental reasons were the main reasons given for reducing waste. It was also found that recycling increased when more frequent

collections were introduced. The main reasons given for not recycling more are shown above under barriers.

P. Tucker (1999) – A Survey of Attitudes and Barriers to Kerbside Recycling

Postal survey of all 1,660 households served by fortnightly bag paper collection in South Ayrshire. Response rate of 35%: 464 participants & 111 non-

participants. Results are shown above.

Waste Watch (1998) – What People Think About Waste

Telephone survey of 1,600 adults representative of 3 areas (Bristol, Wirral and Swale) and the national population. Results were similar to 1999 survey (see
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below). In addition, questions were asked about reasons for not recycling more often (results shown above under barriers).

Waste Watch (1999) – What People Think About Waste 1999

Telephone survey of 1,200 adults in representative sample across Great Britain, covering kerbside and bank recycling. 36% thought about what happens to

their rubbish put in the bin and 40% said they knew what happens to it (22% saying recycling). 58% did not how much waste collection and disposal costs per

household each year and 24% estimated it was £200. Paper is material most commonly recycled (86%), followed by glass (79%), clothes (71%), cans (55%),

plastic (31%) and foil (27%). 90% claim to recycle, with the proportion higher for households with 2 or more cars, remembering publicity, that thought about

where their rubbish goes or owned their own homes. As the national recycling rate at the time was about 7%, those claiming to recycle must include many

only infrequently recycling.

Studies in Other Countries with Observational Measurement

D.H. Folz et al (1991) – Public Participation and Recycling Performance; Public Administration Review, Vol. 51, No. 6, pp. 526-532.

Postal survey of 450 recycling co-ordinators in USA, recording participation and diversion rates within cities and undertaking multivariate analysis to compare

to demographic variables. Political and socio-economic characteristics were found to be much less significant than the type of service provided. Successful

schemes typically featured decentralised consultation and communication campaigns – often involving citizens groups, challenging targets for recycling and

kerbside collections with free bins.

Centre & South Hastings Recycling Board (1995) – Blue Box 2000: Breaking 50; Ontario, Canada

Report on development of Quinte Regional Recycling programme in three Canadian municipalities with a total population of 68,500. Waste diverted for

recycling increased as kerbside collections were introduced, new materials accepted, service extended to apartments, home composting promoted, refuse

bag limits introduced and finally user-pay refuse charging started. Also important was accompanying promotion and educational work.

Studies in Other Countries involving Surveys Only

R.R. Jenkins et al (1999) – The Determinants of Household Recycling; Discussion Paper 99-41, Resources for the Future, USA

Used data from a postal survey in 1992 of 1,448 households (part of larger survey of 4,600) in 20 USA metropolitan areas, which achieved a 65% response
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rate. Study primarily investigated combined effect of user-pay refuse charging and kerbside recycling, with service attributes and socio-economic

characteristics of residents also considered. The user-pay incentive increased recycling for paper only. Kerbside collections had a bigger impact, increasing

recycling for paper, glass, aluminium, plastic bottles and garden waste. Mandatory recycling requirements appeared to have limited impact. Household income

has a significant and positive effect for recycling of paper and plastic bottles. Education level had an effect of recycling of all materials, except plastic bottles.

As would be expected, population density had a negative relationship with recycling of garden waste while living in single family dwellings had a positive

effect. Increasing age of the heads of the household had a small effect on recycling of paper, aluminium and plastic bottles. Increasing occupants (household

size) had a small effect on glass recycling.



THE RECYCLING CONSORTIUM • BRISTOL RECYCLING PARTICIPATION STUDY PAGE 64

APPENDIX 3

FOCUS GROUP NOTES

The purpose of the focus groups and home interviews was to identify issues concerning awareness of waste and participation in kerbside recycling by Bristol
residents. This information was used to frame questions for a subsequent survey, which, where possible, will aim to quantify the significance of these issues
and others identified by the literature review and discussions within the steering group.

Four focus groups were held in two areas with two separate groups in each area of recyclers and non-recyclers (identified by previous participation
monitoring). The areas were chosen from the five regularly monitored in Bristol, which represent the range of quintile bands on a scale of scores using the
DETR's 1998 Index of Local Deprivation. Brislington is band 4 with mid to low deprivation scores but lower than expected participation rates (the mid scoring
area had a higher performance). Hartcliffe is band 1 with the highest deprivation scores and the lowest recycling performance.

Notes for each of the four focus groups follow below.

HARTCLIFFE - NON-RECYCLERS (Attendance: 2)

Concerns were raised about kids taking black boxes and wheeled bins, with an example given of the latter being found burnt out.

It was suggested that black box collections were not regular and were not often seen taking place in the area.

Group members did not have black boxes and one said a box had not been delivered to her.

If they had a box, they said that they would use it and that it would not be too much trouble to do so.

Although one member also said she couldn't lift a box and that she had very little paper to recycle (but lots of plastic bottles). She also said that when she had
put a box out for collection, it had not been picked up.

One member was keen for a "better container" than a box to be provided and implied that another wheeled bin would be better.

They thought that not many people recycle.

They did not know how waste was recycled and said they might be interested to know more, but in one case it appeared that this interest was not that strong.



THE RECYCLING CONSORTIUM • BRISTOL RECYCLING PARTICIPATION STUDY PAGE 65

It was said children are not told about recycling and so are not interested in it.

There was little understanding of what was meant by landfill. When some explanation was given it seemed to be thought that fly-tipping was being discussed.

Best messages of those suggested were:
ß Waste pollutes.
ß Recycling saves natural resources.
ß Waste throws away our children’s future.
ß It makes a difference if we all recycle.
ß Imagine if you had to keep your rubbish in ever-growing piles in your home. Now, imagine it rotting in a landfill. Are you now thinking about recycling?

The message about 'our children's future' seemed to strike a particular chord in one case, as did thinking about piles of rubbish growing in the home.

They had not heard of the Rubbish Revolution and did not think that the council was concerned about waste.

They don't know who collects the black boxes but thought the Council was involved and a company based nearby which has changed its name.

TV was thought to be the best way of providing information.

They thought people needed to know more about waste problems and how it could be recycled.

HARTCLIFFE - RECYCLERS (Attendance: 11)

A non-recycling mother, who attended with her recycling daughter, said she stopped using black box because material was left in box after collection. Others
also mentioned this and it seems material being left upset some people, especially as they said they were not told it could not be taken.

Group members were mostly unaware of any leaflets about recycling being recently delivered (at time, moderators thought they had been but this proved not
to be case for the whole area).

It was said that lids should be provided with boxes, as they filled with rain when left outside.

One member strongly argued that a bigger box was needed as current one was too small and so discouraged recycling as much as possible. Some were
happy to store and put out some materials in carrier bags and only wanted one box for all materials, others wanted more boxes for different materials.

Most members kept black boxes outside, some storing material inside before putting out, some using box outside for storage. Most would not want to keep
box inside and gave a variety of reasons: gets in way, no room, would not like look of it in kitchen, unsightly and unhygienic.
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When discussing waste as an issue, main concerns raised were abandoned cars, fly-tipped furniture and dog fouling.

It was said collectors are too fussy about what goes in box, requiring cans to be washed.

Group members seemed to want more information on the value of recycling. Some (one strongly) also thought an incentive (payment) should be provided.
Few knew what happens to their refuse and even less what happens to waste put out for recycling. They would like some information on this, but only short
simple explanations.

It was thought more people recycled now with more starting. Those not recycling were young families.

It was thought that children do not recycle.

Putting refuse in wheelie bin was seen as an easy option. Several said they'd prefer a wheeled bin for the recycling collections but most did not seem to feel
this strongly.

There was little understanding of what was meant by landfill.

Best messages of those suggested were:
ß Do your bit by recycling.
ß It makes a difference if we all recycle.
ß Recycling saves natural resources.

It was suggested that pictures should be used to encourage recycling, not just words. Also messages should be made specific to Bristol.

BRISLINGTON - NON-RECYCLERS (Attendance: 6)

Most group members said that they were recyclers, despite having been identified as non-recyclers from monitoring (they were not challenged directly about
this and could have been very occasional or past users of boxes missed by 4-week monitoring).

Those not recycling said:
- they had little waste to recycle (referring to paper);
- they had started using box, but got fed-up with it as it was not big enough (filled quickly with paper); but this member also seemed to have a low level of
motivation to recycle.
- one did not know about the service and had not received box, but seemed very keen.
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A problem identified with the service was that cardboard was not taken and some upset was caused by it being left in the box, which seemed a common
complaint.

Other problems identified were:
- recycling is not regular and that the collection day had been changed;
- kids taking cans from box.

Laziness was given as a reason for not recycling.

An elderly group member said she would like a smaller box to recycle, which is easier to carry.

Group members had some awareness of what happens to waste (put in ground) and of recycling.

Reasons suggested by group for recycling were:
- using materials again;
- saving landfill;
- resources are limited;
- tips are an eyesore.

It was said that an effective system is needed for recycling with more bins to separate waste and that having a wheelie bin encourages you to put waste in it.

It was also said that their main interest was just to get rid of their waste.

Most members thought only 10-20% of people recycle, but some thought more than this did (particularly one member who regularly worked in other areas and
saw higher participation elsewhere).

It was said leaflets are often ignored as they get so many, but that a cash prize or competition for recycling might be a good idea to encourage more to take
part.

Recycling was thought to have an image problem of only being done by the "anorak", "pedantic brigade".

Best messages of those suggested were:
ß Waste throws away our children’s future.
ß It makes a difference if we all recycle.
ß Do your bit by recycling.

Also the 'rotting rubbish at home' image seemed to have an effect.
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Members liked the idea of using pictures to communicate the messages and suggested these could be used on the sides of buses.

It was said people needed to know more about the consequences of waste and recycling.

Messages should be communicated to children, as it was believed they would be better than the current adult generation.

Little attention was paid by the group to local newspapers, but local radio and TV were thought to be good methods of communicating.

At end, group members said they found the session very interesting and had got them thinking.

BRISLINGTON - RECYCLERS (Attendance: 8)

All kept their boxes outside - some not under cover. One said there was a problem with the box not being big enough and material getting wet and messy.

Reasons given for not keeping the box inside were that it did not look nice and not wanting waste stored in the kitchen for a week.

Some would like a bigger box but not all.

It was said people are the key not the type of box. They needed stronger encouragement to recycle.

The provision of black boxes had made an impact in starting people to recycle, with little being recycled previously.

It was thought that about a quarter of people recycle, but that most don't and, in particular, younger families do not.

There was reasonable awareness of what can go in box, including drinks cans. Awareness was lower for food cans and also said these were not recycled
because of the need to swill it out and so it was easier to put in kitchen bin.

No thought had been given to what happens to refuse once it is collected from the bin and the average person is not bothered about this.

A reason given for recycling was using resources again.

Best messages of those suggested were:
ß Do your bit by recycling.
ß Recycling saves natural resources.
ß It makes a difference if we all recycle.
ß Waste throws away our children’s future.
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Group members had not heard of the Rubbish Revolution and thought there was no national information on waste issues.

Best way of getting people to notice messages locally were thought to be radio and especially TV, but papers were not thought to be a good method.

OVERALL IMPRESSIONS

Recyclers appeared to be doing so primarily for environmental reasons and because it was their duty as responsible citizens.

Non-recyclers were not aware of the black box service or did not seem to feel the same motivations to recycle.

There may have been different perceptions of how many people recycled between the recyclers and non-recyclers, which should be measured in the survey.

Awareness of waste and recycling issues was low, but not noticeably that different between recyclers and non-recyclers (especially in Brislington).

Recycling was viewed positively by nearly all those attending the focus groups but, except in a few cases, did not appear to be regarded as a priority and
important issue. Although, after the sessions, many commented that they found the discussions interesting and it appeared that having been encouraged to
consider some of the issues then viewed recycling even more positively as a result.

Service convenience and understanding were important issues. Those finding the service inconvenient did not start or stopped recycling and a number of
those attending were not pleased when cardboard or other materials were not collected and they did not understand why. Some of those attending indicated
that they were quite upset at materials being rejected in this way and in one case it apparently caused the person concerned to stop using the recycling
service.

Boxes were a sufficiently convenient container for many (and probably most) people but for a few it appeared that they were not, especially with regard to their
storage at home and putting them out for collection. The provision of lids may represent a good improvement, but in some cases it appeared a different box
design or a wheeled bin or bag may overcome problems experienced or perceived with the current boxes.

People seemed to want further information, providing that it was presented clearly and simply. But most also paid little attention to leaflets and local
newspapers. This suggests easy availability of information when people need it could be the most important aspect, such as when the service starts and when
arrangements change or when materials are rejected. At these times, it seems very important to ensure that relevant service details are well communicated.
At other times, it may be better to concentrate on building motivation and providing feedback on achievements, rather than providing service details.

Most people said they had received little or no feedback about the service and seemed to feel that the authorities (local Council) were not strongly behind it.

The messages identified as being likely to have most effect are summarised for each group in the following table. These were presented to the focus groups
as ideas to be commented on and not as snappy slogans.
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NON-RECYCLERS RECYCLERSMESSAGES

Hartcliffe Brislington Hartcliffe Brislington

Recycling saves natural resources.

Recycling saves valuable resources.

Waste throws away our children’s future.

Recycling helps stop landfill space from running
out.

Waste pollutes.

More rubbish is being thrown away. Instead we
should waste less and recycle more.

Black Boxes make recycling easy.

Do your bit by recycling.

It makes a difference if we all recycle.

Most of the newspapers, bottles and cans we
consume could be made again from the
newspapers, bottles and cans that we throw
away.

Imagine if you had to keep your rubbish in ever-
growing piles in your home. Now, imagine it
rotting in a landfill. Are you now thinking about
recycling?

Household rubbish produced in Bristol every
year weighs the same as 24,000 double-decker
buses.
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APPENDIX 4.

ROUND MONITORING AND WASTE ANALYSIS

DATA TABLES
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TABLE A4.1 - PARTICIPATION RATES & YIELDS BY AREA AND MATERIAL (September 2000)

PARTICIPATION RATE (MONITORED OVER 4 WEEKS)

Deprivation Band AREA Paper Glass Cans Plastics Any Material

1 Hartcliffe 23% 17% 18% 15% 26%

2 Greenbank 39% 44% 42% 44% 51%

4 Brislington 46% 38% 33% 31% 51%

3 Eastfield 62% 61% 43% 48% 70%

5 Bell Barn 71% 62% 36% 47% 74%

(1-5) AVERAGE 48% 45% 34% 39% 55%

AVERAGE KG PER HOUSEHOLD (SERVED) PER WEEK

Deprivation Band AREA Paper Glass Cans Plastics TOTAL

1 Hartcliffe 0.82 0.15 0.05 0.09 1.07

2 Greenbank 1.19 0.71 0.12 0.15 2.10

4 Brislington 1.32 0.45 0.07 0.12 1.92

3 Eastfield 2.37 0.94 0.09 0.22 3.54

5 Bell Barn 2.93 0.94 0.05 0.17 4.04

(1-5) AVERAGE 1.73 0.64 0.08 0.15 2.53
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Table A4.2 - RECYCLABLES FOUND IN REFUSE BY RECYCLING PARTICIPATION CATEGORY

PARTICIPATION (1) PARTICIPATION (1)

NON LOW HIGH TOTAL RECYCLABLES (Ave Kg/House/Week) NON LOW & HIGH (2)

HARTCLIFFE Sample 10 9 11 30 HARTCLIFFE Recycling Collections 0.00 4.10

 Paper 1.64 1.33 0.23 1.03  Refuse & Recycling 3.05 5.63

Average Kg Glass 0.83 0.74 0.39 0.65 EASTFIELD Recycling Collections 0.00 5.05

per Household Cans 0.24 0.52 0.15 0.29  Refuse & Recycling 2.88 6.66

in refuse Plastics 0.34 0.29 0.18 0.27

 TOTAL 3.05 2.88 0.95 2.23 PARTICIPATION (1)

EASTFIELD Sample 9 9 12 30 TOTAL WASTE (Ave Kg/Household/Week) NON LOW & HIGH (2)

 Paper 1.28 2.65 0.36 1.33 HARTCLIFFE Refuse Collections 24.37 22.21

Average Kg Glass 0.96 0.55 0.20 0.53  Refuse & Recycling 24.37 26.31

per Household Cans 0.36 0.23 0.26 0.28 EASTFIELD Refuse Collections 21.67 18.79

in refuse Plastics 0.28 0.25 0.16 0.22  Refuse & Recycling 21.67 23.84

 TOTAL 2.88 3.69 0.98 2.36

BOTH AREAS Sample 19 18 23 60  

 Paper 1.47 1.99 0.36 1.20

Average Kg Glass 0.89 0.65 0.20 0.55

(1) Low recycling participation is households putting out recyclables once in 4-
week monitored period and high participation is putting out twice or more in
the same period.

per Household Cans 0.30 0.37 0.26 0.31

in refuse Plastics 0.31 0.27 0.16 0.24

 TOTAL 2.97 3.28 0.98 2.30

(2) The combined figures for low & high recycling households are weighted to
reflect the number of each type of recycler in each area.



THE RECYCLING CONSORTIUM • BRISTOL RECYCLING PARTICIPATION STUDY PAGE 74

Table A4.3 - WASTE ANALYSIS COMPOSITION STATISTICS FOR HOUSEHOLDS IN HARTCLIFFE

RECYCLABLES (KG)REFUSE

TOTAL (KG) Paper Glass Cans Plastic TOTAL

HARTCLIFFE Sample Size 140 30 30 30 30 30

 Average (Mean) 23.1 1.0 0.6 0.3 0.3 2.2

All Median 19.5 0.4 0.3 0.3 0.2 1.1

Households Lowest Value 0.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Analysed Highest Value 107.7 7.2 2.7 1.0 1.0 11.9

 Standard Deviation 18.5 1.6 0.8 0.3 0.3 3.0

HARTCLIFFE Sample Size 36 3 3 3 3 3

Households Average (Mean) 43.6 0.8 0.3 0.2 0.3 1.6

>25 Kg of Median 36.4 0.6 0.0 0.1 0.1 0.8

Refuse Put Lowest Value 25.7 0.3 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.3

Out in Week Highest Value 107.7 1.5 0.9 0.3 0.9 3.6

 Standard Deviation 20.7 0.6 0.5 0.1 0.5 1.8

HARTCLIFFE Sample Size 104 27 27 27 27 27

Households Average (Mean) 14.2 1.1 0.7 0.3 0.3 2.3

<25 Kg of Median 14.9 0.2 0.3 0.3 0.2 1.0

Refuse Put Lowest Value 0.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Out in Week Highest Value 24.9 7.2 2.7 1.0 1.0 11.9

 Standard Deviation 6.6 1.7 0.9 0.3 0.2 3.1
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Table A4.4 - WASTE ANALYSIS COMPOSITION STATISTICS FOR HOUSEHOLDS IN EASTFIELD

RECYCLABLESREFUSE

TOTAL Paper Glass Cans Plastic TOTAL

EASTFIELD Sample Size 145 30 30 30 30 30

 Average (Mean) 19.7 1.3 0.5 0.3 0.5 2.6

All Median 14.4 0.4 0.2 0.2 0.2 1.0

Households Lowest Value 2.4 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Analysed Highest Value 108.3 11.6 4.5 1.0 8.3 25.5

 Standard Deviation 15.7 2.4 0.9 0.3 1.5 5.0

EASTFIELD Sample Size 36 9 9 9 9 9

Households Average (Mean) 40.9 1.7 0.9 0.4 0.4 3.5

>25 Kg of Median 34.9 0.9 0.4 0.4 0.4 2.1

Refuse Put Lowest Value 25.3 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.2 0.2

Out in Week Highest Value 108.3 4.4 4.5 0.8 1.3 11.0

 Standard Deviation 17.3 1.5 1.4 0.3 0.4 3.6

EASTFIELD Sample Size 109 21 21 21 21 21

Households Average (Mean) 12.6 1.2 0.4 0.2 0.5 2.3

<25 Kg of Median 11.9 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.4

Refuse Put Lowest Value 2.4 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Out in Week Highest Value 24.6 11.6 1.8 1.0 8.3 22.8

 Standard Deviation 5.7 2.7 0.5 0.3 1.8 5.3
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Table A4.5

CAPTURE RATES FOR RECYCLABLES

AVERAGE KG PER HOUSEHOLD PER WEEK

Recyclables in

Refuse - Weighted (2)

Material Collected by

Kerbside Recycling
Total

Recyclables
CAPTURE

RATES

HARTCLIFFE HARTCLIFFE    

Paper 1.36 0.82 2.18 38%Recycling

Participation

Proportion

of Total (1) Glass 0.75 0.15 0.90 17%

NON 73.9% Cans 0.24 0.05 0.29 17%

LOW 7.9% Plastic Bottles 0.31 0.09 0.39 23%

HIGH 18.2% TOTAL 2.65 1.07 3.72 29%

EASTFIELD EASTFIELD    

Paper 1.02 2.37 3.39 70%Recycling

Participation

Proportion

of Total (1) Glass 0.49 0.94 1.43 66%

NON 30.3% Cans 0.29 0.09 0.38 23%

LOW 16.4% Plastic Bottles 0.21 0.22 0.43 51%

HIGH 53.3% TOTAL 2.00 3.54 5.54 64%

(1) Proportion of non, low & high recyclers in monitored areas.

(2) The averages for each material are weighted to reflect the proportion of non, low & high recyclers in monitored areas.
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TABLE A4.6 - SUMMARY OF WASTE ANALYSIS AND INSPECTION RESULTS FOR DRY RECYCLABLES

HARTCLIFFE EASTFIELD

 Sample Size (No. of Households) 149 145

TOTAL WEIGHT Average Kg per Household 23.1 19.7

OF REFUSE Number of Households >50 Kg 17 11

 Number of Households >100 Kg 2 1

 PROJECTION - Average Kg per Hh per Annum 1201.6 1022.6

 Sample Size (No. of Households) 119 115

RECYCLABLE % of Households with PAPER visible in refuse 43% 70%

CONTENT % of Households with GLASS visible in refuse 19% 24%

INSPECTION (1) % of Households with CANS visible in refuse 53% 41%

 % of Households with PLASTICS visible in refuse 71% 70%

 Sample Size (No. of Households) 30 30

RECYCLABLE % of Households with PAPER present in refuse 70% 63%

CONTENT % of Households with GLASS present in refuse 57% 57%

ANALYSIS (2) % of Households with CANS present in refuse 77% 73%

 % of Households with PLASTICS present in refuse 90% 83%

TABLE CONTINUES OVERLEAF
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TABLE CONTINUED

HARTCLIFFE EASTFIELD

Continued from overleaf PAPER in refuse - Weighted Average Kg per Hh 1.02 1.36

GLASS in refuse - Weighted Average Kg per Hh 0.49 0.75

RECYCLABLE CANS in refuse - Weighted Average Kg per Hh 0.29 0.24

CONTENT PLASTICS in refuse - Weighted Average Kg per Hh 0.21 0.31

ANALYSIS (2) TOTAL Recyclables in Refuse - Weighted Ave Kg/Hh 2.00 2.65

 PROJECTION - Average Kg per Hh per Annum 104.14 137.92

TOTAL WEIGHT OF Average Kg per Household (week) 1.07 3.54

RECYCLABLES (3) PROJECTION - Average Kg per Hh per Annum 55.47 183.83

(1) Quick inspection for obvious signs of recyclables, using definitions on Black Box leaflets.

(2) Analysis by hand-sorting using definitions on Black Box leaflets.

(3) Measured for the Black Box collections in the monitored area for each round (about 500 households) from which the smaller analysis sample was randomly drawn.
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Table A4.7 - SUMMARY OF ROUND MONITORING DATA IN BRISTOL

DEPRIVATION INDICATOR BAND 1 2 4 3 5 BRISTOL

LOCATION HARTCLIFFE GREENBANK BRISLINGTON EASTFIELD BELL BARN AVERAGE

 Set Out Rate 16% 31% 31% 44% 47% 34%

RECYCLING Participation Rate 26% 51% 51% 70% 74% 55%

PARTICIPATION Low Recyclers 8% 15% 18% 16% 18%  

 High Recyclers 18% 36% 34% 53% 57%  

Paper per Hh PARTICIPATING per Collection 3.58 3.05 2.88 3.82 4.13 3.49

RECYCLING TOTAL per Hh PARTICIPATING per Collection 4.10 4.13 3.77 5.05 5.45 4.50

YIELDS Paper per Hh PARTICIPATING per ANNUM * 186.1 158.4 149.8 198.4 214.8 181.5

TOTAL per Hh PARTICIPATING per ANNUM * 213.3 214.6 195.8 262.6 283.6 234.0

 * Projections Paper per Household SERVED per Annum 42.8 61.8 68.9 123.0 152.5 89.8

 TOTAL per Household SERVED per Annum 55.5 109.5 99.9 183.8 209.9 131.7

REFUSE & Refuse per Household per Annum * 1201.6   1022.6   

TOTAL WASTE Recyclables (2) in Refuse/Household/Annum * 104.14   137.9   

* Projections TOTAL WASTE (Kerbside & Refuse) 1257.1   1206.4   

Recycling Rate (1) 4.4%   15.2%   

Potential Max. Dry Recycling Rate (2) 12.7%   26.7%   

NOTES

(1) Bin waste only and excludes recycling through collection banks and home composting.  (3) Put out once in 4-week monitoring period

(2) Paper, Glass Containers, Cans & Plastic Bottles (4) Put out twice or more during 4-week monitoring period
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APPENDIX 5

COUNCIL TAX BAND

DATA TABLES
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Table A5.1 - COUNCIL TAX BANDS FOR BRISTOL AND AREAS MONITORED FOR RECYCLING PARTICIPATION

Hartcliffe Greenbank Brislington Eastfield Bell Barn BRISTOL

TAX Band Houses % Houses % Houses % Houses % Houses % Houses %

A 234 47% 156 31% 7 1% 0 0% 0 0% 38436 23%

B 247 50% 293 58% 397 79% 49 10% 3 1% 63691 38%

C 11 2% 52 10% 84 17% 182 37% 50 10% 34023 20%

D 2 0% 2 0% 5 1% 213 43% 105 21% 14888 9%

E 0 0% 1 0% 7 1% 41 8% 189 37% 8325 5%

F 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 9 2% 98 19% 4413 3%

G 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 4 1% 60 12% 2732 2%

H 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 2 0% 335 0%

TOTAL (1) 494 100% 504 100% 500 100% 498 100% 507 100% 166843 100%

AREA TB Score (2)  1.6 1.8  2.2  3.6  5.0  2.5

Participation Rate  26%  51%  51%  70%  74%   

(1) Excludes households for which tax band details are not available: 2,505 households for Bristol, 4 in Bell Barn, 3 in Eastfield, 1 in Brislington, 1 in Greenbank and 1 in Hartcliffe.

(2) Area TB (Tax Band) Scores are calculated by allocating sequential values to each band, starting from '1' for A, '2' for B and rising to '8' for H, then multiplying each value by the % occurrence
     of the band and then combining these individual band scores to give an overall total score for each area. The average total score for the 5 monitored areas is 2.8.
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Table A5.2

AVERAGE KG OF WASTE (REFUSE & RECYCLING) PER HOUSEHOLD (1 WEEK) BY COUNCIL TAX BAND

Average Kg Recycling per Hh Served

TAX Band
Number of

Households

Average Kg

Refuse/Hh

Recycling

Participation

Monitored

Areas

Adjusted by

Participation

TOTAL

WASTE

A 72 25.71 31% 2.53 1.45 27.16

B 91 18.35 48% 2.53 2.25 20.60

C 56 17.25 60% 2.53 2.81 20.06

D 54 21.36 72% 2.53 3.37 24.73

E 15 25.64 74% 2.53 3.47 29.11

F 4 28.41 81% 2.53 3.80 32.21

G 1 31.5 77% 2.53 3.61 35.11

H 0 0 100% 2.53 4.69  

TOTAL/AVERAGE 293 21.06 54% AVERAGE 3.18 23.51
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Table A5.3 - ESTIMATED RECYCLING PARTICIPATION RATE FOR BRISTOL

CITY-WIDE WEIGHTED AVERAGE

Bristol Monitored Areas Bristol Estimate 

TAX Band No. of Households % Occurrence No. of Households Participation Rate Bristol Occurrence Occurrence x Rate
A 38436 23.0% 397 31% 23.0% 7%

B 63691 38.2% 989 48% 38.2% 18%

C 34023 20.4% 379 60% 20.4% 12%

D 14888 8.9% 327 72% 8.9% 6%

E 8325 5.0% 238 74% 5.0% 4%

F 4413 2.6% 107 81% 2.6% 2%

G 2732 1.6% 64 77% 1.6% 1%

H 335 0.2% 2 100% 0.2% 0%

TOTAL 166843 100% 2503  BRISTOL RATE 51.4%

BLACK BOX AREAS ONLY* WEIGHTED AVERAGE

Bristol Monitored Areas Bristol Estimate 

TAX Band No. of Households % Occurrence No. of Households Participation Rate Bristol Occurrence Occurrence x Rate

A 22515 16.7% 397 31% 16.7% 5%

B 47769 35.4% 989 48% 35.4% 17%

C 34023 25.2% 379 60% 25.2% 15%

D 14888 11.0% 327 72% 11.0% 8%

E 8325 6.2% 238 74% 6.2% 5%

F 4413 3.3% 107 81% 3.3% 3%

G 2732 2.0% 64 77% 2.0% 2%

H 335 0.2% 2 100% 0.2% 0%

TOTAL 135000 100% 2503  BB AREA RATE 54.2%

* It is assumed that areas not served by Black Box collections will mostly consist of households in Tax Bands A & B. Therefore households in these bands have been reduced
  equally so that total becomes 135,000 to match number with Black Box collections.
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APPENDIX 6

HOUSEHOLD SURVEY QUESTIONS

HOUSEHOLD WASTE SURVEY

Please answer all questions and read each one carefully.

There are no right or wrong answers - please tell us the situation as you see it for your household.

1. Do you use the kerbside recycling collections from your home and, if so,

how often?

(please tick 1 answer only)

qA NO - Do not know about these collections.

qB NO - Know about collections, but do not use regularly.

qC YES - About once every 6 to 8 weeks.

qD YES - Once every month.

qE YES - Every week or every two weeks.
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2. What do you currently do with most of the following types of waste?

(please tick all boxes that apply)

Wheelie
bin

Kerbside
recycling

from home

Take to
recycling

bank

Home
compost

bin

No waste
of this
type

Other

Drinks cans qA qB qC qD qE qF

Food cans qA qB qC qD qE qF

Glass bottles qA qB qC qD qE qF

Glass jars qA qB qC qD qE qF

Plastic bottles qA qB qC qD qE qF

Newspapers qA qB qC qD qE qF

Magazines qA qB qC qD qE qF

Cardboard qA qB qC qD qE qF

Old clothes qA qB qC qD qE qF

Food waste qA qB qC qD qE qF

Garden waste qA qB qC qD qE qF

3. How much of the following types of rubbish produced by your household are

recycled?  (please tick boxes that apply)

No waste of
this type

None
recycled

Quarter
recycled

Half
recycled

Nearly all
recycled

Newspapers qA qB qC qD qE

Glass bottles & jars qA qB qC qD qE

Food & drinks cans qA qB qC qD qE

Plastic bottles qA qB qC qD qE
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Please answer question 4a if you do not currently use the kerbside recycling collections from

your home or question 4b if you do currently use these collections.

4a. What are the main reasons that

you do not put materials out for

the kerbside collections?

4b. Have any of the following been

problems with the kerbside

recycling collections?

(please tick any that apply) (please tick any that apply)

qA Do not know about these collections. qA Box is too small.

qB Do not have a black box. qB Box is too big.

qC There is little point in recycling. qC Full box is too heavy.

qD Recycling is not convenient. qD Box is not always collected.

qE Have no where to keep box. qE Box is not always returned.

qF It is easier to use wheelie bin. qF Some materials are not collected.

qG Not enough waste for recycling. qG Not sure what materials to put out.

qH Putting boxes out looks untidy. qH Box is returned untidily.

qI Contents of box may blow or tip out. qI Box gets dirty.

qJ Other - please describe: qJ Other - please describe:

5. If you use the kerbside recycling collections, please say where items are

stored and how they put out for collection.  (please tick all that apply)

a) qA Do not use kerbside recycling collections.  Ë  if a) applies, continue with Question 6.

b) STORE RECYCLABLES: qB In black box. qC Not in black box.

c) STORAGE LOCATION: qB Inside house. qC Outside house.

d) HOW PUT OUT: qB In black box only. qC In black box and carrier bags.

qD In carrier bags only. qE Other - please describe:
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6. How could the kerbside recycling collections be improved? (tick any that apply)

qA Don’t know. qB The service does not need to be improved.

qC Provide a lid for boxes. qD Collect on the same day as refuse collections.

qD Provide two or more boxes for households that need them.

qD Collect more materials - please list which ones:

qE Use a different type of collection container - what would you prefer?

qH Other way(s) - please describe:

7. When was a leaflet last delivered to you about kerbside recycling?

qA Within the last month. qB In the last 2-6 months.

qC In the last 6-12 months. qD More than a year ago.

qE Don’t know. qF No leaflets have been delivered.

8. How many people in your road or neighbourhood recycle?

qA Most people. qB About half. qC Less than half.

qD Few or none. qE Don’t know.

9. Please say on a scale from 1 (very concerned) to 5 (not at all concerned) what you

feel about the following environmental issues.

(please only tick one box for each issue) Very
concerned

Not at all
concerned

1 2 3 4 5

Don’t know
or

no opinion

Dog fouling and litter q q q q q q

Traffic pollution q q q q q q

Throwing out waste that could be recycled q q q q q q

Loss of tropical forests & wildlife habitats q q q q q q

Global warming & climate change q q q q q q
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10. Please say on a scale from 1 (strongly agree) to 5 (strongly disagree) how you

rate the following statements.

(please only tick one box for each statement) Strongly
agree

Strongly
disagree

1 2 3 4 5

Don’t know
or

no opinion

Recycling my waste make a difference q q q q q q

It helps if we all do our bit by recycling q q q q q q

Recycling is expensive q q q q q q

Recycling has few benefits q q q q q q

Recycling saves trees & natural resources q q q q q q

Waste throws away our children’s future q q q q q q

Waste pollutes q q q q q q

Recycling saves landfill sites for rubbish
disposal from running out q q q q q q

Recycling saves on waste disposal costs q q q q q q

Recycling collections create local jobs q q q q q q

11. Please say if any of the following would help or encourage you to recycle.

(only tick if any apply and, if so, up to 2 or 3 which might make the most difference)

qA Information on what types of waste can be recycled

qB Information on what happens to materials collected for recycling

qC Information on the benefits of recycling

qD Information on what happens to rubbish collected for disposal

qE Information on how much is collected for recycling
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qF A prize draw for those recycling

qG Charging households that don’t recycle for their refuse collection

qH Guided tours of local sites where waste is taken for recycling or disposal

ABOUT YOUR HOUSEHOLD - The following information will help us to identify different
needs within the community and will be treated as strictly confidential.

12. How long have you lived in this neighbourhood?

qA Less than 6 months qB 1-2 years

qC 6-12 months qD Over 2 years

13. Are you? qA Male qB Female

14. How old are you?

qA 16-24 qB 25-34 qC 35-44

qD 45-59 qE 60-74 qF Over 75

15. How many other people are there in the following age groups in your

household? (please give number in each that apply)

0-4 5-15 16-24 25-34

35-44 45-59 60-74 Over 75

16. If you recycle, who helps with recycling in your household? (tick all that

apply)

qA Do not recycle qB You qC Your partner qD Your child(ren)

qE Other adult qF Other - please say who:
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17. What is the best description of your current employment status?

qA Retired qB Student

qC Full-time working qD Part-time working

qE Unemployed qF Other

18. What is the occupation of the main income earner in the household or

their last occupation if retired or unemployed?

19. What is your total household income in a year?

qA £0-7,499 qB £7,500-14,999 qC £15,000-24,999

qD £25,000-34,999 qE £35,000-44,999 qF Over £45,000

20. Is your home?

qA Owner occupied qB Rented from the Council

qC Rented privately qD Rented from Housing Association

qE Other – please specify:

Thank you very much for taking the time to complete this survey

Please return the form in the freepost envelope provided by 23 October 2000

If you wish to be entered in the prize draw (optional), please give your name and tel. no. or address below:

Name:
OFFICE USE ONLY - SURVEY CODE NO.

Tel. or address:
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APPENDIX 7.

HOUSEHOLD SURVEY

SELECTED DATA SETS
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SELECTED RESPONSES BY COLLECTION AREA

BELL BARN EASTFIELD BRISLINGTON GREENBANK HARTCLIFFE TOTAL

Total Households in Sample 200 214 200 200 214 1028

Number of Responses 116 117* 76 81 88* 478

Response Rate 58% 55%* 38% 41% 41%* 46%

Q1 NON - Not or only every 6-8 weeks 11% 18% 13% 9% 26% 16%

REPORTED USE LOW - Once every month 16% 13% 4% 7% 6% 10%

OF SERVICE HIGH - Every week or two weeks 73% 69% 83% 84% 68% 75%

Q2 Drinks Cans 55% 50% 72% 68% 74% 62%

HOUSEHOLDS Food Cans 45% 47% 59% 72% 72% 57%

RECYCLING Glass Bottles 90% 80% 82% 88% 69% 82%

 Glass Jars 83% 77% 82% 85% 68% 79%

(putting out dry Plastic Bottles 49% 43% 46% 56% 34% 45%

materials for kerbside Newspapers 91% 83% 90% 80% 75% 84%

recycling or home Magazines 85% 75% 84% 70% 72% 77%

composting food Old Clothes 23% 20% 30% 22% 24% 23%

 & garden wastes) Food Waste 18% 9% 17% 26% 13% 16%

 Garden Waste 22% 19% 34% 36% 21% 25%

Q4a Number of Responses 12 21 10 12 17 72

 Not know about collections 25% 24% 30% 8% 29% 24%

REASONS FOR Do not have Black Box 25% 29% 70% 33% 41% 38%

NOT RECYCLING Recycling not convenient 0% 19% 20% 8% 6% 11%

 No where to keep box 8% 5% 30% 0% 6% 8%

 Easier to use wheelie bin 42% 29% 20% 17% 29% 28%

 Not enough waste 25% 19% 10% 17% 18% 18%

 Contents may blow or tip out 33% 10% 10% 25% 6% 15%
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BELL BARN EASTFIELD BRISLINGTON GREENBANK HARTCLIFFE TOTAL

Q4b Number of Responses 67 61 45 61 50 284

PROBLEMS Box too small 31% 15% 29% 34% 32% 28%

WITH RECYCLING Full box too heavy 31% 21% 11% 20% 6% 19%

 Box not always collected 3% 5% 7% 21% 6% 9%

 Box not always returned 3% 8% 16% 8% 10% 9%

 Some materials are not collected 10% 21% 13% 33% 26% 21%

 Not sure what materials to put out 28% 23% 18% 16% 18% 21%

 Box is returned untidily 16% 13% 20% 5% 12% 13%

 Box gets dirty 8% 15% 11% 23% 16% 14%

Q5 Store in Black Box 83% 82% 89% 84% 98% 86%

WHERE RECYCLERS Store inside 42% 56% 34% 54% 35% 46%

STORE MATERIALS Store outside 56% 42% 60% 43% 60% 51%

Q6 Not need improvement or don't know 37% 31% 38% 23% 45% 35%

HOW TO IMPROVE Provide lid for boxes 29% 36% 25% 44% 43% 35%

KERBSIDE Collect same day as refuse 17% 17% 10% 18% 20% 16%

RECYCLING Provide two or more boxes if needed 30% 25% 23% 37% 28% 29%

COLLECTIONS Collect more materials 21% 24% 26% 34% 12% 23%

 Use different container 7% 8% 4% 15% 4% 8%

Q7 Within the last month 7% 19% 60% 20% 19% 23%

WHEN LAST LEAFLET In last 2-6 months 33% 36% 13% 42% 32% 32%

DELIVERED In last 6-12 months 36% 22% 8% 16% 24% 23%

 More than a year ago 4% 3% 7% 7% 7% 5%

 No leaflets delivered 8% 6% 5% 6% 7% 7%

Q8 Most people 58% 47% 36% 27% 18% 39%

HOW MANY IN ROAD About half 19% 25% 25% 27% 21% 23%

OR NEIGHBOURHOOD Less than half 4% 9% 18% 15% 20% 12%

RECYCLE Few or none 2% 5% 7% 4% 14% 6%
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BELL BARN EASTFIELD BRISLINGTON GREENBANK HARTCLIFFE TOTAL

Q9 CONCERN ABOUT Dog Fouling & Litter 1.4 1.5 1.2 1.6 1.4 1.4

(rated on score from 1, Traffic Pollution 1.8 1.7 1.5 1.5 1.8 1.7

if very concerned, to 5, Throwing Out Waste 2.0 2.0 1.6 1.7 1.6 1.8

if not at all concerned. Loss of Forests & Habitats 1.7 1.7 1.4 1.5 1.6 1.6

Score of 3 is neutral.) Global Warming & Change 1.8 1.9 1.8 1.5 1.6 1.7

Q10 My Recycling Makes Difference 1.7 1.6 1.3 1.6 1.5 1.5

HOW RATE WASTE It Helps if We All Do Our Bit 1.4 1.4 1.3 1.3 1.3 1.3

STATEMENTS Recycling is Expensive 3.2 3.5 3.5 3.8 3.7 3.5

(rated on score from 1, Recycling has Few Benefits 4.1 4.1 4.2 4.4 3.4 4.1

 if strongly agree, to 5, Saves Trees & Resources 1.8 1.7 1.5 2.0 1.8 1.8

if strongly disagree. Recycling Saves Landfill 1.5 1.7 1.4 1.5 1.3 1.5

 Score of 3 is neutral.) Recycling Creates Local Jobs 1.9 1.9 1.5 1.6 1.3 1.7

Q11 Info on what can be recycled 62% 65% 54% 58% 71% 63%

 Info on how materials recycled 55% 48% 44% 51% 50% 50%

WHAT WOULD HELP Info on benefits of recycling 43% 44% 36% 50% 43% 43%

OR ENCOURAGE A prize draw for recycling 17% 18% 27% 17% 33% 22%

RECYCLING Charging non-recyclers 20% 27% 34% 26% 29% 26%

Q12 Less than 1 year 2% 10% 7% 15% 9% 8%

HOW LONG LIVED IN 1-2 years 4% 7% 1% 11% 3% 6%

NEIGHBOURHOOD Over 2 years 94% 83% 92% 74% 87% 86%

Q13 MALE 42% 41% 30% 30% 29% 35%

RESPONDER GENDER FEMALE 58% 59% 70% 70% 71% 65%

Q14 16-34 4% 17% 22% 38% 14% 18%

 35-44 17% 19% 12% 33% 6% 17%

AGE OF 45-59 30% 24% 30% 16% 21% 25%

RESPONDERS 60-74 24% 27% 16% 10% 47% 25%

 Over 75 25% 12% 20% 3% 14% 15%
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BELL BARN EASTFIELD BRISLINGTON GREENBANK HARTCLIFFE TOTAL

Q15 Single adults - no children 26% 30% 20% 5% 17% 21%

HOUSEHOLD Single adults with children 11% 9% 8% 12% 15% 11%

STRUCTURE 2+ Adults - no children 45% 42% 53% 51% 53% 48%

 2+ Adults with children 18% 19% 20% 32% 15% 20%

Q17 Retired 50% 37% 41% 11% 60% 41%

 Student 0% 0% 1% 4% 0% 1%

EMPLOYMENT Full-Time Working 28% 40% 29% 47% 16% 32%

STATUS Part-time working 17% 16% 19% 24% 7% 16%

 Unemployed 0% 3% 0% 7% 10% 4%

 Other 5% 4% 9% 6% 7% 6%

Q18 A 35% 29% 2% 6% 2% 18%

SOCIAL CLASS B 55% 33% 33% 49% 12% 38%

(from occupation of C1 7% 22% 39% 12% 12% 18%

main income earner) C2 0% 11% 20% 25% 53% 19%

 D & E 2% 4% 7% 8% 23% 8%

Q19 £0-7,499 12% 6% 22% 13% 46% 18%

 £7,500-14,999 9% 25% 26% 25% 33% 23%

ANNUAL £15,000-24,999 23% 26% 26% 27% 13% 23%

HOUSEHOLD £25,000-34,999 21% 18% 19% 22% 6% 18%

INCOME £35,000-44,999 17% 9% 5% 9% 2% 9%

 Over £45,000 19% 15% 2% 3% 0% 9%

Q20 Owner Occupied 96% 91% 96% 78% 54% 84%

 Council Rented 3% 3% 1% 6% 40% 10%

HOME OWNERSHIP Private Rented 1% 6% 1% 13% 1% 4%

 Housing Assoc. & Other 1% 0% 1% 4% 5% 2%
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SELECTED RESPONSES BY COUNCIL TAX BANDS

A B C & D E,F & G TOTAL

Number of Responses 65 176 143 90 478

Q1 Not or only every 6-8 weeks 22% 17% 15% 9% 16%

REPORTED USE Once every month 6% 6% 18% 9% 10%

OF SERVICE Every week or two weeks 72% 78% 67% 82% 75%

Q2 Drinks Cans 63% 70% 51% 66% 62%

HOUSEHOLDS Food Cans 66% 66% 46% 54% 57%

RECYCLING Glass Bottles 74% 77% 85% 92% 82%

 Glass Jars 72% 78% 80% 86% 79%

(putting out dry Plastic Bottles 22% 57% 42% 44% 45%

materials for kerbside Newspapers 75% 81% 87% 92% 84%

recycling or home Magazines 68% 74% 80% 86% 77%

composting food Cardboard 17% 23% 20% 19% 23%

& garden wastes) Old Clothes 25% 27% 19% 24% 16%

 Food Waste 17% 17% 14% 18% 25%

 Garden Waste 22% 30% 21% 23% 62%

Q4a Number of Responses 14 30 20 7 72

 Not know about collections 7% 33% 25% 14% 24%

REASONS FOR Do not have Black Box 50% 43% 30% 14% 38%

NOT RECYCLING Recycling not convenient 7% 10% 20% 0% 11%

 No where to keep box 0% 10% 10% 14% 8%

 Easier to use wheelie bin 21% 20% 35% 43% 28%

 Not enough waste 14% 13% 25% 29% 18%

 Contents may blow or tip out 0% 17% 15% 29% 15%
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A B C & D E,F & G TOTAL

Q4b Number of Responses 39 114 77 50 284

PROBLEMS Box too small 31% 33% 18% 32% 28%

WITH RECYCLING Full box too heavy 10% 13% 26% 28% 19%

 Box not always collected 13% 11% 4% 6% 9%

 Box not always returned 8% 11% 10% 0% 9%

 Some materials are not collected 33% 20% 20% 16% 21%

 Not sure what materials to put out 18% 18% 22% 26% 21%

 Box is returned untidily 10% 11% 14% 20% 13%

 Box gets dirty 15% 18% 13% 8% 14%

Q5 Store in Black Box 92% 90% 81% 86% 86%

WHERE RECYCLERS Store inside 41% 44% 54% 38% 46%

STORE MATERIALS Store outside 53% 52% 45% 58% 51%

Q6 Not need improvement or don't know 24% 30% 23% 32% 35%

HOW TO IMPROVE Provide lid for boxes 46% 35% 36% 26% 35%

KERBSIDE Collect same day as refuse 14% 21% 12% 17% 16%

RECYCLING Provide two or more boxes if needed 36% 27% 22% 35% 29%

 COLLECTIONS Use different container 5% 9% 5% 11% 8%

Q9 Dog Fouling & Litter 1.6 1.4 1.5 1.4 1.4

CONCERN ABOUT Throwing Out Waste 1.9 1.6 1.9 2.0 1.8

Q10 My Recycling Makes Difference 1.7 1.4 1.6 1.6 1.5

HOW RATE It Helps if We All Do Our Bit 1.5 1.2 1.4 1.3 1.3

STATEMENTS ABOUT Recycling is Expensive 3.8 3.6 3.4 3.2 3.5

RECYCLING & WASTE Recycling has Few Benefits 4.1 3.9 4.2 4.1 4.1

(rated on score from 1, Saves Trees & Resources 2 1.7 1.8 1.6 1.8

if strongly agree, to 5, Throws Away Future 2 2 2.2 2.2 2.1

if strongly disagree. Recycling Saves Landfill 1.4 1.4 1.7 1.5 1.5

Score of 3 is neutral.) Recycling Creates Local Jobs 1.5 1.5 1.9 1.8 1.7
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A B C & D E,F & G TOTAL

Q11 Info on what can be recycled 65% 60% 63% 63% 63%

WHAT WOULD HELP A prize draw for recycling 22% 20% 22% 23% 22%

OR ENCOURAGE Charging non-recyclers 27% 27% 17% 17% 26%

RECYCLING Tours of local waste sites 23% 32% 26% 18% 12%

Q14 16-34 31% 23% 15% 3% 18%

 AGE OF 35-44 17% 16% 16% 23% 17%

RESPONDERS 45-74 43% 49% 50% 58% 50%

 Over 75 9% 13% 19% 16% 15%

Q15 Single adults - no children 12% 16% 32% 19% 21%

HOUSEHOLD Single adults with children 17% 10% 9% 12% 11%

STRUCTURE 2+ Adults - no children 48% 52% 44% 47% 48%

 2+ Adults with children 23% 23% 15% 22% 20%

Q17 Retired 31% 41% 40% 46% 41%

EMPLOYMENT Full-Time Working 29% 31% 38% 30% 32%

STATUS Part-time working 20% 14% 16% 19% 16%

 Unemployed 11% 5% 1% 0% 4%

Q18 A 4% 4% 26% 38% 18%

B 28% 32% 39% 53% 38%

SOCIAL CLASS C1 15% 22% 22% 4% 18%

C2 36% 31% 7% 3% 19%

 D&E 17% 10% 5% 15% 8%

Q19 £0-7,499 32% 24% 13% 7% 18%

 ANNUAL £7,500-14,999 30% 28% 24% 7% 23%

HOUSEHOLD £15,000-34,999 29% 41% 45% 44% 41%

INCOME Over £35,000 9% 7% 19% 43% 18%

Q20 Owner Occupied 52% 81% 93% 97% 84%

 HOME OWNERSHIP Council & Private Rented 45% 16% 6% 2% 14%
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SELECTED RESPONSES BY WHETHER RECYCLE (MONITORED & REPORTED)

MONITORED PARTICIPATION REPORTED PARTICIPATION

RECYCLE NON RECYCLE NON TOTAL

Number of Responses 391 87 404 74 478

Q1 Not or only every 6-8 weeks 7% 52% 0% 100% 16%

REPORTED USE Once every month 11% 6% 12% 0% 10%

OF SERVICE Every week or two weeks 82% 43% 88% 0% 75%

Q8 Most people 42% 26% 44% 15% 39%

HOW MANY PEOPLE About half 23% 23% 23% 26% 23%

IN ROAD OR Less than half 12% 14% 11% 16% 12%

NEIGHBOURHOOD Few or none 5% 8% 5% 11% 6%

RECYCLE Don't know 18% 29% 18% 32% 20%

Q9 Dog Fouling & Litter 1.4 1.5 1.4 1.5 1.4

CONCERN ABOUT Throwing Out Waste 1.7 2.2 1.7 2.4 1.8

Q10 My Recycling Makes Difference 1.5 1.8 1.5 2.0 1.5

HOW RATE It Helps if We All Do Our Bit 1.3 1.6 1.3 1.8 1.3

STATEMENTS ABOUT Recycling has Few Benefits 4.1 3.9 4.1 3.8 4.1

RECYCLING & WASTE Saves Trees & Resources 1.8 1.7 1.8 1.7 1.8

Throws Away Future 2.0 2.5 2.1 2.3 2.1

Recycling Saves Landfill 1.5 1.7 1.5 1.6 1.5

Q11 Info on what can be recycled 62% 66% 62% 64% 63%

 Info on benefits of recycling 42% 51% 44% 39% 43%

WHAT WOULD HELP Info on rubbish for disposal 28% 34% 27% 40% 29%

OR ENCOURAGE Info on how much recycled 20% 28% 20% 27% 21%

RECYCLING A prize draw for recycling 21% 24% 21% 27% 22%

 Charging non-recyclers 28% 18% 28% 16% 26%

 Tours of local waste sites 13% 5% 13% 5% 12%
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MONITORED PARTICIPATION REPORTED PARTICIPATION

RECYCLE NON RECYCLE NON TOTAL

Q12 Less than 1 year 7% 14% 7% 14% 8%

HOW LONG LIVED IN 1-2 years 5% 9% 6% 4% 6%

NEIGHBOURHOOD Over 2 years 88% 77% 87% 81% 86%

Q14 16-44 32% 47% 34% 44% 35%

AGE OF 45-59 24% 27% 25% 23% 25%

RESPONDERS 60-74 27% 16% 26% 22% 25%

 Over 75 16% 9% 16% 12% 15%

Q15 Single adults - no children 21% 22% 21% 20% 21%

HOUSEHOLD Single adults with children 10% 17% 10% 19% 11%

STRUCTURE 2+ Adults - no children 50% 39% 50% 38% 48%

 2+ Adults with children 20% 22% 20% 23% 20%

Q17 Retired 44% 23% 42% 34% 41%

Full-Time Working 31% 39% 32% 32% 32%

EMPLOYMENT Part-time working 17% 12% 17% 14% 16%

 STATUS Unemployed 3% 10% 3% 11% 4%

 Other 4% 14% 6% 7% 6%

Q18 A & B 57% 48% 58% 39% 56%

SOCIAL CLASS C1 & 2 36% 37% 37% 38% 37%

 D & E 7% 13% 6% 21% 8%

Q19 £0-14,999 42% 39% 39% 48% 18%

ANNUAL HOUSEHOLD £15,000-24,999 21% 31% 23% 25% 23%

INCOME Over £25,000 37% 31% 38% 39% 18%

Q20 Owner Occupied 87% 67% 86% 71% 84%

HOME OWNERSHIP Council Rented 8% 22% 8% 22% 10%

 Private Rented 3% 10% 4% 4% 4%
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MONITORED PARTICIPATION REPORTED PARTICIPATION

HIGH LOW HIGH LOW TOTAL

Number of Responses 246 145 357 47 478

Q1 Not or only every 6-8 weeks 7% 8% 0% 0% 16%

REPORTED USE Once every month 3% 23% 0% 100% 10%

OF SERVICE Every week or two weeks 90% 68% 100% 0% 75%

Q9 Dog Fouling & Litter 1.4 1.5 1.4 1.4 1.4

CONCERN ABOUT Throwing Out Waste 1.6 1.9 1.7 1.9 1.8

Q10 My Recycling Makes Difference 1.4 1.6 1.5 1.6 1.5

HOW RATE It Helps if We All Do Our Bit 1.3 1.4 1.3 1.3 1.3

STATEMENTS ABOUT Recycling is Expensive 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.2 3.5

RECYCLING & WASTE Recycling has Few Benefits 4.2 3.9 4.1 4.0 4.1

(rated on score from 1, Saves Trees & Resources 1.7 1.9 1.7 2.2 1.8

if strongly agree, to 5, Throws Away Future 1.9 2.2 2.0 2.5 2.1

if strongly disagree. Recycling Saves Landfill 1.4 1.5 1.5 1.6 1.5

Score of 3 is neutral.) Recycling Creates Local Jobs 1.6 1.7 1.6 1.9 1.7

Q11 Info on what can be recycled 61% 63% 61% 74% 63%

 Info on benefits of recycling 42% 42% 44% 48% 43%

WHAT WOULD HELP Info on rubbish for disposal 24% 36% 26% 41% 29%

OR ENCOURAGE Info on how much recycled 21% 18% 21% 17% 21%

RECYCLING A prize draw for recycling 24% 17% 21% 17% 22%

 Charging non-recyclers 31% 24% 29% 24% 26%

 Tours of local waste sites 15% 10% 14% 7% 12%

Q12 Less than 1 year 6% 8% 7% 4% 8%

HOW LONG LIVED IN 1-2 years 4% 6% 6% 4% 6%

NEIGHBOURHOOD Over 2 years 91% 85% 87% 91% 86%
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MONITORED PARTICIPATION REPORTED PARTICIPATION

HIGH LOW HIGH LOW TOTAL

Q14 16-34 14% 17% 16% 17% 18%

 35-44 15% 22% 17% 20% 17%

AGE OF 45-59 25% 23% 24% 28% 25%

RESPONDERS 60-74 30% 23% 27% 17% 25%

 Over 75 17% 15% 15% 17% 15%

Q15 Single adults - no children 18% 26% 19% 32% 21%

HOUSEHOLD Single adults with children 10% 9% 10% 11% 11%

STRUCTURE 2+ Adults - no children 53% 45% 51% 40% 48%

 2+ Adults with children 20% 21% 20% 17% 20%

Q17 Retired 48% 38% 43% 30% 41%

 Student 0% 1% 1% 0% 1%

EMPLOYMENT Full-Time Working 28% 36% 31% 44% 32%

STATUS Part-time working 18% 16% 16% 20% 16%

 Unemployed 2% 4% 2% 4% 4%

 Other 5% 4% 7% 2% 6%

Q18 A & B 53% 64% 57% 68% 56%

SOCIAL CLASS C1 & C2 40% 30% 37% 29% 37%

 D&E 7% 6% 6% 3% 8%

Q19 £0-7,499 19% 16% 17% 11% 18%

 £7,500-14,999 26% 20% 24% 17% 23%

ANNUAL £15,000-24,999 18% 27% 23% 25% 23%

HOUSEHOLD £25,000-34,999 20% 17% 20% 14% 18%

INCOME Over £35,000 16% 21% 17% 33% 18%

Q20 Owner Occupied 88% 86% 86% 84% 84%

HOME OWNERSHIP Council Rented 8% 8% 8% 7% 10%

 Private Rented 2% 5% 4% 7% 4%
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SELECTED RESPONSES BY GENDER

FEMALE MALE

RESPONDERS RESPONDERS TOTAL

Number of Responses 302 165 478

Q1 Not or only every 6-8 weeks 16% 15% 16%

REPORTED USE Once every month 10% 10% 10%

OF SERVICE Every week or two weeks 74% 75% 75%

Q9 Dog Fouling & Litter 1.4 1.5 1.4

CONCERN ABOUT Throwing Out Waste 1.7 1.9 1.8

Q11 Info on what can be recycled 59% 72% 63%

 Info on how materials recycled 53% 46% 50%

WHAT WOULD HELP Info on benefits of recycling 45% 40% 43%

 OR ENCOURAGE A prize draw for recycling 22% 22% 22%

 RECYCLING Charging non-recyclers 26% 26% 26%

 Tours of local waste sites 10% 13% 12%

Q14 16-34 22% 10% 18%

 35-44 18% 17% 17%

AGE OF 45-59 24% 27% 25%

RESPONDERS 60-74 24% 29% 25%

 Over 75 13% 18% 15%

Q17 Retired 38% 45% 41%

EMPLOYMENT Full-Time Working 26% 43% 32%

STATUS Part-time working 22% 6% 16%

Q19 £0-7,499 21% 13% 18%

ANNUAL £7,500-14,999 22% 23% 23%

HOUSEHOLD £15,000-34,999 40% 44% 41%

INCOME Over £35,000 18% 20% 18%
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SELECTED RESPONSES BY AGE

16-34 35-44 45-59 60-74 Over 75 TOTAL

Number of Responses 85 82 116 119 71 478

Q1 Not or only every 6-8 weeks 22% 16% 15% 13% 13% 16%

REPORTED USE Once every month 9% 11% 11% 7% 11% 10%

OF SERVICE Every week or two weeks 68% 73% 74% 80% 76% 75%

Q2 Drinks Cans 58% 66% 63% 67% 56% 62%

HOUSEHOLDS Food Cans 49% 66% 51% 62% 59% 57%

RECYCLING Glass Bottles 75% 85% 81% 86% 82% 82%

Newspapers 67% 83% 85% 90% 94% 84%

Food Waste 9% 15% 17% 19% 21% 16%

Garden Waste 18% 26% 24% 30% 27% 25%

Q12 Less than 1 year 33% 5% 2% 3% 1% 8%

HOW LONG LIVED IN 1-2 years 18% 7% 3% 2% 0% 6%

NEIGHBOURHOOD Over 2 years 49% 88% 95% 96% 99% 86%

Q13 MALE 21% 34% 38% 40% 43% 35%

RESPONDER GENDER FEMALE 79% 66% 62% 60% 57% 65%

Q17 Retired 1% 0% 14% 87% 100% 41%

EMPLOYMENT Full-Time Working 56% 52% 47% 6% 0% 32%

STATUS Part-time working 16% 33% 27% 5% 0% 16%

Q19 £0-7,499 8% 8% 13% 25% 50% 18%

ANNUAL £7,500-14,999 17% 9% 18% 42% 26% 23%

HOUSEHOLD £15,000-34,999 50% 53% 46% 29% 19% 41%

INCOME Over £35,000 25% 31% 24% 3% 4% 18%

Q20 Owner Occupied 74% 83% 90% 86% 84% 84%

 Council Rented 10% 9% 9% 12% 12% 10%

 Private Rented 15% 5% 1% 1% 3% 4%
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SELECTED RESPONSES BY OTHER HOUSEHOLD CHARACTERISTICS

Single with 2+ Adults with Single with 2+ Adults with

Child(ren) Child(ren) no Child(ren) no Child(ren) TOTAL

Number of Responses 53 97 99 229 478

Q1 Not or only every 6-8 weeks 26% 18% 15% 12% 16%

REPORTED USE Once every month 9% 8% 15% 8% 10%

OF SERVICE Every week or two weeks 64% 74% 70% 80% 75%

Q4a Number of Responses 14 17 15 26 72

 Not know about collections 36% 18% 20% 23% 24%

REASONS FOR Do not have Black Box 29% 41% 27% 46% 38%

NOT RECYCLING Recycling not convenient 0% 6% 20% 15% 11%

 No where to keep box 7% 12% 7% 8% 8%

 Not enough waste 21% 12% 20% 19% 18%

Q4b Number of Responses 34 67 48 135 284

PROBLEMS Box too small 24% 45% 10% 27% 28%

WITH RECYCLING Full box too heavy 12% 21% 25% 18% 19%

Q6 Not need improvement/don't know 29% 24% 49% 36% 35%

HOW TO IMPROVE Provide lid for boxes 46% 32% 31% 36% 35%

KERBSIDE Collect same day as refuse 15% 12% 20% 17% 16%

RECYCLING Provide two or more boxes if needed 33% 40% 21% 26% 29%

COLLECTIONS Collect more materials 25% 32% 15% 22% 23%

 Use different container 14% 9% 4% 7% 8%

Q10 My Recycling Makes Difference 1.8 1.6 1.4 1.5 1.5

HOW RATE WASTE It Helps if We All Do Our Bit 3.6 3.7 3.3 3.5 3.5

STATEMENTS Recycling is Expensive 2.3 2.0 2.2 2.1 2.1
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Single with 2+ Adults with Single with 2+ Adults with

Child(ren) Child(ren) no Child(ren) no Child(ren) TOTAL

Q11 Info on what can be recycled 68% 63% 60% 62% 63%

WHAT WOULD HELP Info on benefits of recycling 38% 46% 43% 44% 43%

OR ENCOURAGE A prize draw for recycling 32% 23% 17% 21% 22%

RECYCLING Charging non-recyclers 21% 28% 20% 29% 26%

 Tours of local waste sites 11% 10% 9% 14% 12%

Q13 MALE 28% 33% 38% 37% 35%

RESPONDER GENDER FEMALE 72% 67% 62% 63% 65%

Q14 16-34 30% 31% 6% 15% 18%

 35-44 30% 40% 5% 10% 17%

AGE OF 45-59 19% 22% 21% 28% 25%

RESPONDERS 60-74 17% 6% 32% 32% 25%

 Over 75 4% 1% 35% 15% 15%

Q16 WHO RECYCLES Responder's Child(ren) 22% 42% 5% 9% 17%

Q17 Retired 19% 9% 65% 48% 41%

EMPLOYMENT Full-Time Working 46% 36% 20% 33% 32%

STATUS Part-time working 17% 35% 7% 12% 16%

 Unemployed 10% 7% 4% 1% 4%

Q19 £0-7,499 23% 12% 33% 14% 18%

 £7,500-14,999 17% 14% 28% 27% 23%

ANNUAL £15,000-24,999 17% 26% 25% 23% 23%

HOUSEHOLD £25,000-34,999 17% 24% 7% 19% 18%

INCOME Over £35,000 26% 25% 7% 18% 18%
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Single with Single with 2+ Adults with 2+ Adults with

Child(ren) (0-4) Kids (5-15 only) Child(ren) (0-4) Kids (5-15 only) TOTAL

Number of Responses 41 12 41 56 478

Q1 Not or only every 6-8 weeks 24% 33% 7% 25% 16%

REPORTED USE Once every month 10% 8% 10% 7% 10%

OF SERVICE Every week or two weeks 66% 58% 83% 68% 75%

Q12 Less than 1 year 15% 17% 10% 4% 8%

HOW LONG LIVED IN 1-2 years 10% 17% 10% 5% 6%

NEIGHBOURHOOD Over 2 years 76% 67% 81% 91% 86%

Q13 MALE 32% 17% 20% 43% 35%

RESPONDER GENDER FEMALE 68% 83% 81% 57% 65%

Q14 16-34 32% 25% 59% 11% 18%

 35-44 20% 67% 29% 48% 17%

AGE OF 45-59 22% 8% 2% 36% 25%

RESPONDERS 60-74 22% 0% 7% 5% 25%

 Over 75 5% 0% 2% 0% 15%

Q16 WHO RECYCLES Responder's Child(ren) 16% 42% 28% 52% 17%

Q17 Retired 25% 0% 10% 9% 41%

EMPLOYMENT Full-Time Working 43% 58% 27% 43% 32%

STATUS Part-time working 15% 25% 34% 36% 16%

 Unemployed 8% 17% 7% 7% 4%

 Other 10% 0% 22% 5% 6%

Q20 Owner Occupied 87% 58% 90% 73% 84%

 Council Rented 8% 25% 10% 18% 10%

 Private Rented 3% 8% 0% 4% 4%

 Housing Assoc. & Other 3% 8% 0% 5% 2%
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SELECTED RESPONSES BY QUANTITY OF WASTE PUT OUT FOR REFUSE COLLECTION

Over 50 Kg Under 50 Kg

Per Household in Week Per Household in Week TOTAL

Number of Responses 11 132 478

Q1 Not or only every 6-8 weeks 36% 20% 16%

REPORTED USE Once every month 0 11% 10%

OF SERVICE Every week or two weeks 64% 70% 75%

Q9 Dog Fouling & Litter 1.2 1.5 1.4

CONCERN ABOUT Throwing Out Waste 2.0 1.8 1.8

Q10 My Recycling Makes Difference 1.7 1.6 1.5

It Helps if We All Do Our Bit 1.3 1.4 1.3

HOW RATE Recycling is Expensive 3.1 3.5 3.5

STATEMENTS ABOUT Recycling has Few Benefits 4.0 3.8 4.1

RECYCLING & WASTE Recycling saves Landfill 1.9 1.5 1.5

Recycling saves Disposal Costs 2.7 1.8 1.9

Q14 16-44 46% 26% 35%

AGE OF 45-74 46% 60% 50%

RESPONDERS Over 75 9% 15% 15%

Q15 Single adults without children 9% 27% 21%

HOUSEHOLD Single adults with children 0 11% 11%

STRUCTURE 2+ Adults without children 55% 46% 48%

 2+ Adults with children 36% 17% 20%

Q17 Retired 18% 53% 41%

EMPLOYMENT STATUS Full-time working 55% 27% 32%

Unemployed 18% 5% 4%

Q19    ANNUAL £0-14,499 25% 55% 41%

HOUSEHOLD INCOME Over £15,000 75% 45% 59%


