Contents
Executive Summary ..................................................................................................................... 1
Introduction ................................................................................................................................. 2
Current performance ................................................................................................................... 3
Case studies ............................................................................................................................... 4
Waste composition – kerbside ..................................................................................................... 9
Waste composition – Sort It recycling centres ........................................................................... 14
Benchmarking and best practice ............................................................................................... 16
Participation Monitoring ............................................................................................................. 20
Extra information on food recycling ............................................................................................ 25
Focus groups ............................................................................................................................ 27
Door knocking survey ................................................................................................................ 33
Container trial ............................................................................................................................ 35
Nappies ..................................................................................................................................... 40

2/2

www.southglos.gov.uk

Executive Summary
Waste management is an important service provided by the council that is used by every resident.
In 2015 the Council set out its updated waste strategy and publically consulted on the proposals.
The strategy sets out plans until 2020 and includes changes to the service to reduce waste,
improve recycling and continue to reduce the waste sent to landfill.
This evidence document provides background information on the research undertaken to support
the strategy and subsequent Environment and Community Services Committee where the strategy
will be discussed and proposed for formal adoption.
It starts by summarising the current performance and the progress made since 2000 but also
highlights the challenges to reduce waste and increase recycling.
It explores case studies and good practice of other authorities using smaller black bins such as
Stockport who provide 140 litre bins and a reported recycling rate of 60.6 percent in 2014-15 and
North Somerset who provide 180 litre and have a reported recycling performance of 60.10
percent.
Evidence is presented on what residents currently throw away in the black bin at the kerbside as
well as in black bags at the Sort It recycling centres. It highlights that 52 percent at kerbside and
75 percent at the Sort It recycling Centres could have been recycled using existing services.
Information is also included on the number of residents currently using the recycling services
provided, with positive evidence of plastic, cardboard and glass participation but less for food,
paper, textiles and small electrical items.
Detailed benchmarking with other authorities highlights the performance levels that could be
achieved if we adopted the proposals put forward in the strategy. The benchmarking also includes
a recent WRAP report that highlights the relationship between lower recycling rates and larger
black bin capacity.
Detailed research of some of the resident engagement that has taken place (including trialling
containers, focus groups, door knocking surveys and nappy trials) has highlighted a need to make
the current service simpler and easier to use and to review containers. It has also shown that views
are spilt and residents have concerns over fly tipping if the size of the black bins are reduced.
The results from the formal public consultation are presented separately and can be found at
www.southglos.gov.uk/wastestrategy.
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Introduction
Waste management is an important part of the services provided by the council. The council has
consulted on a new waste strategy to make the necessary changes for the next step in our waste
performance. The changes are designed to:
reduce waste arisings
simplify the kerbside service for residents
improve participation in the recycling of waste
prevent waste being disposed of in landfill
The strategy sets out a number of key changes to the waste collection and disposal service. These
include:
targeted campaigns to reduce food waste, help families find alternatives to disposable
nappies and reduce junk mail
raising awareness of the environmental impact of waste and help residents understand what
happens to their waste after it is collected
working with local schools and community groups to raise awareness of waste and recycling
promoting re-use by providing information on how to give away or sell items
exploring opportunities to open a second re-use shop at Mangotsfield recycling centre
exploring opportunities for electrical item re-use
re-energising recycling by increasing the frequency of recycling collections to weekly (all
items on the same day)
stop collecting engine oil, car batteries and household batteries at the kerbside
residents can choose to continue using current white plastic and green cardboard bags and
boxes or opt to just use boxes
reducing the size of the standard black bin from 240 litres to 140 litres
reducing the bin allowance for households receiving extra capacity from 380 litres to 240
litres
The Communities Committee will be considering the adoption of the strategy on 6 July 2016. The
following document summarises the evidence and research completed to support the strategy.
The research was undertaken by the Waste Management Team in conjunction with Resource
Futures. Specialist consultancy was also provided by Eunomia and Ricardo.
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Current performance
In 2014/15, 120,000 tonnes of waste was produced by households in South Gloucestershire, a
decrease on the amount produced in the previous year. Over the past seven years waste collected
by the authority has decreased by 9 percent and contrasts with the rise in housing growth over this
same period. Recent decreases in overall waste have largely been the result of a reduction in
garden waste collected at the kerbside following the introduction of a charge for the service in
2014.
The following graph shows that 47.5 percent of household waste was recycled in 2014/15,
compared to 49 percent in the previous year. The decline in the recycling rate was the result of a
reduction in the garden waste tonnage. The introduction of new kerbside services for mixed
plastics, small electrical items and food and beverage cartons (e.g. Tetra Pak), alongside the
introduction of standardised recycling services for flats at the start of 2014/15 has helped to
reduce the impact of lower garden waste tonnages on the council’s recycling rate.
Figure 1: Quantity of household waste and method of disposal

Since the start of the contract with Suez (previously SITA) in 2000, the total amount of waste sent
to landfill is now at its lowest point. In 2014/15 only 15 percent was sent to landfill compared to
around over 90 percent in 2000. More material is now being diverted from landfill to alternative
treatment technologies such as incineration with energy recovery, Mechanical Biological Treatment
(MBT) and the recycling of street sweepings.
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Case studies
There are not many authorities that have chosen to provide a 140 litre bin for residual waste
collections although an increasing number use 180 litre bins. Of the top 30 nearest neighbours¹ to
South Gloucestershire, only Stockport use the 140 litre option. Other authorities further afield in
England using this option include Derbyshire Dales, Three Rivers and Northumberland.
The recycling performance for these areas is as follows:
County

Authority type

Recycling rate %

Three Rivers

Collection Authority

63.2

Stockport MBC

Collection Authority

60.7

Derbyshire Dales

Collection Authority

55.2

In addition, Tameside, Trafford and Manchester have announced plans to adopt a policy to restrict
residual waste allowance, with 140 litre bins.
In Wales restriction on residual waste is more commonplace compared to England and is achieved
through limiting the number of residual waste bags that can be presented and smaller bins. Cardiff,
Merthyr Tydfil and Torfaen all use 140 litre bins and have recycling rates of 53.4 percent, 51.2
percent, 52.7 percent respectively. However, there are variations in how recycling rates are
calculated between England and Wales.

North Somerset
North Somerset is one of our close neighbouring authorities and we work together as part of the
West of England Waste Partnership. The authority covers a slightly smaller area, with 60,000 fewer
residents than South Gloucestershire. They are ranked first out of our CIFPA (Chartered Institute of
Public Finance and Accountancy) Nearest Neighbour grouping¹. North Somerset significantly
outperform South Gloucestershire’s recycling rate and are the highest performing West of England
partner.
¹See Benchmarking and best practice page 15
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Figure 2: Recycling rate of West of England 2014-15

The waste and recycling service provided in North Somerset is similar to South Gloucestershire:
Service

North Somerset

South Gloucestershire

Kerbside recycling
collection

Weekly kerbside sort using
two boxes per household

Fortnightly kerbside sort using one box
and three bags

Kerbside residual
black bin

Fortnightly 180 litre wheeled
bin

Fortnightly 240 litre wheeled bin

Garden Waste

Reusable bags charged at
£2.50

Fortnightly opt in chargeable service
£30 a year

Food

Weekly separate

Weekly separate

Household recycling
centres

Van permit scheme

Resident registration and van permit
scheme

The two areas of difference between South Gloucestershire and North Somerset that could be
directly related to higher recycling rates in North Somerset are the more frequent, easier to use
recycling service and the reduced size residual waste bin. North Somerset residents have 60 litres
less black bin capacity compared to South Gloucestershire residents.
The difference in performance can be further analysed by looking at the kg per household per year
(kg/hh/yr) by material stream.
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Figure 3: Measures – kg per household 2014-15

Overall, North Somerset collect more waste per person than South Gloucestershire, but more of
that overall figure is recycling and garden waste rather than residual waste from the black bin.
North Somerset is of particular interest as the service they currently provide is very similar to the
new service proposed in the waste strategy 2015-2020. Previously North Somerset provided a
weekly unlimited black sack collection which changed to a fortnightly collection of 180 litre bins in
2010. At the same time weekly food recycling was introduced and the dry recycling collection
changed from fortnightly to weekly.
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Figure 4: Kerbside waste in North Somerset before and after residual restriction

There is a corresponding significant increase of recycling as food and weekly recycling are
introduced and residual waste capacity is reduced.
If South Gloucestershire achieved the same per household figures as North Somerset we would
see an increase in our recycling rate to 60 percent and:
decreased residual waste up to 15,225 tonnes
increased dry recycling up to 4,520 tonnes
increased food recycling up to 2,400 tonnes
increased garden waste up to 6,215 tonnes

Stockport
Stockport is a metropolitan borough council in greater Manchester which introduced 140 litre black
bins, or two black bags of waste every fortnight in 2010. It operates a four wheeled bin collection
system, using bags in areas where bins are not suitable.
blue bin for paper and cardboard
brown bin or box for glass, plastic and metal
green bin for garden waste, they also offer a green food bin
Previous to the change in capacity, Stockport found that 60 percent of the bin contents could be
recycled. In 2014-15 it has achieved a recycling rate of over 60 percent and has a significantly
lower residual waste at 252kg/hh/yr.
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If South Gloucestershire achieved the same we would see a drop in residual waste of 19,549
tonnes a year.

Bristol City Council
Bristol City Council provide the same service as North Somerset but do not achieve the same
levels of performance. Bristol has the lowest recycling rate in the West of England. There are a
number of demographic factors in Bristol that make it different to South Gloucestershire and North
Somerset including more urban, denser housing with fewer gardens, a high student and transient
population and a major city centre. The difference is highlighted in that they don’t appear in our
CIPFA nearest neighbour group.
Relevance to the strategy
The research from the case studies highlights the difference that a reduction in residual capacity
can make and supports the strategy aims of reducing residual capacity with smaller black bins.
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Waste composition – kerbside
Black bin
Every year, on behalf of the council, Resource Futures undertakes a compositional analysis of
residual waste to understand what residents are throwing away in the black bins.
The latest analysis was conducted in September 2015. A total of 269 households were included
and the sample was stratified by council tax band. The sample size is a representative proportion
making the results around 95 percent accurate within 8 percent either way.
Households are contacted in writing a few months before the sample is collected and have the
opportunity to opt out. The sample households are not told when the analysis will take place.
The waste is collected and sorted by hand into different categories before being weighed. The
average volume of contents of the bins is 81 percent or 194 litres, based on observations made at
the point of collection.
Figure 5: Composition of residual waste
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Trends
Over the past five years kilogramme per household of residual waste has increased. The
percentage of material that could be recycled has also increased while the authority’s overall
recycling rate has been dropping. This shows that more recyclable items are being put into the
black bin by residents, despite the wide range of items that can be collected as recycling.
Figure 6: Table – Recycling in black bins
Year

Percentage in black bin
that could be recycled %

Average kg per
household per fortnight

Authority recycling
rate %

2011 - 12

44

13.5

45.1

2012 - 13

52

11.2

53.1

2013 - 14

50.5

14.4

51.4

2014 - 15

52

15.5

47.5

2015 - 16

54.6

16.7

50

Black bin biodegradable waste
The largest percentage of material by weight in the black bins was biodegradable at 32 percent.
This shows an increase of 4 percent from 2014, but more representative of previous years where it
was over 30 percent. ‘Biodegradable’ refers to food and garden waste and is spilt into five sub
categories:

Percentage of
biodegradable

Estimated
tonnes in
black bin
stream

Category

Example

Percentage of
total black bin
(32%)

1

Avoidable - could
not be home
composted

Leftover cooked
meat, vegetables,
bread, pasta,
dairy

11.8

37

5,294

2

Garden waste

Grass cuttings,
leaves, twigs etc.

8.9

28

3,993

3

Avoidable - could
be home
composted

Vegetable

4.8

15

2,153
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4

Unavoidable - could
be home
composted

Fruit and
vegetable
peelings, eggs
shells

3.5

11

1,570

5

Unavoidable –
could not be home
composted

Bones, dairy

2.9

9

1,301

Food waste is the most significant within the biodegradable category at 23.1 percent. All of this
could be recycled in the weekly kerbside food collection service. Over half of the food waste could
have been avoided through good practice such as planning meals, watching dates and managing
portions.
Garden waste is 8.9 percent of the black bin and 28 percent of the biodegradable waste or
approximately 3,993 tonnes. This has increased over the past two years from 2 percent in 2013 to
4.8 percent in 2014. This increase is most likely due to the introduction of a chargeable garden
waste collection scheme in 2014.

Black bin miscellaneous including nappies
Miscellaneous waste was the second largest category at 25 percent and included nappies, animal
waste, wood, renovation and DIY, batteries, engine oil, sanitary material etc. Nappies accounted
for a large percentage of miscellaneous waste and made up 7.5 percent or approximately 841
tonnes of the total contents of the black bin.

Plastics
Plastics accounted for 17.5 percent of the black bin and included non-recyclable items such as
black plastic and film. Around 23 percent or approximately 1,804 tonnes of the plastic was
recyclable, mostly plastic bottles and PET.

Paper and card
Paper and card made up 13.5 percent or approximately 6,057 tonnes of the black bin, with 42
percent being non-recyclable paper such as used tissue and kitchen roll. The remaining 58 percent
could have been recycled and included newspaper, pamphlets, household paper and cardboard.
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Glass
Glass accounted for a small percentage of the waste stream at 2 percent or approximately 897
tonnes. The majority of it was clear glass.

Metals
Metal accounted for a very small percentage of the overall waste stream only 1.7 percent,
approximately 762 tonnes. The metal included steel and aluminium cans, clean foil and aerosols.

Residual waste by kilogramme per household
In 2014-15 each household in South Gloucestershire generated 1,061kg of waste.
The kilogramme per household of residual waste collected at kerbside was 397.2kg or 7.6kg per
household per week. The compositional analysis by council tax highlighted that properties in bands
A, F and G created higher than average waste arisings of over 9kg per household per week.
Band F was the highest at 10.4kg per household per week and the lowest was band B properties
at 7.8kg per household per week.
Figure 7: volume of non-recyclable material in a 240 litre bin compared to a 140 litre bin

Black bin summary
A total of 52 percent of the contents of the average black bin could have been recycled in 2014-15
through the existing kerbside recycling service. This is equivalent to 23,331 tonnes.
A further 10.1 percent or 4,531 tonnes could have been recycled through the Sort It recycling
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centres.
In 2014-15 the council spent over £3m disposing of this recyclable material in the residual waste
stream. The majority of this was processed into material used for energy production.
Relevance to the strategy
The findings of the compositional analysis directly apply to the proposals in the waste strategy.
There is significant scope to improve recycling in South Gloucestershire by diverting recyclable
items from the black bins.
The strategy reduces the volume of residual waste, encouraging residents to put recyclable
items in their recycling containers.
The analysis shows that a reduction of black bins to 180 litre would not have enough impact to
change behaviour, making a reduction to a 140 litre bin essential to achieving our targets and
the aims of the strategy.
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Waste composition – Sort It recycling centres
In May 2015 Resource Futures, on behalf of South Gloucestershire Council, completed a
compositional analysis of 1,779kg of mixed bagged waste from Mangotsfield, Thornbury and Yate
Sort It recycling centres. The waste was collected, weighed and then sorted by hand into different
categories.
Figure 7: Residual waste from Sort It recycling centres

The results highlighted that over 75 percent of waste disposed of in bags at the Sort It recycling
centres could have been recycled.
The largest portion of waste was miscellaneous and included DIY and renovation waste (4
percent), nappies (3.1 percent) and re-useable items (3.1 percent).
As with the residual waste collected at the kerbside, biodegradable waste made up a large portion
of the bagged waste with 16.9 percent food waste and 5 percent garden waste.
Plastic made up around 16.2 percent, again similar to the kerbside analysis. Paper and cardboard
were higher at the Sort It recycling centres at 17.7 percent compared to 13 percent on the
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kerbside. Textiles and shoes were also higher at 13.4 percent.
The mixed bagged waste at the Sort It recycling centres is likely to be produced by two main
household sources.
1. High levels of general household and biodegradable waste suggest that many of the bags
come from kitchen bins
2. Levels of textiles, clothes, shoes, paper and jumble sale items are likely to come from
clearing out activities.

Relevance to the strategy
The findings of the compositional analysis from the Sort It recycling centres has been used to
change practices at the centres. We no longer accept unsorted black bag waste and residents
will be asked to sort recyclables out before visiting the sites. This supports the strategy by
providing a consistent approach to recycling.
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Benchmarking and best practice
A common practice is to compare our own performance to other local authorities of a similar
demographic. We call this benchmarking. We also benchmark with authorities that perform well in
general to identify best practice. This process then helps to inform our own strategy of what needs
to be done to increase our performance. The following summarises the research carried out to
support the waste strategy.

Chartered Institute of Public Finance and
Accountancy (CIPFA)
The CIPFA Nearest Neighbour Model measures the similarity between local authorities, taking into
account a wide range of variables that impact on the socio-economic and demographic of the
authority. Recognised by central and local government the model gives ‘family’ groups for Audit
Commissions value for money profiles and is widely accepted as a sound method for determining
comparable authorities.
Eunomia carried out a benchmarking exercise based on South Gloucestershire’s ‘nearest
neighbours’ according to the CIPFA model with a selection of variables that look at deprivation,
age profile, household size and ethnic profile as these are mostly relevant to waste composition.
Performance was compared using waste data flow analysis from 2013-14.

Food Waste
By looking at the 50 ‘nearest neighbours’ that offer a fortnightly collection of residual waste and
weekly collections of food recycling, then comparing performance for authorities that use 240 litre
bins to those that use 180 litre bins the following was found:
Average food recycling in areas where 240 litre bins were used came to 61kg per household
per year.
This increased to 67 kg per household per year in areas that used 180 litre bins.
South Gloucestershire is significantly below the average with a 240 litre bin, at 47kg per
household per year.
If South Gloucestershire could achieve the average of 67kg per household per year of food
waste it would be an extra 2,260 tonnes a year.
There was insufficient information available to compare 140 litre bins, but it is likely that the
increase in food recycling would be higher with smaller residual capacity.
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Fortnightly to weekly recycling
Using the ‘nearest neighbour’ authorities with a fortnightly collection of residual waste, a
comparison was made of recycling rates between weekly and fortnightly recycling collections. The
analysis included residual waste capacity of both 240 and 180 litre. The comparison showed:
The median average was 163 kg of dry recycling per household per year on a fortnightly
collection compared to 201kg on a weekly collection, a difference of 38 kg per household
per year.
A weekly recycling collection could generate an extra 4,294 tonnes of dry recycling a year for
South Gloucestershire.
As part of the research there were no comparative case studies where authorities changed from
fortnightly to weekly without any other service change.

Residual waste arising (non-recyclable waste)
The 50 ‘nearest neighbours’ that collect residual waste fortnightly and offer a food recycling service
were also compared.
The average yields for authorities with 240 litre bins ranged between 366 – 371 kg per
household per year, depending on the dry recycling service also offered.
The authorities that used 180 litre bins were lower at 355 kg per household per year.
Stockport, the only local authority using a 140 litre bin, had significantly lower residual waste
at 252kg per household per year.
If South Gloucestershire collected the average for a 180 litre bin it would reduce residual
waste arisings by 7,910 tonnes a year.
Using a 140 litre bin could reduce residual waste arisings by 19,549 tonnes a year.

Wrap report
The Waste and Resource Action Programme (WRAP) specialises in sustainability and waste
management. It provides waste research, evidence and advice which is widely used by Local
Government to help inform waste management strategies and policies as well the general public
and small medium enterprises.
In July 2015 WRAP released a report analysing recycling performance and waste arisings in the
UK, based on data from 2012-13. The report had two specific objectives:
1. To identify the main factors responsible for variability in recycling performance
2. To quantify the impact that specific factors have on the recycling performance of local
authorities
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The report looked at five response variables and seven predictor variables
Response variables

Predictor variables

Nationally reported local authority recycling
rates

Dry recycling service for five main items: glass,
card, paper, cans and plastic bottles

Total dry recycling collected from all
sources (kg per household per year)

Additional dry recycling items: plastic pots, tubs
and trays and textiles

Total biodegradable waste collected for
recycling all sources (kg per household per
year)

Weekly residual containment capacity (Space
available for residual waste per week)

Total residual waste collected from all
sources (kg per household per year)

Dry recycling separated from residual waste after
collection

Total waste collected(kg per household per
year)

Garden waste collection type
Food waste collection type
Contextual variables such as working age
population, rural indictors.

The report covered three datasets and two are of interest; the English Unitary Authorities (57 in
dataset) and UK Unitary Authorities (104 in dataset). The following findings are of interest from the
WRAP reports:
The English Unitary Authority dataset
Overall predictors explained 81 percent of variation with 16 percent contextual and 65
percent local authority controlled.
Only one predictor, effective weekly residual containment (reduction in residual waste
capacity), had a significant impact on recycling rates.
Each extra litre of weekly residual capacity was associated with a reduction in mean recycling
rate of 0.05+/- 0.02 percentage points.
Extracting dry recycling from the residual stream is associated with higher recycling rates.
Authorities with a greater rural area were associated with higher recycling rates
The UK unitary authority dataset
Overall predictors explained 68 percent of variation with 29 percent contextual and 39
percent local authority controlled.
Two predictors had a significant effect on recycling:
1. Separate food collections and mixed food and garden collections have large positive
impacts on recycling compared to no collection of these materials.
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2. Each extra litre of weekly residual capacity was associated with a reduction in mean
recycling rate of 0.04+/- 0.02 percentage points.
The garden waste predictor was not identified as significant nor was the dry scheme type or
the collection of plastic tubs and trays or textiles.
All datasets
There were a number of local authority controlled predictors that were similar across all datasets:
The higher the weekly residual waste capacity, the lower the recycling rate
Food waste collections are associated with higher recycling rates
The type of dry recycling service does not have a significant effect on the level of recycling

Summary
In summary the benchmarking and research provide evidence to support the reduction in residual
waste capacity and increase recycling as a way to improve the performance of the waste service
provided to residents.

Relevance to the strategy
The findings of the benchmarking support the strategy to increase recycling whilst reducing the
size of the black bin.
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Participation Monitoring
During August and September 2015 participation monitoring was carried out. The purpose was to
understand the level of households using the dry recycling and food recycling service across the
area.

Method
It is not possible to monitor all households so a representative sample was selected using social
demographic profiling. The method used followed guidance from ‘WRAP (2010) Improving the
performance of waste diversion schemes: A guide to monitoring and evaluation’. This states that a
participating household is one that sets out its recycling at least once in three consecutive
collection opportunities. ‘Set out’ refers to the percentage of households that put their recycling
out for collection on a given week.
Four dry recycling rounds and four food rounds were selected for monitoring. The sample size
covered 3,000 properties and monitoring took place over six weeks. These rounds were selected
as they demographically matched the authority as a whole. Householders were not aware that
waste was being monitored.

Food waste
Data over the six weeks showed that 89.5 percent used the food recycling service at least once,
which appears very high but in reality the participation is much lower as this data gave households
six opportunities to use the service and only used it once. To be consistent with WRAP guidance
of collecting data over three opportunities, the data is halved, so actual participation is nearer 45
percent.
The data from each week by round highlights the lower level of set out. The average over the
period was 43.1 percent, with the lowest level 28.5 percent and the highest 53.6 percent.
Figure 8: Table - Food waste participation by round
Round

Sample
size

Week 1

Week
2

Week
3

Week
4

Week
5

Week
6

Average

1

1,204

38.4%

44.0%

32.8%

50.8%

36.7%

48.9%

41.9%

2

1,065

41.9%

46.7%

41.2%

51.7%

38.7%

52.3%

45.4%

3

642

31.6%

47.4%

32.4%

50.2%

28.5%

57%

41.2%

4

132

46.4%

53.6%

37%

48.6%

38.4%

44.2%

44.7%
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Total

3,049

38.5%

46.1%

35.8%

50.9%

35.7%

51.6%

43.1%

Weeks 1, 3 and 5 are residual waste weeks.
The results showed there were also a substantial number of households that only use the food
recycling service from time to time. 20.6 percent used it once in six week period and 20.9 percent
used it twice over the six week period. Only 16 percent of households put out the food recycling
bin every week.
The data also highlights a pattern of higher participation of food recycling on weeks where the
black bin is not due to be emptied. For the 3,049 households, those presenting food recycling on
black bin collection days was 35.7 - 38.5 percent compared to 46.1 - 51.6 percent on recycling
only weeks.

Plastic
Plastic is collected fortnightly, so there were three opportunities to present it during the six week
monitoring period weeks 1, 3 and 5. It was encouraging to see high levels of participation, the
average participation was 88.3 percent. This means that on average 88.3 percent use the plastic
recycling service at least once in every three opportunities.
The set out rate, the number of households using the service on a given week was lower but still
highlighted good engagement in plastic recycling. With the average set out of 65.9 percent means
that almost 66 percent of people use the plastic service every time a collection is offered.
Figure 9: Table - Plastic set out rate by round and week
Round

Sample size

Week 1

Week 3

Week 5

Average

HH

%

HH

%

HH

%

1

1,204

798

66.3%

721

59.9%

804

66.8%

64.3%

2

1,065

739

69.4%

763

71.1%

757

71.1%

70.7%

3

642

351

54.7%

385

62%

398

62%

58.9%

4

132

106

76.8%

101

73.2%

102

73.2%

74.4%

Total

3,049

1,994

65.4%

1,970

64.6%

2,060

67.6%

65.9%
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Cardboard
Cardboard is also collected fortnightly on the alternative week to plastic. There were three
opportunities to present cardboard during the six week monitoring period weeks 2, 4 and 6. The
average participation was higher than plastic at 92.7 percent this means on average 92.7 percent
of households use the cardboard recycling service at least once in every three opportunities.
The set out rate was lower than plastics at just over 60 percent.
Figure 10: Table - Cardboard set out rate by round and week
Round

Sample size

Week 2

Week 4

Week 6

Average

HH

%

HH

%

HH

%

1

1,204

737

61.2%

696

57.8%

734

61%

60%

2

1,065

615

57.7%

680

63.8%

656

61.6%

61.1%

3

642

401

62.5%

373

58.1%

389

60.6%

60.4%

4

132

102

73.9%

76

55.1%

91

65.9%

65%

Total

3,049

1,855

60.8%

1,825

59.9%

1,870

61.3%

60.7%

Dry recycling - paper
Dry recycling is collected fortnightly and was collected on weeks 2, 4 and 6 of the monitoring. A
green bag is used to collect paper. The average participation for paper was lower than both plastic
and cardboard at 68.6 percent. This means on average 68.6 percent of households use the paper
recycling service once in the three opportunities during the monitoring period. Paper is a waste
stream on the decline with the advance of digital technology.
The set out rate was less than half at 42.2 percent.
Figure 11: Table - Paper set out rate by round and week
Round

Sample size

Week 2

Week 4

Week 6

HH

%

HH

%

HH

%

Average

1

780

319

40.9%

394

50.5%

341

43.7%

45%

2

591

201

34%

272

46%

196

33.2%

37.7%
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3

377

148

39.3%

180

47.7%

145

38.5%

41.8%

4

329

147

44.7%

150

45.6%

136

41.3%

43.9%

Total

2,077

815

39.2%

996

48%

818

39.4

42.2%

Dry recycling - green box
Dry recycling is collected fortnightly and was collected on weeks 2, 4 and 6 of the monitoring. The
residents use a green box to present glass, metal, cartons, textiles, small electrical items and foil.
During the monitoring period 77.8 percent presented a green box. The average participation by
stream presented in the green box was as follows:
Figure 12: Table - Green box participation by stream
Material

Percentage participation

Glass

75.3%

Cans

72.8%

Cartons / Tetra

24.1%

Foil

22.6%

Small electrical items

5.1%

Textiles

5.9%

The set out by material mirrored the participation in terms of streams presented but the levels were
lower. There was very little variation between the three collections of the set out rate.
Figure 13: Table - Green box set out rate by stream
Stream

Week 2

Week 4

Week 6

Average

Glass

47.7%

47.6%

48.5%

47.9%

Cans

45.8%

44.3%

47.5%

45.9%

Cartons

11.4%

10.5%

11.7%

11.2%

Aluminium Foil

9.7%

7.1%

11.4%

9.4%

Small electrical

1.2%

2%

2.3%

1.8%

Textiles

1.8%

1.8%

3%

2.2%
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Residual black bin waste
Residual waste is collected fortnightly from the black bin and so there were three opportunities to
present the black bin during the six week monitoring period. There is a risk with data for residual
waste where empty bins may have been taken back in by residents before the monitors reached
the property. However the results do give an indication of usage.
The results show high participation with over 90 percent presenting their residual black bin at least
once. The residual waste collection also had the highest set out rate with an average of 66.1
percent of households using the service at every collection opportunity. The data suggests that
some residents do not need to set out the residual black bin at every collection opportunity and so
therefore may have spare capacity in their bin. This result also correlates with the waste analysis
which shows an average bin as 75 percent full.

Summary
In general the recycling services are well used. The dry recycling streams showed high participation
especially for the bulkier items like cardboard, (92.7 percent) and plastic (88.3 percent). The level of
recycling for paper is lower at 66.8 percent.
Participation in the dry recycling box was good at 77.8 percent and the box was predominantly
used for glass and cans with around a quarter also using the box for cartons and aluminium foil.
Use of the dry recycling box for small electrical and textiles was very low.
Food recycling participation was less than half at 45 percent and the set out analysis also suggests
that households do not consistently use the service. This may suggest a lack of understanding or
confidence in the service.
There is also some evidence that residents are more likely to put recycling out on recycling only
weeks as participation is reduced on residual black bin collection weeks.
Relevance to the strategy
The participation monitoring highlights four main findings that have been incorporated into the
strategy:
1. Recycling participation could be improved. The strategy outlines changes to re-energise
recycling by increasing frequency and making it easier for residents to understand and use the
service
2. There is low and inconsistent participation in food recycling, the strategy will continue to
promote food reduction and food recycling.
3. Participation is higher with the well-known general household items such as plastic and
cardboard. The strategy sets out to standardise the system by removing some of the less
common items.
4. Communicating the service to residents is important so they understand the service and can
participate. Communication will continue to be a key part of the service provided.
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Extra information on food recycling
During 2015-16 South Gloucestershire council, in conjunction with the three other West of England
authorities, were successful in winning a bid from the Department for Local Communities and
Local Government to run a food recycling reward scheme branded as Feed me and Win.
Before the scheme started Resource Futures, on behalf of the West of England, undertook
additional analysis of residual waste composition and food recycling participation.
The participation levels for South Gloucestershire used a sample of 5,001 properties and used
different rounds to the properties selected for previous analysis. The monitoring showed a
participation of 55.45 percent and an average set out of 34.86 percent. This compared reasonably
well to our neighbouring authorities.
Figure 14: Graph - Average participation and set out for food waste - West of England

All four authorities offer a weekly food recycling collection service. North Somerset outperform the
other three authorities.
The waste compositional analysis took a sample from 251 properties of 2,957kg of residual waste
and 247kg of separately collected food waste. The average residual waste arisings was calculated
at 8.36kg per household per week.
The results show that 57.1 percent of the material in the black bin could have been recycled. This
is higher than any other waste compositional analysis of South Gloucestershire waste. Food
accounted for 24.7 percent and this is consistent with previous analysis. Garden waste accounted
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for 6.9 percent, recyclable paper and card 6.2 percent, metals 2.5 percent, plastic 5 percent, glass
1.8 percent and textiles 3.1 percent. Plastic, paper and card were all lower than the council’s
annual waste composition.
North Somerset had the lowest amount of recyclable waste in the black bin at 52 percent whilst
Bath and North East Somerset had the highest at 64.5 percent.
The weekly food arisings in South Gloucestershire’s recycling stream were calculated as 1.13kg
per household per week. Almost 96 percent of the stream was target material. A massive 69.4
percent of the food in the recycling stream in South Gloucestershire was avoidable, the highest of
all West of England authorities.
When summarising the data from the black bin and food recycling it is estimated that households
generate an average of 3.15kg per week of which 2.07 kg goes in the black bin and 1.08kg in the
recycling collection. Over 73 percent of food waste generated is avoidable. The lowest levels of
avoidable food waste were in Bath and North East Somerset at 61.6 percent.
It is clear from the analysis that further waste prevention and minimisation messages would benefit
residents and that levels of food recycling could be improved.

Relevance to strategy
The strategy will continue to focus on food waste. The primary aim will be to prevent and reduce
food waste through an ongoing communication campaign. We will help residents use the food
recycling scheme and reduce the amount of food waste going into the black bin by reducing the
capacity.
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Focus groups
As part of considering the future strategy five resident focus groups were held to understand
resident views on the current service, explore barriers to recycling and enable residents to consider
the future service.

Method
Residents were selected from a cross section of viewpoint panellists who volunteered to take part.
In total 42 residents attended five focus group sessions. Residents were representative of the
population of South Gloucestershire. An incentive of £20 shopping voucher was offered to
attendees. The groups were held at convenient times and locations appropriate to the audience.
The focus groups were independently facilitated by Resource Futures. A topic guide was used to
provide the outline, content and structure of the group. The topic guide included prompts and
activities to stimulate conversation but keep it structured and relevant. It included:
Efficiency of the current service: what works well? How could it be easier?
Barriers: what do people find difficult?
Containers: views and opinions on current containers and other options
Communication: what people like and how they feel about waste communication

Findings – views on recycling
Residents were initially asked about their own perception of their recycling behaviour. All had used
the existing service.
10 percent were keen recyclers trying to recycle everything
50 percent were casual recyclers, recycling most things
40 percent never or only occasionally recycled.
Almost everyone used the dry recycling service, but only half used the food recycling service.

Findings – barriers to recycling
The following were identified as barriers to recycling in South Gloucestershire:
Too many containers
Confusion over what is collected and when
Not understanding the service when they move into the area
Put off using the service by having to sort items into different containers
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Misunderstanding – sorting is a waste of time as all goes in one vehicle
Would prefer a co-mingled service
Misunderstanding - materials end up at landfill anyway
People are not environmentally minded
Confusion over what plastics are accepted
Washing containers is a waste of water
Not sure of if labels need to be removed
The following were identified as barriers to food recycling:
It is messy transferring food from kitchen caddy to food bin
Problems with pests – maggots, flies, rats etc.
It is smelly
Containers are too small
Lockable caddy does not stop larger pests
It is not collected often enough
People do not know it is collected weekly
Using paper as a liner is messy
People do not know that they can use plastic bags to line food bin
Not available for flats
Opinions on food recycling were strongly divided, some residents though it was disgusting and
revolting whilst others were positive. Residents who did not or rarely used the food recycling
service seemed more open to the service when hearing positive feedback from users and that
plastic bags can be used to line the kitchen caddy.
There was good understanding of some materials that can be recycled including:
Food waste
Newspaper, magazines and other paper
Steel cans, aluminium cans and aerosols
Garden waste
Plastic bottles, tubs and trays
Glass bottles and jars
Card and cardboard
Two areas where there was some confusion was why black plastic cannot be accepted and how
to present shredded paper for collection.
There was less understanding of the following items that are collected at the kerbside:
Foil food trays and kitchen foil – the focus groups did not know these could be collected as
long as food contamination is removed
Cartons – there was confusion over if it could be collected and which container should be
used
Household batteries – the focus groups reported that they tended to take them to
supermarket and reports that the old battery bag had not been replaced.
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Small electrical items – 14 out of 42 residents at the focus group did not know that small
electricals could be collected from the kerbside and did not know how to present them for
collection. Only four people thought mobile phones would be accepted.
Shoes – over half of attendees did not know that shoes were accepted as part of the
household kerbside service
Clothes and textiles – only 18 of 42 residents knew that clothes and textiles were accepted
on the kerbside service, and there was confusion if scraps and material not suitable for reuse
would be collected.
Car batteries – over half of the focus group did not know that car batteries were collected.

Findings – To encourage recycling and improve
service
The focus group also discussed how the council could encourage more recycling and improve the
service.
Topic area

Ideas from the focus group

Dry Recycling

• Simplified system
• More frequent collections
• Better, more robust containers
• All material collected on the same day
• Larger, more rigid, wheeled containers
• Need to dispel myths on where recycling ends up
• Fewer containers
• Lids for boxes
• Smaller residual bin to encourage recycling
• Education on why residents should separate materials
• Advice on flattening, squashing and crushing should be reiterated
• More information on plastics required
• Concern over calendars blowing away
• Targeted campaigns in low participating areas
• Residents should be told more about revenues from materials
• Education on sustainability and environment

Food Waste

• Provide information that caddies and bins are available for free and easy
to order
• Give more advice on how to make the process less messy
• More regular ongoing communication
• More communication reminders once a year is not enough
• Information on the amount of food in black bin and how it can be used to
generate electricity should be made available to residents
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Incentives

• Focus group members thought rewards would encourage people to
recycle
• They liked the idea of offering vouchers for regular recyclers
• It was suggested and supported by many at the groups that a discount
on council tax could be offered for those who recycle
• Incentives could be offered to those who use a smaller bin
• Could rewards encourage people to steal recycling to present as their
own?
• Could there be rewards for not putting your black bin out?
• Should be more information on discounted compost bins
• Reward the collections crews for good practice

Service in general

• Regular training for crews, especially in replacing containers
• Time street cleaning crews to be in same area as the collection crews
• More education in schools
• Crews to help promote and provide information as they know who isn’t
recycling
• More communication on why residents are asked to do certain things

The focus group identified the following six items as priority issues for actions:
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.

Fewer and improved containers
A simplified service but still collecting current materials
Clearing litter after collections
Training crews to replace containers properly
More frequent communications
Communications on why residents are asked to do certain things

Findings – smaller bins
Focus groups were asked about limiting residual waste. The groups identified the following
possible issues and how they could be reduced:
Possible problems / issues

Ideas to mitigate possible issues

• Fly tipping
• Increase in side waste
• Overfilled bins
• Problems for large families
• Perception of paying more council tax for
less service
• Increase in complaints and calls to contact
centre
• May not persuade people to start recycling

• Introduce weekly recycling
• Information needed on why it is being
introduced
• Trial smaller bins first
• Offer rewards for non-recyclers who start to
recycle
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Findings – communication
The focus groups reported they used the website for what can and cannot be recycled, but did
report that information can be hard to find. People also check the bin hanger but reported that they
did not always receive one. Many attendees felt the hangers could be put through the door. A few
people mentioned that when they ring the contact centre, waiting times and multiple options can
be frustrating. Residents at the focus group were disappointed that South Gloucestershire News
would not be available printed.
The following ideas were suggested as ways to communicate about waste:
Social media
Parish magazines
Email
Housing associations
Estate agents
Schools education
Include information with council tax bill
Leaflets in public places – libraries, leisure centres, supermarkets etc.

Summary
The focus groups provided useful information on the current service, barriers and how it could be
improved. The following points summarise the findings from the focus groups:
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.
9.
10.
11.

Weekly recycling collections
Simplified service – all material on the same day
Reduced number of containers and options to mix materials in the same containers
Containers that are more robust, that are rigid and have lids
Better labels on what to put in containers
Option of a trolley
Litter pickers should follow collections
Reduce residual capacity but fly tipping needs to be managed
Good communication required with any service change
Tell people where savings will be spent
Education on recycling, litter and environmental issues in schools
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Relevance to strategy
A number of recommendations can be drawn from the focus groups and will have been
incorporated into the strategy:
1. The introduction of weekly recycling which will make the service simpler and easy to use.
2. Reducing number of containers and providing containers that are more robust.
3. Reduction of residual capacity needs careful consideration for managing any increase in fly
tipping
4. Good communication regarding any service change and linking to where savings will be spent
5. Continuing education on recycling, litter and environmental issues in schools
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Door knocking survey
Method
To capture further feedback a doorstep survey was carried out to understand attitudes to the
current service and the potential changes. A combination of properties that best represented the
socio-demographic profile of the county as a whole were identified. The surveys were completed
over a two week period and included some weekends; the team worked through the area
knocking on doors on the designated streets. When a resident was at home the surveyor
introduced themselves and ask the resident to participate. A total of 963 residents took part.

Findings
The key findings identified that participation in recycling was reasonably high at 57.5 percent with
most saying they recycled everything and a further 37.5 percent saying they recycled most things.
Environmental concerns were a major motivator for recycling with 69.1 percent saying it was good
for the environment or saves resources. 58.2 percent felt recycling reduced waste going to landfill
and 45.2 percent mentioning reducing pollution.
Many residents struggled to identify barriers to recycling which was not really surprising given the
high number who stated they participated. The most often mentioned improvement to the service
was a free garden waste collection at 28.2 percent, while 13.4 percent said they wanted recycling
collected more frequently and 13 percent requesting better containers. However, when specifically
asked about increasing frequency of recycling the response was spilt with equal amounts of
residents agreeing and disagreeing.
The majority use the black residual bin fortnightly 93.8 percent but over half felt they had some
space in the black bin.
When asked to name one thing they liked about the current service, responses were spilt with a
third providing no response. The most popular answer was the current service is efficient 14.7
percent and 11.9 percent felt the service was convenient and easy to use.
Leaflets and bin hangers were popular as a communication method as was the council website
and email.
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Summary
The door knocking survey was not as insightful as some of the other research. Participation levels
of the black residual bin supported other research and participation in recycling was average
across the streams with most people engaging in the survey.
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Container trial
The existing service offers three different recycling bags, a box, a kitchen caddy and a food bin to
residents to use to put out their recycling. Feedback from residents is that the current containers
are confusing, with too many to store and that the bags do not last very long and blow away in the
wind.
There are a number of different container options available and used across different authorities in
England and Wales. Five were identified of interest to the research.
Option 1

Option 2

Option 3

Option 4

Option 5

Recycling container trolley

Clear plastic bags

Stackable caddy boxes

Stackable trolley

Recycling boxes

As part of the research into waste strategy and future service, a container trial was undertaken.
270 households across South Gloucestershire volunteered to take part in the trial. Clusters of
streets were selected in different areas that represented a variety of different housing styles and
demographic. Areas selected included Bromley Heath, Downend, Staple Hill, Kingswood, Stoke
Park, Filton, Marshfield, Frampton Cotterell, Longwell Green and Hanham.
The trial lasted three months and all participants were asked to fill in a feedback survey. 169
responded to the survey. In addition, collection crews who worked on the routes in participating
areas were asked for feedback. The feedback came from crews using the current stillage vehicle
and also those trialling a single pass Romaquip vehicle. Feedback was also received from the
focus groups on the five different containers.
The following summarises the feedback and options from the five different options.
Option 1 – Recycling container trolley
Cost - £35 inclusive of trolley, boxes and lids.
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The recycling box trolley is a green metal wheeled trolley which can be tipped back and pushed to
the collection point. It can hold three 55 litre boxes.
65 percent of households were very satisfied or satisfied with this option and 56 percent felt it was
suitable for a weekly recycling service. This option received positive feedback from residents with
regard to carrying, transporting, durability, weather resistance, tidiness, space saving and storage
at the kerbside.
There were negative comments that the trolley and boxes were too big and difficult to manoeuvre
through small spaces.
The focus group liked the simplicity, manoeuvrability and ease of use of this option. However, they
did raise a concern about its suitability for all types of properties.
The crews were not keen on this option, specific concerns were about the stability of the trolleys
and that it was hard to see which recyclables were in each box as the boxes were deeper.
Option 2 – Clear plastic bags
Cost (assuming three bags a week) - £10 a year per household

Residents presented recycling sorted into single use plastic bags. This option received more
negative feedback than positive and was the least popular of all the options.
56 percent of residents were dissatisfied or very dissatisfied with this product. It scored low for
both inside and outside use. Comments referenced bags splitting, filling with water, blowing away
and were untidy to store. The main positive was that there was no need to bring containers back in
after collection as they were single use.
This option divided opinion in the focus group sessions. It scored highly for ease of use but was
also disliked. The bags were aesthetically unpleasing both inside and outside. Concerns were also
raised over pests and lack of sustainability as the bags were only used once.
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The crews also did not like this option. They felt it would be suitable for plastic and cans but not
glass or paper due to the weight. They also felt that it would be very difficult to sort if residents did
co-mingle items in the bags.
Option 3 – Stackable caddy boxes
Cost - £11 per box

The stackable caddy boxes had a full lifting lid, incorporating a flap so items can be placed into the
boxes whilst they are stacked. At 35 litres they are smaller than the existing boxes.
58 percent of households were very satisfied or satisfied with this option, whilst 23 percent were
dissatisfied or very dissatisfied. The opinion of indoor and outdoor use was spilt and the product
scored well for transporting and storage at the kerbside.
Positive comments were made about ‘stackability’ of the product and residents found them
aesthetically pleasing.
Negative feedback included comments about the size and they were too small especially for plastic
and cardboard. There were concerns over manual handling and a number of the lids were broken
on collection after three months use.
The focus group provided similar feedback with attendees liking the manoeuvrability and aesthetics
but concerns were also raised over size and durability.
This option was the least popular with the collection crews. They found that the lids made it difficult
to tip the material into the vehicles, the boxes did not fit onto the vehicle rails, making sorting items
difficult and raising manual handling issues.

Option 4 – Stackable Trolley
Cost - £66 per unit including boxes
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A trolley on wheels with three stackable boxes, the top box has a fixed lid and the lower boxes
have flaps for inserting recyclables while stacked.
As with the other box options opinion on use indoors and outdoors was split. This option had the
highest level of the satisfaction with 70 percent of respondents very satisfied or satisfied. Those
storing the boxes outside had higher levels of satisfaction.
Positive feedback was given about the trolley being robust, neat, convenient to use and the ability
to stack.
Negative comments were made about the trolley being difficult to manoeuvre.
The focus group also liked this option and was one of the most popular. The group were spilt on
ease of use and felt that the boxes were difficult to fit to the trolley and raised concerns over
manoeuvrability especially for properties with steps.
The collection crews gave more negative than positive feedback, with comments and concerns
about the trolley being too big and bulky and unstable. The lids were problematic for emptying and
the set was difficult to put back together after collection. The boxes did not work very well with the
current stillage vehicles and were better with trialled single pass Romaquip vehicle.

Option 5 - Recycling boxes
Cost - £3 per box. Each household typically needs 2-3 every 3-5 years
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Households were given extra recycling boxes of the same type already in use. Some were given
lids and some were given the boxes without lids.
40 percent of households were satisfied or very satisfied. Of those not receiving lids, 64 percent
stated that their impression would have been improved if a solid lid had been provided as they
could have stacked the boxes and recycling would have been dry. 60 percent responded positively
about transporting to the kerbside but opinion was split on storage.
Positive comments were given about ease of use and durability.
Negative comments included size and the boxes holding water.
Overall the focus group feedback was equally positive and negative for manoeuvrability. There was
a preference for hard lids. The group were shown an option for providing dividers for the boxes to
make it easier to keep recyclable items separate which received positive comments.
The collection crews were very positive about this option. This may due to the familiarity of the
boxes as they are already used for the current service. The boxes fitted well onto the vehicle hooks
so it made sorting and loading easy especially with the trialled single pass Romaquip vehicle.

Relevance to the strategy
Taking all the feedback into account, the strategy recommends changing the current recycling
bags and offering more of the current recycling boxes (option 5). Residents will still also be able
to use bags for plastics and Cardboard.
This was the preferred option from the collection crews and the focus groups. This was because
the boxes are easy to use on the vehicles, durable and easy for residents to use.
Although this option was not the clear favourite with householders on the trial, it is the option
that best suits all housing types and family sizes.
The research suggested that solid lids would be preferred, however this creates a long term
compatibility issue. Instead, boxes that could be stacked on top of one another will be
investigated along with netting covers for containing materials that may blow away.
This option also maximises the existing boxes and is one of the cheaper options for purchasing
additional boxes.
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Nappies
One issue raised during the research has been the impact of a smaller black residual bin on
families with children in nappies, typically under four years. The main issue raised has been
capacity, especially when more than one child is using disposable nappies.
The population of South Gloucestershire is estimated to be 262,767. The 2013 mid- year figures
estimated there were a total of 16,211 children aged under five years.
3,109 were under 1
3,156 were aged 1
3,249 were aged 2
3,375 were aged 3
Of particular interest when considering bin capacity is the number of dependent children in one
family. In South Gloucestershire the following is estimated for families with:
one dependent child aged under four is 5,174
two dependent children with at least one aged under four is 4,996
three or more dependent children with at least one child under four is 2,297
Data on the number of families with more than one dependent child aged under 4 is not available.
In total 12,467 families have at least one child aged under four years old.
Currently families with at least two children in disposal nappies can have residual waste capacity of
380 litres a fortnight instead of the standard 240 litres. It is felt that the current policy is generous
and does not encourage waste prevention or recycling. However, a bin capacity of 140 litres a
fortnight may make it difficult for families with children in disposal nappies especially when there is
more than one child in nappies.
Research has been undertaken to look at how other authorities manage nappies with restricted
residual capacity.
Local authority

Frequency of
collection

Method

Waste stream

Torfean Council

Fortnightly

Heavy duty bags collected
separately (free of charge)

Household
residual

Monmouthshire Council

Fortnightly

Yellow and black ‘tiger
stripes’ bags

Clinical waste

Cardiff council

Weekly

Week 1 – inside the bin.
Week 2 – separate bag
collection
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Gwynedd Council

Weekly

Yellow sack

St Albans

Fortnightly

Sacks – 26 provided. Max.
of 2 per collection

Wyre Forest

Fortnightly

Separate bin

Epsom (no restricted bin
capacity)

Weekly

Separate bin for nappy and
clinical waste

Household
residual

Relevance to the strategy
The draft strategy set out a proposal to give families with at least three children in disposal
nappies a capacity of 240 litres. The further research recommends an alternative proposal of a
separate nappy collection, collected alongside the household waste stream. Free bags would
also be provided by the council.
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