Scrutiny Panel Meeting

Grand Jury Room, Town Hall, High Street,
Colchester, CO1 1PJ
Wednesday, 21 September 2016 at 18:00

The Scrutiny Panel examines the policies and strategies from a borough-wide
perspective and ensure the actions of the Cabinet accord with the Council's
policies and budget. The Panel reviews corporate strategies that form the
Council's Strategic Plan, Council partnerships and the Council's budgetary
guidelines, and scrutinises Cabinet or Portfolio Holder decisions which have been

called in.

Page 1 of 123



Information for Members of the Public

Access to information and meetings

You have the right to attend all meetings of the Council, its Committees and Cabinet. You also
have the right to see the agenda, which is usually published five working days before the
meeting, and minutes once they are published. Dates of the meetings are available at
www.colchester.gov.uk or from Democratic Services. Occasionally meetings will need to
discuss issues in private. This can only happen on a limited range of issues, which are set by
law. When a committee does so, you will be asked to leave the meeting.

Have Your Say!

The Council values contributions from members of the public. Under the Council's Have Your
Say! policy you can ask questions or express a view to most public meetings. If you wish to
speak at a meeting or wish to find out more, please refer to Your Council> Councillors and
Meetings>Have Your Say at www.colchester.gov.uk

Audio Recording, Mobile phones and other devices

The Council audio records all its public meetings and makes the recordings available on the
Council’'s website. Audio recording, photography and filming of meetings by members of the
public is also permitted. The discreet use of phones, tablets, laptops, cameras and other such
devices is permitted at all meetings of the Council. It is not permitted to use voice or camera
flash functionality and devices must be kept on silent mode. Councillors are permitted to use
devices to receive messages and to access papers and information via the internet and
viewing or participation in social media is at the discretion of the Chairman / Mayor presiding at
the meeting who may choose to require all devices to be switched off at any time.

Access

There is wheelchair access to the Town Hall from St Runwald Street. There is an induction
loop in all the meeting rooms. If you need help with reading or understanding this document
please take it to the Library and Community Hub, Colchester Central Library, 21 Trinity Square,
Colchester or telephone (01206) 282222 or textphone 18001 followed by the full number that
you wish to call and we will try to provide a reading service, translation or other formats you
may need.

Facilities

Toilets with lift access, if required, are located on each floor of the Town Hall. A water
dispenser is available on the first floor and a vending machine selling hot and cold drinks is
located on the ground floor.

Evacuation Procedures

Evacuate the building using the nearest available exit. Make your way to the assembly area in
the car park in St Runwald Street behind the Town Hall. Do not re-enter the building until the
Town Hall staff advise you that it is safe to do so.

Library and Community Hub, Colchester Central Library, 21 Trinity Square,
Colchester, CO1 1JB
telephone (01206) 282222 or textphone 18001 followed by the full number you wish to call
e-mail: democratic.services@colchester.gov.uk
www.colchester.qgov.uk
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Scrutiny Panel — Terms of Reference

1. To fulfil all the functions of an overview and scrutiny committee under section
9F of the Local Government Act 2000 (as amended by the Localism Act 2011) and in particular
(but not limited to):

(a) To review corporate strategies;
(b) To ensure that actions of the Cabinet accord with the policies and budget of the Council;

(c) To monitor and scrutinise the financial performance of the Council, performance
reporting and to make recommendations to the Cabinet particularly in relation to annual
revenue and capital guidelines, bids and submissions;

(d) To review the Council's spending proposals to the policy priorities and review progress
towards achieving those priorities against the Strategic and Implementation Plans;

(e) To review the financial performance of the Council and to make recommendations to the
Cabinet in relation to financial outturns, revenue and capital expenditure monitors;

(f) To review or scrutinise executive decisions made by Cabinet, the North Essex Parking
Partnership Joint Committee (in relation to decisions relating to offstreet matters only)
and the Colchester and Ipswich Joint Museums Committee which have been made but
not implemented referred to the Panel pursuant to the Call-In Procedure;

(g) To review or scrutinise executive decisions made by Portfolio Holders and officers
taking key decisions which have been made but not implemented referred to the Panel
pursuant to the Call-In Procedure;

(h) To monitor the effectiveness and application of the Call-In Procedure, to report on the
number and reasons for Call-In and to make recommendations to the Council on any
changes required to ensure the efficient and effective operation of the process;

(i) To review or scrutinise decisions made, or other action taken, in connection with the
discharge of functions which are not the responsibility of the Cabinet;

() Atthe request of the Cabinet, to make decisions about the priority of referrals made in
the event of the volume of reports to the Cabinet or creating difficulty for the
management of Cabinet business or jeopardising the efficient running of Council
business;

2. To fulfil all the functions of the Council’s designated Crime and Disorder
Committee (“the Committee”) under the Police and Justice Act 2006 and in particular (but not
limited to):

(a) To review and scrutinise decisions made, or other action taken, in connection with the
discharge by the responsible authorities of their crime and disorder functions;

(b) To make reports and recommendations to the Council or the Cabinet with respect to the
discharge of those functions.
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COLCHESTER BOROUGH COUNCIL
Scrutiny Panel
Wednesday, 21 September 2016 at 18:00

Member:
Councillor Beverly Davies Chairman
Councillor Christopher Arnold Deputy Chairman

Councillor Phil Coleman
Councillor Adam Fox
Councillor Mike Hogg
Councillor Lee Scordis
Councillor Barbara Wood

Substitutes:
All members of the Council who are not Cabinet members or members of this Panel.

AGENDA -Part A
(open to the public including the press)

Members of the public may wish to note that Agenda items 1 to 5 are normally brief.

1 Welcome and Announcements

a) The Chairman to welcome members of the public and
Councillors and to remind all speakers of the requirement for
microphones to be used at all times.

(b) Atthe Chairman's discretion, to announce information on:

action in the event of an emergency;
mobile phones switched to silent;

the audio-recording of meetings;
location of toilets;

introduction of members of the meeting.

2 Substitutions

Members may arrange for a substitute councillor to attend a meeting
on their behalf, subject to prior notice being given. The attendance
of substitute councillors must be recorded.

3 Urgent Items

To announce any items not on the agenda which the Chairman has
agreed to consider because they are urgent, to give reasons for the
urgency and to indicate where in the order of business the item will
be considered.
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Declarations of Interest

The Chairman to invite Councillors to declare individually any
interests they may have in the items on the agenda. Councillors
should consult Meetings General Procedure Rule 7 for full guidance
on the registration and declaration of interests. However Councillors
may wish to note the following:-

e Where a Councillor has a disclosable pecuniary interest,
other pecuniary interest or a non-pecuniary interest in any
business of the authority and he/she is present at a meeting
of the authority at which the business is considered, the
Councillor must disclose to that meeting the existence and
nature of that interest, whether or not such interest is
registered on his/her register of Interests or if he/she has
made a pending notification.

» If a Councillor has a disclosable pecuniary interest in a matter
being considered at a meeting, he/she must not participate in
any discussion or vote on the matter at the meeting. The
Councillor must withdraw from the room where the meeting is
being held unless he/she has received a dispensation from
the Monitoring Officer.

e Where a Councillor has another pecuniary interest in a matter
being considered at a meeting and where the interest is one
which a member of the public with knowledge of the relevant
facts would reasonably regard as so significant that it is likely
to prejudice the Councillor’s judgement of the public interest,
the Councillor must disclose the existence and nature of the
interest and withdraw from the room where the meeting is
being held unless he/she has received a dispensation from
the Monitoring Officer.

» Failure to comply with the arrangements regarding
disclosable pecuniary interests without reasonable excuse is
a criminal offence, with a penalty of up to £5,000 and
disqualification from office for up to 5 years.

Minutes 9-14

To confirm as a correct record the minutes of the meeting held 23
August 2016.

Have Your Say!

a) The Chairman to invite members of the public to indicate if

they wish to speak or present a petition at this meeting — either on
an item on the agenda or on a general matter relating to the terms of
reference of the Committee/Panel not on this agenda. You

should indicate your wish to speak at this point if your name has not
been noted by Council staff.

(b) The Chairman to invite contributions from members of the
public who wish to Have Your Say! on a general matter relating to
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10

11

12

13

the terms of reference of the Committee/Panel not on this agenda.

Decisions Taken Under Special Urgency Provisions
To consider any Cabinet decisions taken under the special

urgency provisions.

Decisions taken under special urgency provisions
To consider any Portfolio Holder decisions taken under the

special urgency provisions.

Referred items under the Call in Procedure

To consider any decisions taken under the Call in Procedure.

Items requested by members of the Panel and other Members

(a) To evaluate requests by members of the Panel for an
item relevant to the Panel’s functions to be considered.

(b) To evaluate requests by other members of the Council for an
item relevant to the Panel’s functions to be considered.

Members of the panel may use agenda item ‘a’ (all

other members will use agenda item 'b’) as the appropriate
route for referring a ‘local government matter’ in the context of
the Councillor Call for Action to the panel. Please refer to

the panel’s terms of reference for further

procedural arrangements.

Work Programme 16-17

See report of Assistant Chief Executive

Colchester Waste Collection Strategy

See report of Head of Operational Services

Exclusion of the Public (Scrutiny)

In accordance with Section 100A(4) of the Local Government Act
1972 and in accordance with The Local Authorities (Executive
Arrangements) (Access to Information) (England) Regulations 2000
(as amended) to exclude the public, including the press, from the
meeting so that any items containing exempt information (for
example confidential personal, financial or legal advice), in Part B of
this agenda (printed on yellow paper) can be decided. (Exempt
information is defined in Section 100l and Schedule 12A of the Local

Government Act 1972).

Part B
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(not open to the public including the press)
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SCRUTINY PANEL
23 AUGUST 2016

Present:- Councillor Davies (Chairman), Councillor Fox, Councillor
Hogg, Councillor Scordis, Councillor Wood

Substitutions:- Councillor Barlow for Councillor Coleman
Councillor Chapman for Councillor Arnold

Also in Attendance:- Councillor Cory, Councillor Lilley

81. Minutes

RESOLVED that the minutes of the meeting held on 19 July 2016 were confirmed as a
correct record.

82. Work Programme 2016/17

Councillor Davies introduced the Work Programme for 2016/17. Councillor Davies informed
Panel members that questions for the Crime and Disorder Committee review of the Safer
Colchester Partnership would be required by 9 September to ensure that a full answer can
be provided at the meeting. Information will be circulated to members in advance of the
meeting to provide a basis for questions.

Councillor Davies highlighted that an additional Scrutiny Panel meeting had been
scheduled for 21 September.

The Panel agreed to receive the Homelessness Strategy Progress Report and Delivery
Plan 2015-2019 at the November Scrutiny Panel meeting.

RESOLVED that the Work Programme 2016/2017 be noted.
83. Staff Survey

Councillor Mark Cory, Portfolio Holder for Resources introduced the Staff Survey report.
The report requests that the Panel consider and comment on the 2016 staff survey its
findings and the next steps.

Councillor Cory stated that the results from the Staff Survey were at a time when the
Council has been changing significantly, with pressure on teams within the Council to
manage budgets and to look at opportunities to develop further income.

Councillor Cory stated that the good results in the Staff Survey highlight that members of
staff are buying in to the changes at the Council. The response rate for the survey reached
75% of staff with 86% of the respondents stated that they were aware of the three corporate
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goals, Customer, Business and Culture. Councillor Cory also commented that members of
staff felt that Colchester Borough Council is a good place to work, and that staff feel that
they can make improvements in their service areas. Councillor Cory also stated that there
has been a 3% reduction in work based stress this year; these results show that the Council
is continuing to go in the right direction.

Matthew Sterling, Assistant Chief Executive, stated that the survey had been running each
year for a number of years and has now been reduced to nine topics, which has helped to
increase the number of respondents. The 2016 survey was conducted during January and
lasted a period of three weeks. Members of staff who completed the survey are entered into
a prize draw; the prize for the draw was donated by the Senior Management Team.

Jess Douglas, Strategic People and Performance Manager, provided the Panel with a
presentation which included further analysis of the results as well as selection of comments
made both positive, neutral and negative. Jess Douglas highlighted the responses and
comments around the relationships within the organisation, job control, line manager
reviews as well as personal development and training. With regard to work related stress,
Jess Douglas stated that this has reduced from 35% in 2013 to 26% in 2016. The Council
has continued to focus on reducing this amount and recently commissioned, as part of a
joint project across Essex, training for managers from Rethink to help them identify signs of
stress and how to help members of staff. Jess Douglas also highlighted the increase in
satisfaction in resources, tools and information, which follows the investment in ICT at the
Council.

Matthew Sterling stated that the survey provided a good set of results for the Council. In
terms of the next steps for the organisation, the Council will continue with its whole
organisation improvements, but also to focus on specific improvements in the different
service areas. Each service department has now devised its own action plan to improve the
response rates and positive responses in each service area. With regard to Corporate and
Financial Management two areas have been identified for improvement; stress and
communication with other services. Following the identification of these issues a more
detailed survey for this service will be taking place with an action plan following shortly
after.

The following issues were raised by Councillors;

e Councillor Davies — Questioned why the number of staff who believe that they have
adequate opportunities for professional growth is so low; highlighted the need to
retain staff and identify different skills. Also questioned how the staff survey can
assist in informing management of those staff who do not feel they have
opportunities for professional growth.

e Councillor Barlow — Asked whether there had been any in-depth analysis on the
causes of stress in the work place, and whether the scores in the survey have been
compared with other local authorities.

e Councillor Fox — Questioned how Councillors can assist in developing the
relationship between themselves and members of staff.
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Councillor Davies — Suggested that back bench Councillors could be invited along to
team meetings to be introduced to the staff.

Councillor Chapman — Highlighted that under the previous committees system more
members of staff involved with Councillors due to the range of items discussed.
Queried how it would be possible for Councillors to attend team meetings without
impeding on the progress of the meeting or issues discussed.

Councillor Wood — Highlighted a correction within the report regarding to the
percentage of staff who made comments on the survey; which should have totalled
21% of 697.

Councillor Scordis — Asked for further information on staff suggesting improvements
for services and staff speaking highly of the organisation.

Councillor Cory, Matthew Sterling and Jess Douglas provided responses to the issues
raised by Councillors;

Matthew Sterling stated that because of the anonymity in survey responses it’s not
possible to identify staff and provide professional development for that individual.
Line managers hold the responsibility to help identify areas of growth for members of
staff. Colchester Borough Council has a talent management scheme where
managers have discussions with staff to identify areas where staff can develop; there
is also a learning and development programme and the possibility of coaching and
mentoring for specific projects.

In response to Councillor Barlow, Matthew Sterling stated responses to the
questions are not cross analysed with other questions; this may be something that
the People and Performance team could look into in more detail. With regard to
benchmarking against other local authorities, as the survey is originally based on a
standard national survey comparisons would be possible, however some questions
have been edited to ensure that we encourage staff to respond to the survey. The
Senior Management Team do always compare year-on-year results to see changes
within the Council.

In response to Councillor Fox, Matthew Sterling stated that whilst the figure for those
members of staff who feel they have good communication with Councillors is
relatively low, this does not necessarily mean that there is a bad relationship, as the
criteria asks staff to say if they have a good or excellent relationship. It may be that
many more rated it as average. Councillor Cory stated that as a member of Cabinet
there is more interaction with staff from different services, backbench Councillors in
their roles regularly contact similar offices due to the nature of the issues they are
dealing with. Councillor Cory also mentioned that this may be something that could
be considered as part of the Review of Meetings and Ways of Working that the
Governance and Audit Committee are soon to be undertaking.

In response to Councillor Chapman, Ann Hedges stated that is a balance that needs
to be sought when trying to develop better communications with members of staff.
Ann Hedges stated that improved relationships will be those where it adds value to
both the member of staff and the Councillor. Ann Hedges used an example of
Councillors introducing themselves to frontline members of staff when using
Colchester Borough Council services. Matthew Sterling also highlighted the new
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Councillor Conference which was held following the elections, at which a Councillors
were able to speak to different members of staff from different services.

¢ |n response to Councillor Scordis, Matthew Sterling stated that staff provided
significant input into the fundamental service reviews that took place across the
Council. Staff workshops were held during this process to provide an opportunity to
share ideas and input into the review process; Matthew Sterling stated that often the
proposals that are implemented are those that come from members of staff. With
regard to staff speaking highly of working at the Council there have been a number
of initiatives which have helped this including the staff recognition scheme, which
allows colleagues to nominate each other for an award. The staff that are nominated
are then invited to an awards ceremony that is funded by external companies.
Matthew Sterling also highlighted that Senior Management Team notes are also
circulated to members of staff to keep them up to date with the latest developments.

RESOLVED that the Scrutiny Panel considered and commented on the Staff Survey
2016

84. Questions to Bus Companies in Colchester

In advance of the item Councillor Beverly Davies distributed an update set of questions to
members of the Panel.

Have Your Say!

Nick Chilvers welcomed the report and was pleased to see that the Scrutiny Panel would be
questioning bus operators in Colchester. Mr Chilvers highlighted the importance of bus
users in maintaining the footfall in the town centre, particularly from concessionary fare
users. Those users without concessionary fares were deterred from using the bus services
due to the costs involved.

Mr Chilvers made a number of points to the Scrutiny Panel regarding buses in Colchester
including acknowledging that bus fleets had been slowly improving, but there were still
many occasions throughout the day where buses were too full to pick up passengers. In
addition Mr Chilvers highlighted issues with bus stops in the Town Centre and the
management of buses that drive across the town centre. Mr Chilvers highlighted route
number two in Mile End, which used an old bus and did not provide an adequate service
when individuals are paying full price; this was especially the case for those who are using
buses with pushchairs.

Mr Chilvers also suggested that Colchester Borough Council should recommend to Essex
County Council that all buses operating should have contact details available on board so
that it is easier for members of the public to get in contact.

Mr Chilvers made wider comments on the frequent closure of the North Hill for events,
which caused significant issues for the traffic and the travelling public. He recommended
that if the Council wishes to close North Hill for events that more communication is required
from the Council.
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Councillor Lilley

Councillor Lilley, Portfolio for Safer Communities and Licensing, spoke to the Panel and
highlighted issues on buses in Colchester, particularly the cost of fares. In addition,
Councillor Lilley highlighted that he would be attending a new Bus Forum set up by Essex
County Council on 15 September. Representatives from Essex County Council and other
local authorities in Essex will be attending the meeting.

Councillor Lilley highlighted the importance of buses across the Borough, and the need for
bus companies to communicate with users to ensure that residents are informed of
cancellations.

Councillor Davies thanked Councillor Lilley for attending the meeting and suggested that
the questions from the Panel be taken along to the Bus Forum.

The Panel discussed the questions that had been amended by Councillor Davies and
requested that question two, which related to communication from bus companies, include
a reference to the information and timetables displayed at bus stops. The Panel requested
the inclusion of ticket interchangeability as part of question fourteen and an additional
question for the bus companies to provide their contact details for the services in
Colchester. A comment was also made regarding the Town Centre bus stops and the ease
of navigation for visitors to the town.

The Panel also agreed that the letter include a deadline of four weeks to respond to the
questions.

RESOLVED that:

(a) The Scrutiny Panel agree the amendments to the questions as suggested by the
Chairman and the Panel, with a final draft to be agreed by the Chairman and
Group Spokespersons.

(b) The Scrutiny Panel set a deadline of four weeks for responses to the questions
once the letter had been distributed.
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Item

Scrutiny Panel 11

COLCHESTER
— 21 September 2016
Report of Assistant Chief Executive Author Jonathan Baker
Tel. 282207
Title Work Programme 2016-17

Wards affected Not applicable

11

2.1

3.1

3.2

3.3

3.4

4.1

5.1

Action Required
The Panel is asked to consider and comment on the 2016-17 Work Programme.
Alternative options

This function forms part of the Panel's Terms of Reference and, as such, no
alternative options are presented.

Supporting Information

The Panel’'s work programme will evolve as the Municipal Year progresses and
items of business are commenced and concluded. At each meeting the opportunity
is taken for the work programme to be reviewed and, if necessary, amended
according to current circumstances.

The Chairman of the Scrutiny Panel requested the inclusion of the Forward Plan of
Key Decisions as part of the work programme for the Scrutiny Panel, and this is
included an Appendix A.

Members of the Panel may wish to request items that could be included on the
Work Programme for future meetings. As part of the scoping for suggested items
members of the Panel may wish to identify particular objectives or request certain
information to be included. To ensure that this can be incorporated in to the agenda
item it is recommended that this is provided at the earliest opportunity.

Following the previous Scrutiny Panel meeting the Homelessness Strategy
Progress Report and Delivery Plan 2015-2019 has been added to the November
meeting, and Firstsite has been confirmed for the February meeting.

Strategic Plan References

The Council recognises that effective local government relies on establishing and
maintaining the public’s confidence, and that setting high standards of self
governance provides a clear and demonstrable lead. Effective governance
underpins the implementation and application of all aspects of the Council’s work.

Standard References

There are no particular references to publicity or consultation considerations; or
financial; equality, diversity and human rights; community safety; health and safety
or risk management implications.

Page 14 of 123




Meeting date / agenda items and relevant portfolio

21 June 2016

1. Call-in of Executive Decision — Gosbecks Archaeological Park Work Plan
2016-19

2. Financial Monitoring Report — End of Year 2015/16

3. Capital Expenditure Monitor — End of Year 2015/16

19 July 2016

1. Year End 2015/16 Performance Report including progress on Strategic Plan
Action Plan

2. Annual Scrutiny Report

3. 2017/18 Budget Strategy, Medium Term Financial Forecast and Budget
Timetable

4. Treasury Management — Annual Report 2015/16

23 August 2016

1. Staff Survey
2. Questions to Bus Companies in Colchester

20 September 2016 (Crime and Disorder Committee)

1. Safer Colchester Partnership (Crime and Disorder Committee) (Planning and
Community Safety)

21 September 2016

1. Colchester Waste Collection Strategy

8 November 2016

Local Council Tax Support — Year 16/17

2016-17 Revenue Monitor, period April — September

2016-17 Capital Monitor, period April — September

Review of Colchester Borough Homes Performance 2015/16
Homelessness Strategy Progress Report and Delivery Plan 2015-2019

R wn e

13 December 2016

1. 2016-17 6-monthly Performance report and SPAP (Leader / Business and
Resources)
2. The Mercury Theatre and Colchester Arts Centre

31 January 2017

1. 2017-18 Revenue Budget, Capital Programme and MTFF (Pre-scrutiny of
Cabinet Decision (Leader / Business and Resources)

2. Treasury Management Investment Strategy

3. Digital Challenge — One Year On

28 February 2017

1. Firstsite

28 March 2017
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COLCHESTER BOROUGH COUNCIL

FORWARD PLAN OF KEY DECISIONS 1 October 2016 — 31 January 2017

During the period from 1 October 2016 — 31 January 2017 Colchester Borough Council intends to take ‘Key Decisions’ on the issues set out in the
following pages. Key Decisions relate to those executive decisions which are likely to:

e result in the Council spending or saving money in excess of £500,000;

e have a significant impact on communities living or working in an area comprising two or more wards within the Borough of Colchester.
This Forward Plan should be seen as an outline of the proposed decisions and it will be updated on a monthly basis. Any questions on specific
issues included on the Plan should be addressed to the contact name specified in the Plan. General queries about the Plan itself should be made
to Democratic Services (01206) 507832 or email democratic.services@colchester.gov.uk
The Council invites members of the public to attend any of the meetings at which these decisions will be discussed and the documents listed on
the Plan and any other documents relevant to each decision which may be submitted to the decision taker can be viewed free of charge although
there will be a postage and photocopying charge for any copies made. All decisions will be available for inspection at the Library and Community
Hub, Colchester Central Library, 21 Trinity Square, Colchester and they are also published on the Council’'s website, www.colchester.gov.uk
If you wish to request details of documents regarding the ‘Key Decisions’ outlined in this Plan please contact the individual officer identified.
If you wish to make comments or representations regarding the ‘Key Decisions’ outlined in this Plan please submit them, in writing, to the Contact
Officer highlighted two working days before the date of the decision (as indicated in the brackets in the date of decision column). This will enable

your views to be considered by the decision taker.

Contact details for the Council’s various service departments are incorporated at the end of this plan.

If you need help with reading or understanding this document please take it to the Library and Community Hub, Colchester Central Library, 21
Trinity Square, Colchester or telephone (01206) 282222 or textphone users dial 18001 followed by the full number that you wish to call and we will
try to provide a reading service, translation or other formats you may need.
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KEY DECISION DOES DATE OF DECISION MAKER DOCUMENTS CONTACT DETAILS FROM
REQUIRED DECISION DECISION or (title and name, SUBMITTED OR TO | WHICH DOCUMENTS CAN BE
INCLUDE PERIOD including Cabinet, BE SUBMITTED TO | OBTAINED
EXEMPT DECISION  TO | portfolio holders and DECISION TAKER | (name of the authors of the
INFORMATION | BE TAKEN officers) TO CONSIDER (and | reports)
(or information from where they are
defined by the available)
Government as
Confidential)
Approval to release No October — Councillor Mark Cory, Portfolio Holder Bob Penny
up to £543,559k S106 November 2016 | Portfolio Holder for report Community Development

funding from

Lakelands Stanway
for refurbishment of
Stanway Village Hall

Resources, and
Councillor Annie Feltham,
Portfolio Holder for
Business, Leisure and
Opportunities

Please contact via
Democratic Services
(01206) 507832
email:
democratic.services
@colchester.gov.uk

Project proposal for
Stanway Village Hall
works, costs

Manager
Bob.penny@-colchester.gov.uk
01206 282903
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KEY DECISION DOES DATE OF DECISION MAKER DOCUMENTS CONTACT DETAILS FROM
REQUIRED DECISION DECISION or (title and name, SUBMITTED OR TO | WHICH DOCUMENTS CAN BE
INCLUDE PERIOD including Cabinet, BE SUBMITTED TO | OBTAINED
EXEMPT DECISION  TO | portfolio holders and DECISION TAKER | (name of the authors of the
INFORMATION | BE TAKEN officers) TO CONSIDER (and | reports)
(or information from where they are
defined by the available)
Government as
Confidential)
Health and Fitness No October 2016 Councillor Annie Feltham, | Tender report Brett Gooch

Refurbishment
Building Project at
Leisure World
Colchester - The
Portfolio Holder for
Business Leisure and
Opportunities to award
the contract (over
£500,000) to refurbish
and extend the health
and fitness facilities at
Leisure World
Colchester to the
preferred supplier.

Portfolio Holder for
Business, Leisure and
Opportunities

Please contact via
Democratic Services
(01206) 507832
email:
democratic.services
@colchester.gov.uk

Business Manager — Fitness
brett.gooch@-colchester.gov.uk
01206 282047

NEPP Sign-UP - To
decide whether to
become a signatory to
the four-year extension
to the Parking
Partnership Joint
Agreement if it is
offered by Essex
County Council to the
North Essex Parking
Partnership (NEPP)

No

12 October 2016

Cabinet (Cnllrs Bourne,
Cory, Feltham, Graham,
Lilley, B Oxford, Smith, T
Young)

Please contact via
Democratic Services
(01206) 507832
email:
democratic.services
@colchester.gov.uk

Cabinet report and
Joint Agreement
covering four-year
extension

Matthew Young

Head of Operational Services
matthew.young@-colchester.gov
.uk

01206 282902
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KEY DECISION DOES DATE OF DECISION MAKER DOCUMENTS CONTACT DETAILS FROM

REQUIRED DECISION DECISION or (title and name, SUBMITTED OR TO | WHICH DOCUMENTS CAN BE
INCLUDE PERIOD including Cabinet, BE SUBMITTED TO | OBTAINED
EXEMPT DECISION  TO | portfolio holders and DECISION TAKER | (name of the authors of the
INFORMATION | BE TAKEN officers) TO CONSIDER (and | reports)
(or information from where they are
defined by the available)

Government as
Confidential)

Colchester Northern | Yes 30 November Cabinet (Cnllrs Bourne, Report Fiona Duhamel

Gateway (North) 2016 Cory, Feltham, Graham, | Updated Site Layout | Economic Growth Manager
Sports & Leisure Lilley, B Oxford, Smith, T | Plan Fiona.Duhamel@colchester.qgov
Development Young) RIF report .Uk

Scheme: 16/03/2016 01206 282252
Management and Please contact via

Viability - Following Democratic Services

from the RIF decision (01206) 507832

on 16th March 2016 to email:

endorse the outline democratic.services

business case for the @colchester.gov.uk

proposed sport and
leisure scheme on land
at Northern Gateway
North, to include
relocation of
Colchester Rugby Club
and associated users.

Implications for the
Council of the
management options
and viability of the
overall scheme for

approval.
Housing Revenue No December Councillor Tina Bourne, Report, including Daniella Woraker
Account Fees and 2016/January Portfolio Holder for appendices of Housing System Business
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Charges 2017-18

To agree the HRA fees
and charges for 2017-
18

2017

Housing and Public
Protection

Please contact via
Democratic Services
(01206) 507832
email:
democratic.services
@colchester.gov.uk

charges

Partner
Daniella.woraker@colchester.go
v.uk

01206 282392
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CONTACT ADDRESSES
FOR
COLCHESTER BOROUGH COUNCIL

Adrian Pritchard, Chief Executive

Rowan House, 33 Sheepen Road, Colchester CO3 3WG
Tel: (01206) 282211

email: adrian.pritchard@colchester.qov.uk

Pamela Donnelly, Executive Director, Customer Operations and Partnerships
Rowan House, 33 Sheepen Road, Colchester CO3 3WG

Tel: (01206) 282712

email: pamela.donnelly@colchester.gov.uk

lan Vipond, Strategic Director, Commercial and Place
Rowan House, 33 Sheepen Road, Colchester CO3 3WG
Tel: (01206) 282717

email: ian.vipond@colchester.gov.uk

Ann Hedges, Chief Operating Officer, Delivery and Performance
Rowan House, 33 Sheepen Road, Colchester CO3 3WG

Tel: (01206) 282202

email: ann.hedges@colchester.gov.uk

Matthew Sterling, Assistant Chief Executive, Head of Corporate and Financial Management
Rowan House, 33 Sheepen Road, Colchester CO3 3WG

Tel: (01206) 282294

email: matthew.sterling@colchester.gov.uk
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Lucie Breadman, Head of Community Services

Rowan House, 33 Sheepen Road, Colchester CO3 3WG
Tel: (01206) 282726

email: lucie.breadman@colchester.qov.uk

Beverley Jones, Head of Professional Services

Rowan House, 33 Sheepen Road, Colchester CO3 3WG
Tel: (01206) 282593

email: Beverley.jones@colchester.gov.uk

Matthew Young, Head of Operational Services

Rowan House, 33 Sheepen Road, Colchester CO3 3WG
Tel: (01206) 282902

email: matthew.young@colchester.qgov.uk

Leonie Rathbone, Head of Customer Services

Rowan House, 33 Sheepen Road, Colchester CO3 3WG
Tel: (01206) 507887

email: leonie.rathbone@colchester.gov.uk
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Scrutiny Panel

Item

12

Colch t st
DE=§ ar 215t September 2016
Report of Head of Operational Services Author Chris Dowsing
282752
Title Colchester Waste Collection Strategy

Wards affected All Wards

The Panel is invited to review the results of the recent waste consultation looking
at residents’ views of the current waste collection service and potential options
for the service.

1. Action required

1.1 The panel is asked to note the results of the recent waste consultation. The
full report is shown in Appendix One.

1.2  The Panel is asked to comment on the proposed changes to the waste and
recycling service.

2. Reason for scrutiny

2.1  Following the adoption of the Council's Waste Vison at Full Council a
consultation on the current and future options for the waste service took place
between Monday 7 March and Friday 3 June 2016.

2.2  The Council is now proposing changes to the collection methods employed by
the waste service.

2.3  The views of the Scrutiny Panel are sought on the proposed changes to the
waste service.

3. Background information

3.1.  Currently the service carries out over 16,000,000 individual collections per
year from around 78,000 properties, a mixture of residual waste, food waste,
garden waste, paper, glass, cans and textiles from households. It also
provides a network of bring sites across the Borough for residents to place
recyclable materials into.

3.2.  The service that is currently provided has evolved over time. The collection of
residual waste has been a constant service and the first material collected for
recycling, many years ago, was paper. The separate collection of glass and
cans followed in 1999 with the introduction of the still used green boxes along
with a fleet of new collection vehicles. A garden waste collection service was
introduced in 2004, following a successful bid for funding to DEFRA and the
collection of plastics followed shortly thereafter.
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3.3. InJuly 2011 the service moved from a five day to a four day week operation
to improve the service to customers around Bank Holidays and in October
2013 food waste collections, following a successful funding bid to DCLG,
were introduced to all households in the Borough. All of these additions bring
us to where the service is today.

3.4. As aresult of the service seeing different materials added over a period of
time, there are a range of different containers which customers are asked to
separate recycling into over a fortnightly schedule (blue and green weeks).

3.5. In order to assist with the collection of waste and recycling, the Council
provides the following equipment to residents:

52 black sacks annually (for residual waste)

Unlimited numbers of clear sacks (for paper and plastic collections)
Unlimited green boxes (for glass and cans collections)

Unlimited Food waste internal and external caddies

52 Food waste caddy liners - free with first kit then purchased

White hessian sacks (for garden waste) — at a cost of £3.70 per sack

3.6.  The frequency of collections with these containers is shown in the diagram
below:

Current Service

enlsmited Black Sscks Kitchen Cyddy  Unilimited clear sacics Gereen Box Garden Washs

| o G

Fortnighty  Fartnightly
Klxad

¥
$

3.7.  We know that there are high levels of satisfaction with our waste and
recycling service, as is evidenced in the recent consultation. More details are
contained below.

3.8  The introduction of food waste collections in October 2013 led to a significant
increase in recycling and reduction in residual waste.

3.9 However, since that addition to the collections performance in recycling and

waste has remained static, as shown in the last three years’ key performance
indicators attached at Appendix Two.
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3.10 This report is the first stage of proposing a set of changes that are designed to

decrease the amount of residual waste sent to landfill and increase recycling
and, without some significant action, we will have to accept continued poor
performance in these key indicators.

4. Waste Vision

41.

4.2

4.3.

A waste vision was adopted by the Colchester Council, supporting the Essex
vision, which sets out how decisions relating to waste management will be
reviewed:

o Waste is managed in accordance with the waste hierarchy, so that
waste is prevented and minimised where possible

o Reuse activity is encouraged in households and businesses

o Recycling activity increases the quantity of recyclable material and
produces high quality materials that are required by re-processors

o The environmental impacts of the whole system of waste management
are minimised

o The recycling and waste collection service provided by the Council
provides value for money for its customers

The Council must look at ways that can deliver improvements in line with its
waste vision.

The Essex Waste Partnership has also been working on a set of principles
and has adopted a vision that includes the provision of waste management
that incentivises waste reduction and encourages higher levels of recycling

5. The Consultation

5.1.

5.2.

5.3.

It was agreed that in order to decide on further changes a public consultation
on the waste and recycling service should be undertaken. The Council
commissioned Qa Research to undertake the consultation using a mix of
qualitative and quantitative research. The research included a number of
elements:

Initial qualitative stage

e Eight focus groups with residents across four separate locations in
Colchester.

Quantitative stage

e Face-to-face surveys with a representative sample of 1,014 residents
undertaken between 7 March and 4 June 2016.

Page 26 of 123



5.4.

5.5.

5.6.

5.7.

5.8.

¢ An open access online survey made available via the Council website
between 7 March until Friday 3 June 2016 and 1,575 surveys were
completed.

Over half of the residents that took part in the consultation indicated that they
would like to see some change in the way their waste and recycling is
collected

It is important to note the face to face interviews ensured that a
representative sample was interviewed.

The survey was also available on-line for all residents. While the survey
asked for a postcode to ensure that participants were residents of Colchester,
the group responding were self -selecting and it is recognised amongst
research experts that people are more likely to respond if they are against
change.

Help to complete the survey was available at free Online Skills events across
the borough and residents were able to have assistance from a Customer
Advisor at the Community Hub in the town centre where paper copies of the
survey were available.

The full results are available at Appendix One. Key outcomes from the report
include:

Current service
e High levels of satisfaction with the current residual waste service
(92%)

e High levels of satisfaction with the current recycling service (85%)
e High levels of satisfaction with the garden waste service (80%)

Residual Waste
e The overall responses to the use of wheeled bins for residual waste
in the face to face responses are split equally (44% yes v 43% no)
e The overall responses to the use of wheeled bins for residual waste
via the online survey were (29% yes v 65% no)

Recycling
e The overall responses to the use of wheeled bins for recycling in
the face to face responses are (50% yes v 37% no)
e The overall responses to the use of wheeled bins for recycling via
the online survey are (37% yes v 55% no)

Garden Waste
e The overall responses to the use of wheeled bins for garden waste
in the face to face responses are split equally (43% yes v 43% no)
e The overall responses to the use of wheeled bins for garden waste
via the online survey are (35% yes v 56% no)

Fortnightly Collections

e References to fortnightly collections feature significantly less often
than wheelie bins
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6. Proposals

6.1.

6.2.

6.3.

6.4.

6.5.

6.6.

6.7.

6.8.

6.9.

The proposed changes to the current service are as follows:

o End the free provision of black sacks

o Change from weekly to fortnightly collections for residual waste

. Introduce a three sack limit per property for residual waste
collections (the same capacity as a 180 litre wheeled bin)

o Introduce separate green boxes for the collection of glass and cans

o Introduce wheeled bin collections in areas that have indicated

support for them in the consultation

This means that we will have two collection methods — one based on black
sacks and one based around wheeled bins.

The aim of the proposals set out above are twofold:

. To improve our performance, in particular reducing residual waste
and increasing recycling ( both in terms of quantity and quality)

o To provide a waste and recycling collection service requested by
residents

These two aims are conflicting and a degree of balance is therefore required.

A wide range of options have been considered with the focus on minimising
the amount of waste we produce and increase the amounts recycled, in
accordance with the waste hierarchy. The consultation confirmed there are
communities that support the introduction of wheeled bins and the evidence
from other councils in the UK clearly shows that wheeled bins are an effective
method of reducing residual waste and increasing the amount of recycling.

There is a vast amount of evidence about the type of collection methods that
deliver the best performance. Areas that use wheelie bins consistently
achieve the lowest levels of residual waste and the highest levels of recycling
as can be seen in the table attached as Appendix Three to this report.

However, we also know that we have communities in Colchester who do not
want wheelie bins and we fully respect their views.

In order to achieve our aims and improve performance, the alternative option,
for those communities who do not want wheelie bins, is to restrict the amount
of residual waste that we will collect.

The experience of other Councils across Essex confirms that restricting the
amount of residual waste collected can significantly reduce residual waste
and increase rates of recycling. See the Recycling and Composting
performance table for 2015/16 attached as Appendix Four to this report.

We are carefully considering how, in exceptional circumstances, we might be
able to allow additional capacity or an alternative arrangement for those
residents with significant amounts of medical waste and/or nappies, and the
logistical challenges presented by those specific issues.
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7. Next Steps

7.1.

7.2.

7.3.

7.4.

7.5.

7.6.

8.1

Clearly the first question that most residents will ask is, “which collection
method will | be getting?” We are unable to fully answer that question at this
stage. A maijor piece of work must be undertaken before this information will
be available.

Now the consultation has been completed and assessed we can begin that
necessary work, subject to the views of the Scrutiny Committee. The varied
opinions from the wards, as outlined in the consultation, have made the task
more complex and therefore more time consuming.

We must consider first where there is support for wheelie bins. This
information is now available and we can move onto the next stage, which is
consultation with the relevant ward councillors. Once that process has been
completed we must then assess whether wheelie bins are appropriate at
those locations, taking into account issues including (but not limited to)
availability of storage, whether there are an excessive number of steps or
particularly steep slopes at the property.

We will need to completely redraw the collection routes. Members will
appreciate the complexity of this task, made more complex because the
numbers involved will change on some routes. For example, under the
current collection methods a single route collects from around 2,500
properties. With wheeled bins we anticipate that 1,800 properties will be the
average size of a round.

There are some knowns that will affect how we implement:

o Each round serviced by wheelie bins needs to consist of 1,800
properties in an area
. We need to have at least 4 rounds, and multiples of 4 rounds to

make the most efficient use of the vehicles (each vehicle
undertakes 4 rounds per week)

. It should also be noted that waste rounds are not co-terminus with
ward boundaries

We intend to carry out that detailed work to look at which areas have
indicated a preference for wheeled bins, consult with ward councillors to

establish their views on specific areas and to bring a further set of detailed
proposals back to Scrutiny, before a formal decision is taken to Cabinet.

Strategic Plan references
This report contributes to the strategic plan themes of:

‘Welcoming’ - improve sustainability, cleanliness and health to make the
borough a place where people can grow and be proud to live.

‘Vibrant’ - work hard to shape our future, and develop a strong sense of

community across the borough by enabling people and groups to take more
ownership and responsibility for their quality of life.
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9.1

9.2

10.

10.1

1.

11.1

Consultation

A very comprehensive consultation with residents has been carried out to
inform these proposals

Ward members will be consulted as part of the process for deciding where
wheeled bins will be introduced.

Publicity considerations

It is recognised that this is a fundamental change that will affect all residents
in the Borough and is a major project. A comprehensive communications plan
will be developed using the full range of communication tools to communicate
changes both internally and externally. Officers will also speak to other
Councils who have recently made similar changes to their collection service.

Financial implications

A detailed exercise to cost these proposals has not yet been carried out. This
will be undertaken alongside establishing how many routes will be serviced
through wheelie bins which will be the main factor that will affect the costings.
It is clear that there will be new one-off costs, most of which would be capital,
which will be required to implement any wheeled bin system. The impact on
revenue budgets is less clear at this stage, however, the following are a
number of areas that we do already know about:

1. No longer providing and distribution black sacks — saving of c£100k pa
2. There will be a number of one off and capital costs:
a. Purchase of wheelie bins @ approximately £20/bin. The total

cost will depend on the number of properties that move to
wheeled bin collections. The manufacturers say that a wheeled
bin should last for at least 10 years (although many last much
longer) and, therefore, we would not consider any requirement
to set aside sums for future replacement, or bins for new
properties.

b. Purchase of the equipment to convert the vehicles, an estimated
cost of £18k/vehicle

C. Routing software — £15k

d. Green boxes — introduction of an extra green box to enable
separation of glass and cans — capital cost of £5 per box.

e. Communication
f. Support for the first six months of implementation
3. Recycling and composting credits — we currently receive £1.1m of

recycling and composting credits. With the aim to increase recycling
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levels we would expect this to increase. If the rate increased by 5%
that would be a gain of £55k/year, 10% a gain of £110k/year

4. Income from sale of recycling. We currently receive an income of
£350k/year for the sale of recyclables, however this can change
according to current prices for sales of these goods.

5. Number of routes — there is a possibility that we might be able to
reduce the number of routes with the introduction of alternate weekly
collections. However, until we have done the detailed work on routes
and how many areas will have wheelie bins it is not possible to provide
an estimate. What we do know is that each route, vehicle and crew,
costs approximately £200k/per year

11.2. No provision has been made in the medium term financial forecast or capital
programme for any changes to the waste service. As part of the next phase of
work proposals will be made as to how any up-front costs can be funded.

12. Equality, Diversity and Human Rights implications

12.1 An updated Equality Impact Assessment for the Recycling and Waste service
is available here
http://www.colchester.gov.uk/CHttpHandler.ashx?id=7734&p=0

13.  Community Safety implications

13.1 There are no community safety implications

14. Health and Safety implications

14.1 A full review of Health and Safety requirements as a result of any changes to
the waste service will be undertaken to ensure compliance with all relevant
legislation.

15. Risk Management implications

15.1 All risks relating to changes to the waste service will be identified and
managed in accordance with the Council's risk management processes.

Appendices

Appendix One: Colchester Doorstep Collection Research Report 2016.

Appendix Two: Recycling and Waste Key Performance Indicators: 2013/14 to
2015/16 - these figures relate to doorstep collected waste and recycling only.

Appendix Three: Top 10 Performing Authorities in England & Wales

Appendix Four: Recycling and Composting Performance (Essex Waste Partnership)
- April 2015 to March 2016 — These figures include waste from dog bins, litter bins
and flytipping. Therefore the figures are different from those shown in Appendix 2.
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1. Executive Summary

e The research included two distinct elements;
o Initial qualitative stage - eight focus groups with residents across four
separate locations in Colchester.
o Quantitative stage;
» Face-to-face survey with a representative sample of 1,014
residents undertaken between 7 March and 4 June 2016.
= An open access online survey made available via the Council
website between 7 March until Friday 3 June 2016 and 1,575
surveys were completed.

This Executive Summary outlines quantitative findings. Qualitative findings have
been reported in full in a separate report.

Face-to-Face Survey

The current household waste collection service

e The majority of respondents use ‘black sacks for rubbish and clear sacks
and a green box for recycling’ (93%), while around one-in-twenty use
‘communal wheelie bins for rubbish and separate recycling bins for glass,
paper and cans’ (7%).

e The majority are satisfied with the black bag service - 82% indicated that
they’re satisfied with ‘the household rubbish collection service overall’.

o The lowest level of satisfaction was recorded for ‘the suitability of
black bags provided for your household rubbish’ (67%).

e The majority of those using communal bins expressed satisfaction with ‘the

household rubbish collection service overall’ (68%).

The current household recycling collection service

e 85% of those that use the black bags service (and therefore clear sacks
and a green box for recycling) expressed satisfaction with ‘the recycling
collection service overall’.

o Around nine-in-ten were satisfied with ‘the range of items and
materials that can be recycled’ (91%) and ‘how often the recycling is
collected’ (89%).

o Satisfaction was lowest for ‘how easy it is to store your recycling
between collections’ (75%) — in total one-in-ten (11%) expressed
dissatisfaction with storing their recycling.

e The majority using communal bins (and therefore separate recycling bins
for glass, paper and cans) expressed satisfaction with ‘the recycling
collection service’ (82%).
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Support for possible change to household waste collection

Respondents were read detailed explanatory text about a possible change to the
waste collection service and asked if they would support it;

e Residents are divided as to whether they would support a change from
black bags to a wheeled bin and fortnightly collection with equal proportions
for (44%) and against (43%). More than one-in-ten felt ‘unsure’ (13%).

o Main reasons for being opposed to the change were concerns that
‘wheelie bins are too big to store’ (32%) and °...ugly/unsightly/scruffy’
(19%) and that residents ‘don’t want a fortnightly collection’ (25%).

o Main reasons for supporting this change was support for wheelie
bins including that they “..are cleaner’ (31%), ‘..make it easier to
store refuse’ (17%) and also that ‘black bags attract animals and
vermin’ (24%).

Support for possible change to household recycling collection

Respondents were read detailed explanatory text about a possible change to the
recycling collection service and asked if they would support it;

e Respondents are significantly more likely to support this change than not
support it (50% vs. 37%), although around one in ten are unsure (13%).
o Main reasons for being opposed to the change were concerns that
wheelie bins are “..too big to store’ (32%), “..ugly/unsightly/scruffy’
(18%) and “..hard to move’ (12%). Additionally, 14% made a
comment that they ‘don’t want a fortnightly collection’.
o Main reasons for supporting this change tended to relate to wheelie
bins including that ‘wheelie bins would be easier’ (34%) and ‘wheelie
bins make it easier to store recycling’ (19%).

Likely impact on household recycling behaviour of mixing recycling

It was explained that the possible change to a wheelie bin for recycling collections
would mean that residents wouldn’t have to separate out their recycling, so
respondents were asked what impact this might have on their recycling.

e Most felt that a change to mixed recycling would make no difference (63%)
— but, respondents were more likely to say they’'d recycle ‘more items’
(27%) rather than Jess items’ (4%).

o Amongst those who anticipated more recycling, this was driven by a
belief that the process would simply be ‘easier’ (50%) and that they
would be able to fit more into a bigger bin’ (20%).

Preferred option - multiple bins or a single bin for recycling

e When asked to make a choice, respondents were twice as likely to choose
the option for mixing recycling and using a ‘single bin’ (50%) than for
‘different bins’ (23%).

¢ A fifth seemingly don’t care either way and have ‘no preference’ (18%), but
one-in-ten said they ‘don’t know’ (9%).
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The current garden waste collection service

e Two thirds said that they either currently use or have ever used the garden
waste collection service (66%) and most of these are current users (62%).

e The majority of users indicated that they were satisfied with ‘the garden
waste collection service overall’ (82%) - satisfaction was highest with ‘how
often garden waste is collected’ (86%).

e The lowest level of satisfaction was recorded for ‘the cost of purchasing the
re-usable sacks’ (51%) and a fifth were dissatisfied with this aspect of the
service (20%).

Support for possible change to garden waste collection

All respondents, regardless of whether they use the service or not, were read
explanatory text and asked whether they would support a possible change to the
garden waste collection service;

¢ Amongst all respondents, equal proportions support and don’t support this
change (43% and 43% respectively).

e Amongst those that use the service, or ever have done, respondents were
significantly more likely to support the change (49%) than not support it
(39%), although one-in-ten were unsure (11%).

e The majority of current users felt the change ‘would make no difference’
(62%) to the way they use the service - however, a quarter said they’d be
‘more likely’ (25%) to use it, while one-in-ten said they’d actually be ‘ess
likely’ (9%).

e Almost a fifth of respondents who've never used this service said they’d be
‘more likely’ (19%) to do so if this change was implemented.

e Overwhelmingly, respondents who said they’d be ‘more likely’ to use the
garden waste service if the changes were implemented said this was
because the bin would be ‘easier than using bags’ (89%).

Open Access Survey

Responses to key questions amongst respondents to the open access survey are
outlined below. Note that, respondents to the open access survey were generally
older and more likely to be female that residents of the borough.

The current household waste collection service

e Almost all respondents to the open access survey said they use the black
bag service (97%) and only 2% (equating to 30 people) said they use
communal bins.

e The majority who completed the open access survey expressed satisfaction
with the ‘household rubbish collection service overall’ (82%).

The current household recycling collection service

e Four-fifths said they were satisfied with ‘the recycling collection service
overall’ (81%).
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Support for a possible change to household waste collection

e Respondents to the open access survey were significantly less likely than
those to the face-to-face survey to support this change (29% vs. 44%).

Support for a possible change to household recycling collection

e Open access respondents were significantly less likely than face-to-face
survey respondents to support this change (37%) - the majority didn’t (55%)
support it.

Likely impact on household recycling behaviour of mixing recycling

e The majority of open access respondents said the change to the recycling
collection service would ‘make no difference’ (71%) to the number of items
they recycle.

e However, they were more likely to say they’d recycle ‘more items’ (18%)
rather than Jess items’ (8%).

Preferred option - multiple bins or a single bin for recycling

e When asked to make a choice, preference amongst open access
respondents was in contrast to that amongst respondents to the face-to-
face survey, with almost half choosing ‘multiple bins’ (49%), compared with
only around a third expressing preference for a ‘single bin’ (31%).

e To some degree the older age profile of open access respondents explains
why they are generally more likely to prefer ‘multiple bins’.

The current garden waste collection service

e Nine-in-ten respondents to the open access survey said that they either
currently use or have ever used the garden waste collection service (90%).

e Three-quarters who use or have used the service indicated that they were
satisfied with it (76%).

Support for a possible change to garden waste collection

e Amongst all respondents to the open access survey, the majority did not
support this change (56%).

e A similar situation was evident amongst users of the service (59%) —
perhaps not surprising given that 90% of all respondents are service users.

e For the majority of all respondents and current users, the change ‘would
make no difference’ (54% and 53% respectively).

e Amongst the remainder, respondents were more likely say they’d be fess
likely’ to use this service than ‘more likely’ and this was true amongst all
respondents (21% vs. 15%) and service users (23% vs. 14%).
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Conclusions

Conclusion 1: The research provides an in-depth understanding of the views of
residents towards the existing household waste, recycling and garden waste
collection services and towards possible changes to all these services.

Conclusion 2: The research highlights that residents’ individual circumstances
have an important role to play in determining their level of support for the possible
service changes.

Conclusion 3: Users of the black bag service are generally satisfied with this
service overall, but specific concerns were noted offering room for improvement.

Conclusion 4: Residents are split on their support for a change from ‘black bags
to a wheeled bin for household waste and collection, which would be collected
fortnightly’.

Conclusion 5: There is satisfaction with the recycling collection service overall
and issues relating to the containers were less evident here than for the black bag
service.

Conclusion 6: Support for a change to ‘a wheeled bin for household recycling,
which would be collected fortnightly’ was more clear cut than it was for household
waste collections.

Conclusion 7: Fortnightly collections feature less often than wheeled bins in the
findings, suggesting that this aspect of the possible service change is less
contentious than wheeled bins.

Conclusion 8: Wheelie bins invoke a range of contrasting feelings and it’s not
uncommon for individual residents to appreciate both the benefits and
disadvantages of them.

Conclusion 9: Generally, younger residents are more supportive of the
introduction of wheeled bins than older ones.

Conclusion 10: The research suggests that if the changes were implemented for
the recycling service this could lead to a net increase in the number of items
recycled.

Conclusion 11: Amongst users of the garden service, feelings were mixed
towards the ‘use of wheeled bins for garden waste that would be collected
fortnightly’.

Conclusion 12: The research suggests that if the changes to the garden waste
service were introduced this would have a positive impact on usage of the service.
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2. Introduction

Colchester Borough Council (CBC, the Council) is exploring the possibility of
overhauling the current doorstep waste and recycling collection service in
Colchester to improve the collection by both increasing efficiency and delivering a
better experience for residents.

In order to gauge resident’s views regarding the potential changes, CBC
commissioned Qa Research (Qa) to undertake a consultation that involved a
mixed method of qualitative and quantitative research.

The study aimed to explore the possibility of introducing wheeled bins to the
Borough and to understand residents’ attitudes towards these and to recycling and
collections more generally.

This report outlines key findings from 8 qualitative focus groups conducted during
June 2015, along with in-depth findings from a face-to-face survey with residents
undertaken in spring 2016 and an open access online survey carried out around
the same time.

3. Aims and Objectives
The principle aim of this consultation was to:

‘Evaluate the views of a representative sample of residents regarding possible
changes to recycling and refuse collection services in Colchester’

e Additional objectives were to:

o Test views towards the current collection service: positives, negatives, how
it could improve

o Reveal residents’ own attitudes and core behaviours regarding recycling &
what could encourage them to recycle more often

o Gauge level of support for the Council to look at ways to improve the
doorstep collection service

o Reveal reactions towards a proposed new wheeled bin scheme for refuse,
recycling and green waste collection

o Investigate the extent to which a wheeled bin system would encourage
more people to recycle more often

o Evaluate views towards changing the frequency of the collection service
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4. Methodology

The research constituted two distinct elements, an initial qualitative stage which
was followed by a comprehensive quantitative stage, as follows;

4.1 Initial Qualitative Stage

The research methodology consisted of eight qualitative focus groups with
residents across four separate locations in Colchester. The groups lasted 90
minutes and were moderated by Qa researchers. They were undertaken during
the week commencing 8" June.

All respondents were recruited ‘free-find’ by Qa based on agreed recruitment
criteria of age, gender, social grade, ethnicity, disability, and presence of children.
This was to ensure that the views of a wide cross section of Colchester residents
were captured and to ensure that one demographic did not dominate the research.

All participants in the groups were given a financial incentive as a ‘thank you’ and
to compensate them for their time and travel.

The specific composition of the focus groups and level of attendance is shown in

the following table:
Social No. of
From...
grade attendees

Key criteria

Accommodatlon
Group

Mix of houses Young People (no CoDE Northern area 5
flat/ maisonette children) of Colchester
Mix of houses, Parents with Northern area
2 flat/ maisonette children at home C2DE of Colchester 10
Mix of houses, Western area
3 flat/ maisonette Older People (60+) | ABC1 of Colchester 8
4 Mix of house Parents with ABC1 Western area .
types only children at home of Colchester
5 Mix of house Older People (60+) CoDE Eastern area 10
types only of Colchester
6 Mix of houses, Young People (no ABC1 Eastern area 7
flat/ maisonette children) of Colchester
Mix of house Southern
7 tvoes onl Older People (60+) ABC1 area of 9
yP y Colchester
) . South West
e e ABC1 | aea o s
Colchester

@
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A total of 59 residents were consulted across the focus groups. For qualitative
research this equates to a high volume of total respondents. Although there was
low attendance for Group 8, the insight gleaned from this group was still highly
valuable and was consistent with the larger group sizes.

It should be noted that qualitative research is about engaging with fewer people
but delving deeper in to their opinions and attitudes as opposed to measuring
statistics and consulting higher volumes of respondents as in quantitative
research.

The moderator used a discussion guide that Qa designed and was approved by
CBC, as well as a series of handouts that detailed specifics of the proposed
changes to the doorstep collection service. The groups were audio recorded with
the permission of the participants so that the researchers could revisit the sessions
later. Illustrative quotes from the recordings have been included in this report
where appropriate.

4.2  Quantitative Stage
A two stage approach was adopted for the quantitative stage, as follows;

e Face-to-face survey amongst a representative sample of residents
e Open access online survey made available via the CBC website.

4.2.1 Face-to-face Survey

To explore the views of a representative sample of the borough’s residents, a
face-to-face survey was carried out. The survey was designed by Qa Research
and agreed by the Council and was based on findings from the initial qualitative
stage. It was delivered using CAPI (Computer Assisted Telephone Interviewing)
and all respondents were recruited and interviewed in home.

To ensure a representative sample of respondents, quotas were set based on
ward, age, gender and type of dwelling. Minor corrective weighting was applied at
analysis.

A total of 1,014 interviews were completed between 7 March and 4 June 2016.
4.2.2 Open access online survey

The face-to-face survey was converted to an online survey and a link was placed
on the Colchester Borough Council website. Respondents were asked to enter

their postcode and this was checked to ensure it corresponded to a valid postcode
for the borough, but no other checks were placed on respondents.

The survey was open from Monday 7 March until Friday 3 June 2016 and in total
there were 1,575 survey completions.
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5. Key Findings — Initial Qualitative Stage

Findings from the qualitative research have been outlined in detail in a separate
report. Outlined below is the Executive Summary from that report, which is
repeated here to summarise qualitative findings.

The current service worked well for certain residents but limits recycling for
many & leads to streets being unhygienic & unsightly.

e The majority of residents within the older persons’ focus groups were happy
with the current collection service as they have become used to how it
operates for many years and have the time to separate items in to the
appropriate boxes and sacks as is required.

e However, many of the young people and family respondents and a number of
those in the older groups shared the following frustrations with the current
collection service:

o Mess often littered the streets from weak black bags splitting and spilling

o Regular animal and vermin attacks of black sacks was a key concern

o Too many items to separate in to different sacks / boxes was confusing
& prevented more frequent recycling

“If | put a sack out, | find the foxes they strew it all over the drive.” (Older People,
ABC1, South)

“You have to throw your bins out in the street and it just smells so bad.” (Young
People, C2DE, North)

“I've never understood why they use plastic sacks for paper recycling, it doesn’t
make sense, why don’t you keep a cardboard box and put all the paper in there”
(Family, C2DE, North)

Whilst many older residents recycled most items, families and young people
admitted they could do more.

e Many older residents felt they recycled most of the items that could be recycled
and separated these in to the appropriate sacks and boxes for collection.

“l recycle all the time...I wash tins and bottles and everything.” (Older People,
ABC1, West)

e But the majority of those in the family and young people groups admitted either
being less conscientious or having less time to recycle more items more often.
Factors that prevented more recycling included:
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o Commotion of living in a large household meant not everyone adhered
to the rules of the system and many recyclable items thrown in to black
sacks for refuse

o Frustration, confusion and time required to separate so many items in to
multiple boxes or sacks led to apathy

o For a minority, just a general lack of concern for recycling anything.

“l do some [recycling] but | wouldn’t say | do one hundred percent” (Family, C2DE,
North)

“I'm awful [at recycling]...as a busy working mum | haven’t got time to sit in my
kitchen with several different bins to work out what it is...everything goes in one
bin” (Family, ABC1, West)

“There’s seven of us living in a house, so...it’'s constantly quite messy and they
don’t put things in the right place. So | don't think it [recycling] would work.” (Young
People, C2DE, North)

Simplification of the system might encourage more to recycle according to a
number of residents.

e A number of residents agreed more people might be encouraged to recycle if
the system was simplified with fewer containers so that items did not need to
be separated, along with clear guidance on what could and could not be
recycled.

“l think it needs to be simplified” (Family, ABC1, West)

“I'd want to know what get recycled when and what gets recycled with what and
how to organise it.” (Young People, C2DE, North)

The majority of family respondents and young people supported CBC
looking to improve the collection service, although older residents were
resistant.

e Older respondents consistently felt the current service was adequate even
though they identified some flaws in it. Younger people and those with families
were more likely to feel the service should be improved as the flaws in the
system were more apparent for them.

“l think it’s really good that they’re reviewing because | think that it's not as
streamlined as other councils operate...l think it’s a positive thing, | think it needs
to be done” (Family, ABC1, West)
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A number of residents across the groups cited how well wheeled bin
systems worked in other areas they knew of or had lived in.

e Before residents were presented with the CBC wheeled bin proposals a
number of respondents revealed positive experiences of how wheeled bins had
worked in other locations in the UK and around the world. References were
made to streets being more hygienic and tidier where animals were also
prevented from attacking bins

e However, the prospect of wheeled bins also created a sense of resistance or
fear from a number of older residents who appeared to be against the idea
before it had been proposed in the sessions

“l lived in Scotland for five years; we had wheelie bins, a brown one, a green one,
so the garden one, and the other one... it was so much cleaner, the rats, the
badgers, the foxes, couldn’t get in them” (Family, C2DE, North)

“[Spontaneous] Every other county in the country, well most of them, do the
wheelie bins, and you put all your recycling stuff in and then it’s sorted at a certain
place afterwards” (Older People, ABC1, South)

“[Spontaneous] | personally don't like the idea of wheelie bins if that’s what you've
got in mind, and I'll tell why, because whatll happen is people will have a
collection of different coloured wheelie bins outside the front of their house, not the
back, the front, and they’ll just walk out there during the whole week putting
whatever they need to put in there and itll look dreadful all around the island!”
(Older People, ABC1, South)

Reactions to the proposed changes to the refuse collection were mixed
amongst young people and those with families although older people were
strongly opposed.

e The proposed switch to a wheeled bin system polarised the young persons and
families groups. Some felt wheeled bins would mitigate current problems with
spillage and animal attacks associated with black sacks. Others were
concerned as to how they would store a wheeled bin if they were not able to
take it through to a back garden.

‘I wouldn't want a wheelie bin and all the houses on my street are one or two
bedroom houses. Any we've got such a tiny garden.” (Young People, C2DE,
North)

“l think it’s easier for the people, it's more hygienic, it'll be tidier on our streets, it'll
be less mess on the streets, | think it'll stop the amount of rodents and vermin he
have sniffing around our rubbish, and | think it would encourage people that didn’t
recycling previously to recycle because it’s laziness proof” (Family, ABC1, West)
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e Older people were mostly resistant to the suggestion of a wheeled bin
collection service for refuse due to concerns of how streets might look where
residents were not able to take the bins round to their back yard. There was a
fear that wheeled bins could end up being permanently located on front
driveways so could diminish the aesthetics of the Borough

“If someone gives me a wheelie bin it will stay outside on the pavement because |
won’t be able to get through to the back garden.” (Older People, ABC1, West)

Additional advantages identified related to cleaner streets and safety for
operatives.

e Many residents agreed that wheeled refuse bins would reduce spillages of
waste in the streets, prevent animal and vermin attacks, improve hygiene and
make work safer for operatives

“The streets would be nicer.” (Young People, C2DE, North)
“I think it’s a brilliant idea to keep all the animals away” (Family, C2DE, North)

“You've to think for the people who are lifting the bins, that’s going to be better for
them because they’re not going to be bending down picking up bags of
rubbish...it's going to make it a safer environment for them to do their job in”
(Family, ABC1, West)

Changing to a fortnightly collection concerned those who tended not to
recycle as much & those who may be exempt from the changes.

e The proposed fortnightly collection was an area of concern for many residents,
but particularly for young people and families, as it was these groups that
tended to produce the most waste. The main concern was that certain
residents would exceed the capacity of the wheeled bin and would have no
way to store or dispose of additional refuse.

e Residents were also concerned that properties exempt from the service
changes would lead to far more black bin bags being piled in the street and
hoped they could therefore still be collected weekly

“I'm also worried about what happens when the [wheeled] bin gets full and you've
still got another week to go?” (Young People, C2DE, North)
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Initial reactions to a wheeled recycling bin were more positive than for
refuse as it would make it easier for residents to recycle.

e Support for a wheeled bin for recycling was particularly strong amongst young
people and families. They felt it would be a much simpler way to recycle than
the current system. Removing the need to sort and separate recyclable items
in to different bags and sacks was seen by many as a way to get more people
to recycle and reduce the amount of waste going in to black sacks/bins and on
to landfill.

“That will be easier actually...putting it in a bin all together that will be easier”

(Family, ABC1, South)

‘It makes you want to recycle more | think because you've just got to chuck it
in...one bin, it makes it a lot easier” (Young People, ABC1, East)

“It’s tidy, people might think it’s unsightly but it’s tidy, like when you walk down the
Street it’s just a green bin not bags of rubbish” (Family, ABC1, West)

Older people still against the idea of wheeled bins but some did agree with
the principles of encouraging more people to recycle this way

e For a number of older residents their resistance to the prospect of a wheeled
bin for recycling in addition to one for refuse compounded the main reason for
rejecting the concept initially - the diminished aesthetics of streets where
residents could not take them round to the back garden

e There were also concerns as to how those with mobility issues or infirmity
would be able to manoeuvre the bins to and from the back garden and the front
of the house

e However, a number of older residents felt they could see how mixing recycling
items in one bin would encourage more people to recycle with some referring
to how this system had worked well in other locations and nations

“That’s two bins we've got outside now...absolutely disgusting” (Older people,
C2DE, East)

“For a lot of us it would be very hard to move it if it was full” (Older People, ABC1,
South)

‘I support the recycling bin but not the others; the recycling will seem more
convenient to put it all in one and that'll be collected at once” (Older people, C2DE,
East)

“[In the USA] All your recyclables go in one bin — and it works.” (Older People,
ABC1, West)
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The benefits of an alternate weekly collection service between refuse and
recycling bins were appreciated, but concern as to whether bins might get
too full too quickly.

¢ Residents were concerned that large households might fill their wheeled refuse
and recycling bin way before each fortnightly collection date so wondered if
varying sizes could be provided.

e With many residents agreeing that more people would recycle using the green
wheeled bin some were concerned it would get way too full before the
collection date and overspill or that the lid may not shut which could lead to
things blowing out and in to gardens/streets

“[A drawback would be] whether the bins will be big enough?” (Young People,
C2DE, North)

The proposed wheeled bin for green waste collection seen to suit heavy
users but be unnecessary for those requiring lower level use

e The green waste wheeled bin proposals were seen to be more suited to those
that were heavy users but less so for very infrequent users of this service. The
current system for heavy users was seen as inefficient and cumbersome and
the idea of having a larger bin to contain more waste was a appealing for
some.

“The garden bags are a bit small” (Family, ABC1, West)
“l like the idea...it’s cleaner, tidier, easier to put stuff in” (Family, C2DE, North)

“I've got a strip of grass...that wheelie bin is just too much” (Young People, ABC1,
East)

Older people and those from other groups concerned over aesthetic affect of
three wheeled bins in certain streets.

e Many older people and a small number of young people and family
respondents that had been resistant to the wheeled bin scheme overall were
again very concerned about seeing streets where many households would
have to leave three wheeled bins sitting outside their houses if they had no way
to wheel them through to the back garden.

“Il think they’re awful” (Older people, C2DE, East)

“That’ll look so bad though, three bins!” (Young People, ABC1, East)
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Residents suggested weekly collection in summer/spring but much less in
colder months.

e Most respondents agreed that a weekly collection service during summer
would be welcome, particularly for heavy users that opted in. But many didn’t
see the need for a fortnightly collection during the colder months so wondered
if this could be monthly.

“l cut my grass once a week in summer” (Family, C2DE, North)

“They could probably get away with three weeks...in the winter” (Family, ABC1,
West)

“You’re not going to need that in the winter, most people in the winter if they’ve got
a little bit they’ll just put it in their rubbish bin” (Older people, C2DE, East)

If wheeled bin scheme is implemented, then residents are keen to be
educated on how to use each bin and to be reminded of collection dates and
times.

e One of the main challenges with the current system is the inconsistent
understanding of what item should go in to which sack/box. Respondents
hoped that all residents would be properly educated as to how to use the
wheeled bin system if implemented. This meant ensuring everybody knew what
could and could not be thrown in each bin. For example, what types of plastic
would and would not be accepted by the recycling bin

“We all sort of agree with recycling, but to be educated on what needs to be done
and how it needs to be done [would be useful]” (Family, ABC1, West)

e Residents would also welcome regular reminders of when each wheeled bin
would be collected, particularly if alternate weekly collections for the refuse and
recycling bin were implemented.

“Constant updates would be good.” (Young People, C2DE, North)

e A number of respondents suggested residents could receive a sticker or sign
that could be placed on the bins that communicated how each bin should be
used and when their associate collection date or period would be

“Sticker on the bin” (Family, C2DE, North)

“When I lived in Sutton they had pictures on the bins, so you had your green bin
for recycling and it had a list of things, so would just get there and it would be
easy” (Family, ABC1, West)

“Put it on top of the bin... it could be embossed into the actual making of the bin so
it’s never lost” (Older people, C2DE, East)

&7

Page 50 of 123



Colchester Doorstep Recycling Research, July 2016
Page 20

A wide range of communication formats and channels are required if CBC is
looking to inform residents of changes to the service.

e If the new scheme was implemented, respondents wanted to ensure all
residents were made fully aware of the changes. To do this they felt the
Council would need to communicate the developments using a range of
formats that suited the many ways in which people accessed information about
public services in Colchester

e Suggested communication formats and channels included:

o Council website articles that were regularly published on social
media sites such as Twitter

Letters and / or leaflets through every residents door

Posters located throughout the Borough

Television broadcast via local news channels

Collection operatives able to offer additional info or advice if asked

O O O O

“If it’s in a letter from Colchester Council then people will read it” (Family, C2DE,
North)

“It should be on Look East as well” (Family, C2DE, North)

“Poster campaign in the centre of town, everyone goes through there at least once
a week” (Family, ABC1, West)

“I've got to be honest really, before this | was just like | don’t really care about
recycling’, but | don’t think many people of my age think about recycling, but
maybe if we knew what it was for, what happened, like, the good parts of it maybe
more people would be interested in it and do it” (Young People, ABC1, East)

Overall, the wheeled bin scheme is more likely to be welcomed by families
and young people.

¢ When asked the extent to which they supported the implementation of the
wheeled bin scheme, residents were split between older residents who were
against it and wanted things to stay the same and most of the family and young
people respondents who felt the wheeled bins would make recycling and
domestic waste management easier for them and more efficient for the Council

“That’s a lot better than what we’ve got now, but it’s far from an ideal solution, a
long, long way” (Family, C2DE, North)

“l think a lot depends on where we live, doesn't it; if you've got a nice big space we
can say ‘oh, yeah, we've got plenty of room for wheelie bins’, but it’s another story
if you haven'’t got the space” (Older people, C2DE, East)
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6. Key Findings — Quantitative Stage: Face-to-Face Survey

This section of the report outlines in detail findings from the quantitative stages of
the research, which constituted of a face-to-face survey amongst a representative
sample of residents and an open access online survey made available to anyone
who wished to give their views. The sections below outline findings amongst the
representative sample of residents. Findings from similar questions from the
open—access survey have been reported separately in the following chapter.

6.1 Rating of current service — waste collection service

Respondents were asked to identify which of the two waste and recycling services
they receive and the majority indicated that they use ‘black sacks for rubbish and
clear sacks and a green box for recycling’ (93%) while only around one-in-twenty
use ‘communal wheelie bins for rubbish and separate recycling bins for glass,
paper and cans’ (7%).

Respondents were then asked to outline how satisfied they were with different
elements of the service they receive. Responses are shown in the charts below.
Due to the different services received by residents, findings amongst those who
use black bags are shown in separate charts to those who use communal bins;

Figure 1. Satisfaction with waste collection service — black bags service

QI. Ona one to five scale, where | is Very Dissatisfied and 5 is Very Satisfied,
how satisfied or dissatisfied are you with each of the following elements of this
service?
The household rubbish collection service 499 33%
overall, notincluding the recycling service. °
How often the black bags are collected 64% 28% AR 1%
How easy it is to store your rubbish 47% 27% 14% 5% 7%
between collections
How clean and tidy the streetis f9||owmg 2% 30% 6% 6%5%
the household waste collection
The suitability of black bags pr.'owded for 4% 249% 18%  5%9%
your household rubbish
5 - Very satisfied 4 ®3 N2 W] - Very dissatisfied Don't know
..pa
\ w Source: Qa Research 2016 Base: All face-to-face respondents who receive black bags service (940)
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Responses here clearly highlight that the majority of respondents are satisfied
(giving a score of 4 or 5 out of 5) with the black bag service, with 82% indicating
that they are satisfied with ‘the household rubbish collection service overall, not
including the recycling service’ and almost half giving the highest score of 5 out of
5 (49%).

More specifically, nine-in-ten expressed satisfaction with ‘how often the black bags
are collected’ (92%) and almost two-thirds gave the very highest score for this of 5
out of 5 (64%).

Similar proportions expressed satisfaction with ‘how easy it is to store your rubbish
between collections’ (74%) and ‘how clean and tidy the street is following the
household waste collection’ (73%).

The lowest level of satisfaction was recorded for ‘the suitability of black bags
provided for your household rubbish’ (67%) and although this is a comparatively
low rating it should be emphasised that this means that two-thirds were satisfied
with this aspect of the service. That said, 15% expressed some degree of
dissatisfaction with the black bags themselves (a score of 1 or 2 out of 5).

Additional Analysis

Older respondents tended to record higher levels of satisfaction with the
‘household rubbish collection service overall’ than younger ones (16-24: 75%, 25-
34: 79%, 35-44: 79%, 45-54: 83%, 55-64: 86%, 65+: 90%).

Respondents with a garden were more likely to express satisfaction than those
without (83% vs. 68%). In line with this, respondents who expressed
dissatisfaction with ‘how easy it is to store your rubbish between collections’ were
less likely than those who were satisfied to express satisfaction with the
‘household rubbish collection service overall’ (55% vs. 90%) — however, this does
still mean that the majority of those who have issues storing their rubbish are still
satisfied with the black bags service.

Page 53 of 123



Colchester Doorstep Recycling Research, July 2016
Page 23

The chart below shows responses amongst those using communal bins;

Figure 2. Satisfaction with waste collection service — communal bins service

QI. Ona one to five scale, where | is Very Dissatisfied and 5 is Very Satisfied,
how satisfied or dissatisfied are you with each of the following elements of this
service?
The household ru.bblsh coIIectl.on service 42% 27% 24% 8%
overall, notincluding the recycling service.
How often your household rubbish is 60% 23% 12% | %]
collected
How clean and tidy the streetis f9|lowmg 46% 329% 13% 3%
the household waste collection
How easy it is to store your rubbish 41% 29% 2% 5o, PoA
between collections
The suitability of the commur.lal bins for 46% 22% 18% 4% 0%
your household rubbish
5 - Very satisfied 4 mW3 N2 M| - Very dissatisfied Don't know
.. :l!
- Source: Qa Research 2016 Base: All face-to-face respondents who use communal wheelie bins (69)

The majority of those using communal bins expressed satisfaction with ‘the
household rubbish collection service overall’ (68%); this is a significantly lower
level of satisfaction than that recorded amongst residents that use black bags,
suggesting that communal bins do not meet the needs of residents as well as
black bags and almost one-in-ten users of communal bins expressed some degree
of dissatisfaction with the ‘the household rubbish collection service overall’ (8%).

More specifically, while 68% expressed satisfaction with ‘the suitability of the
communal bins for your household rubbish’ around one-in-seven indicated that
they were dissatisfied with this aspect of the service (15%).

Users of communal bins were most happy with ‘how often your household rubbish
is collected’ (83%) and ‘how clean and tidy the street is following the household
waste collection’ (78%).

Slightly lower levels of satisfaction were recorded for ‘how easy it is to store your
rubbish between collections’ (71%).
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All respondents who expressed dissatisfaction with ‘the household rubbish
collection service overall’ were asked why this was the case. This was a
completely open question and responses have been coded into themes for
analysis and are shown below.

Only 34 respondents said they were dissatisfied, so the table below shows
findings amongst residents that use the black bag service or communal bins.

Figure 3. Reasons for dissatisfaction with the waste collection service
Q2. Reasons for being dissatisfied with the household rubbish collection service.

Bags are too thin, so split easily I5 45%
Collection crew don't collect ripped bags 7 19%
Animals get attracted to rubbish and may rip bags 5 14%
Rubbish is not picked up off the floor by the collection crew 4 12%
Not enough bags are delivered 3 10%
Chute in building gets full or clogged 3 10%
Bags not always collected 3 8%
No bags provided at all 2 6%
Some of the rubbish is left 2 6%
Wheelie bin is a better option I 4%
Other 3 8%

Base: All respondents dissatisfied with the household

rubbish collection service overall (34)

A range of reasons were given here and no single issue dominated, although there
is evidence that amongst the small number of black bag users who expressed
dissatisfaction this is often driven by concerns over the bags splitting.
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6.2 Rating of current service —recycling collection service

Respondents were then asked to indicate how satisfied they were with different
aspects of the recycling collection service. Again, findings have been shown
separately for those that use black bags and those that use communal bins in the
charts below.

In addition, for some aspects of the service rated here a relatively high proportion
either said they ‘don’t know’ or that they ‘don’t have this container’ so responses
have been recalculated excluding respondents giving these answers to enable
valid comparisons to be made.

Figure 4. Satisfaction with recycling collection service — black bags service

Q3. Ona oneto five scale, where | is Very Dissatisfied and 5 is Very Satisfied, how satisfied or
dissatisfied are you with each of the following elements of this service?

The recycling collection service overall, notincluding
the household waste collection service.

12% | 78FA

wn1
N
°°
w
w
B3

How often the food waste container is collected 65% 27% 6% NIBA

3

The range of items and materials that can be recycled 61% 30% 8%

How often the recycling is collected 63% 26% 8% 27302

How easy is it to store the large Iock'able external food 61% 27% 9% | % b23
caddy between collections
The suitability of large lockable external food caddy 59% 29% 9% | % A3

The suitability of the green box provided for glass and
cans

62% 25% N2 %

l!!.

The suitability of the clear sacks used for plastic and 58%
paper

27% 0% 2% a3

57% 25% 1% 3

B3
o

How easy is it to store the kitchen food waste caddy

How clean and tidy the street s following the recycling

: 50% 30% 14% 3% A
collection
The suitability of the kitchen food waste caddy 56% 24% 13% 3% 3

How easy it is to store your recycling between

) 49% 26% 14% | 5%
collections
5 - Very satisfied 4 m3 2 M | - Very dissatisfied
m Source: Qa Research 2016 Base: All face-to-face respondents who receive black bags service (valid response - max 940)

Generally, the majority of respondents that use the black bags service (and
therefore clear sacks and a green box for recycling) expressed satisfaction with
each of these aspects of the recycling service, summarised by the fact that 85%
indicated that they were satisfied with ‘the recycling collection service overall...’
and that the majority gave a score of 5 out of 5 (52%).
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Around nine-in-ten were satisfied with the range of items and materials that can
be recycled’ (91%) and ‘how often the recycling is collected’ (89%).

Slightly lower proportions expressed satisfaction with ‘how clean and tidy the
street is following the recycling collection’ (80%) and ‘how easy it is to store your
recycling between collections’ (75%) — in total one-in-ten (11%) expressed
dissatisfaction with storing their recycling, the highest level of dissatisfaction
recorded for any of the statements covered here.

Respondents were asked to rate the suitability of different containers made
available for their recycling and similar levels of satisfaction were recorded for the
‘..large lockable external food caddy’ (88%), the ‘..green box provided for glass

and cans’ (87%) and the ‘clear sacks used for plastic and paper’ (86%).

A slightly lower level of satisfaction was recorded for the °..kitchen food waste
caddy’ (80%) and more than one-in-five expressed dissatisfaction with this
container (7%). One of the reasons for this may be that respondents were slightly
less likely to express satisfaction with ‘how easy it is to store the kitchen food
waste caddy’ (82%) than with ‘how easy it is to store the large lockable external
food caddy between collections’ (88%).

That said, a high level of satisfaction was recorded for ‘how often the food waste
container is collected’ (92%), suggesting that storage is not an issue even if some
residents face challenges around storing the kitchen food waste caddy specifically.

Additional Analysis

As with the household waste collection service, older respondents tended to
record higher levels of satisfaction with the ‘recycling collection service overall’
than younger ones (16-24: 78%, 25-34: 82%, 35-44: 81%, 45-54: 85%, 55-64:
89%, 65+: 93%).
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Satisfaction with the recycling collection service amongst respondents who use
communal bins is shown below. Note that these respondents were not asked
about the food caddy service as they were unlikely to receive this service yet;

Figure 5. Satisfaction with recycling collection service — communal bins

service
Q3. Ona oneto five scale, where | is Very Dissatisfied and 5 is Very Satisfied, how satisfied or
dissatisfied are you with each of the following elements of this service?
The recycling collection service ovgrall, noF including the 44% 39% 13% 1% 3
household waste collectionservice.
How clean and tidy the streetis following the recycling 49% o o
- ° 36% 15%
collection
How often the recyclingis collected 49% 35% 13% 39
How easy it is to store your recycling between 39% 37% 15% | 7%
collections
The range of items and materials that can be recycled 33% 38% 23% 2% A
The suitability of the outdoor recycling bins for your 46% 24% 13% | 5%
block
. 5 - Very satisfied 4 m3 2 M | - Very dissatisfied
(1
J Source: Qa Research 2016 Base: All face-to-face respondents who use communal wheelie bins (valid responses - max 69)

As was the case amongst respondents receiving the black bag service, the
majority of those using communal bins (and therefore separate recycling bins for
glass, paper and cans) expressed satisfaction with each aspect of the recycling
collection service. Overall, just over eight-in-ten expressed satisfaction with ‘the
recycling collection service (82%).

A similar proportion felt satisfied with ‘how clean and tidy the street is following the
recycling collection’ (85%) and ‘how often the recycling is collected’ (84%).

Lower levels of satisfaction were recorded for other aspects namely ‘how easy it is
to store your recycling between collections’ (75%), ‘the range of items and
materials that can be recycled’ (71%) and ‘the suitability of the outdoor recycling
bins for your block’ (70%) — notably 17% expressed dissatisfaction with this aspect
suggesting that some respondents experience issues with outdoor recycling bins
specifically.

In total, only 25 respondents were dissatisfied with the recycling collection service
they receive overall (whether black bags or communal bins) and these
respondents were asked why this was the case.

2
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The most frequently given reasons related to the ‘Yack of attention towards
recycling by bin men and the public’ which was mentioned by 11 of the
respondents and included comments such as the following;

“They just don't care. If bottles are broken or anything on the floor, bin men leave
it.”

“They never collect the recycling so we don't bother anymore; we've tried a few
times but they don't take it.”

6.3 Improving the collection service

All respondents were asked two fully open questions to gather any suggestions for
ways to improve the household waste service and the recycling collection service.
Similar responses have been coded into over-codes and are shown below.

Figure 6. Ways to improve the household waste collection service

Q5. Are there any ways that you think the household waste service that you receive could be

improved?

Wheelie bins would be better 131 13%
Better, stronger black bags 54 5%
The current service is good 54 5%
Collection crews should clear up after themselves better 51 5%
Provide more bags, perhaps in a roll 39 4%
General comments about improving the frequency and timing of collections 28 3%
The collection crews are good 18 2%
Stronger bags or bins to prevent animals accessing the rubbish 15 1%
Collection crew should always pick up my refuse, even from gardens/collection points 12 1%
Provide more free bags 10 1%
Bigger communal bins and a larger bin area on estates 9 1%
Bins need to be bigger 8 1%
Improve the existing plastic containers and bins | <I%
Other 46 5%
No improvements required/Don't know 519 51%

Base: All face-to-face respondents (1,014)

Around half felt able to make a suggestion for how the household waste service
could be improved and a range of issues were highlighted.

At this point in the interview, wheelie bins had not been mentioned at all, but more
than one-in-ten spontaneously made a comment specifically relating to how
‘wheelie bins would be better’ (13%) which includes the following examples;

“I think wheeled bins will look tidier and easier for bin men, too many bags left
hanging around.”

“The collectors do a good job but wheelie bins would be a better service.”
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Other comments related to issues around the black bags (which most respondents
use) including that the service would be improved with ‘better, stronger bags’ (5%)
and ‘provide more bags, perhaps in a roll’ (4%).

Comments were also made that ‘collection crews should clear up after themselves
better’ (5%) and about ‘..improving the frequency and timing of collections’ (3%).

The table below outlines suggestions for improving the recycling collection service;

Figure 7. Ways to improve the recycling collection service

Q6. Are there any ways that the recycling collection service could be improved?

Any mention of wheelie bins/wheeled bins 89 9%
The current service is good 66 6%
More or bigger boxes and bags 53 5%
General comments about improving the frequency of collections 41 4%
General comments about not being supplied with the required recycling items e.g. boxes, bags etc 36 4%
Collection crews should clear up after themselves better 25 2%
Make it easier to recycle specific materials 24 2%
Recycle everything in the same bin 14 1%
The collection crews are good 14 1%
Improved information to advise people what they should be doing 12 1%
Collection team to put bins and boxes back in the right place 12 1%
Collection team to stop throwing boxes around; they break Il 1%
Current plastic bins are good | <I%
Other 41 4%
No improvements required/Don't know 555 55%

Base: All face-to-face respondents (1,014)

A range of comments were recorded here and once again around half of all
respondents offered a suggested improvement.

Comments included ‘any mention of wheelie bins/wheeled bins’ (9%) and
comments about the need for ‘more or bigger boxes and bags’ (5%).

Respondents also made comments about °‘..improving the frequency of
collections’ (4%) and about “..not being supplied with the required recycling items
e.g. boxes, bags etc.’ (4%).
Given later questions in the survey, it should be highlighted that a handful of
respondents made reference to a desire to ‘recycle everything in the same bin’
(1%) which includes the following example comments;

“It's messy; too many containers, too fiddly.”

“Shove it all into one big bin.”

oY)
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6.4  Potential options for waste collection

Respondents were read the following explanatory text and then asked whether
they would support a change to the waste collection service;

A full review of the waste and recycling service is being undertaken by Colchester
Council and different methods of collection are being considered. Colchester
Council is looking at how other councils across the country deliver their waste and
recycling services, especially those councils that perform best.

Thinking first about waste collections, at the moment most households are given
black sacks for their waste. Many other councils have replaced the black sacks
with a single wheeled bin like this one (IMAGE A)

Councils that have introduced wheeled bins have all reported positive benefits of
introducing them, including a reduction in animal and vermin attacks and less mess
left behind after collection and improved health and safety for collection staff
through less lifting and carrying amongst other things.

Colchester Council is aware that not all types of accommodation would be suited to
wheeled bins, for example if:

There is a steep slope between the property and the kerb

There are more than three steps between the property and the kerb

The property has no front garden

There are narrow, inaccessible roads to properties preventing trucks from
accessing and collecting

The chart below shows the proportion that would support the possible change;

Figure 8. Support for change to the household waste collection service

Q7. Would you support the idea of changing from black bags to a
wheeled bin for household waste collection, which will be collected
fortnightly?

44% 43%

13%

No Unsure

Source: Qa Research 2016 Base: All face-to-face respondents (1,014)

Clearly, residents are divided as to whether they would support a change from
black bags to a wheeled bin and fortnightly collection with equal proportions for
(44%) and against (43%). Notably, more than one-in-ten felt ‘unsure’ (13%).
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Additional Analysis

Unsurprisingly, given that 93% use it, respondents that use the black bag service
gave similar answers to the sample as a whole (support: 44% vs. not support:
42%), but those that use communal bins were more likely not to support it than
support it (support: 36% vs. not support: 55%).

Levels of support differed depending on the type of dwelling a respondent lives in;

e Terraced house — respondents were more likely to support rather than not
support this change (support: 50% vs. not support: 30%).

e Flat/apartment - those living in a flat/apartment were more likely to oppose
the change than support it (support: 34% vs. not support: 53%).

e Bungalow/detached/semi-detached house - opinion was divided amongst
these respondents (support: 44% vs. not support: 45%).

Notably, a fifth of those living in a terraced house said they were ‘unsure’ (20%),
perhaps reflecting uncertainty about how this system would operate for these
residents.

This is a change that is supported more readily by younger residents than older
ones (16-24: 56%, 25-34: 53%, 35-44: 51%, 45-54: 44%, 55-64: 37%, 65+: 24%).

I's notable that the majority of respondents living in postcodes classified as
Village, Hamlet & Isolated Dwellings on the rural/urban classification said that they
wouldn’t support this change (58%), while broadly similar proportions supported
and didn’t support this change amongst those living in areas classified as Urban
(support: 45% vs. not support: 41%) or Town and Fringe (support: 40% vs. not
support: 46%).
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Responses to this question by ward are outlined below;

Figure 9. Support for change to the household waste collection service — by ward

Q7. Would you
support the idea of

changing from black

West Bergholt And Eight Ash Green

>
g
3
£
bags to a wheeled 8 E
] 0 _‘:‘ ~
bin for household g ] ] 3
@ > § = 2 >
waste collection, £ c 2 3 5 @ g
. . g 6 - —W ¢ ¢ s 5§ &
which will be < 5 € & & ¢4 2 g v
- 2 < < > > T 2 - g 8 8
collected fortnightly? 3 & G » g § £ o 8§ & w X = =
R &6 & 0o = i) I 2 2 B 2 & 9
£ v T & 3 % E 5 T 2 « 8§ 2 2
0 = £ o0 9O o ¢ 8 = o
0 o O U 0 w u = O o n 0 2 2 32
Yes 46%|61%|34% |21%(68%| - |13%|41%|19%|64%| - | 6% |78%|46%|44%|51%|39% |45% |56% |46%|28% |52% | 54% |39%|39%| 30% | 40%
No 39%|39% | 40% | 70% | 10% | 92% | 68% | 45% | 73% | 23% | 64% | 88% | 14%|29% |41% |44% | 61%|52% | 35% |35% | 57%|42%|35% | 17% | 56% | 70% | 44%
Unsure 16%| - |26%|10%|22%| 8% | 19%|15%| 8% |12%|36%| 5% | 8% (24%|14%| 4% | - | 3% | 9% | 18%|15%| 6% | 12%|44%| 5% | - | 9%
No response I (e e e e e e e e I e I S I R i B B T S R T 3

Base: All face-to-face
51 9 18 16 30 17 57 34 16 62 64 37 50 64 51 25 47 45 29 46 30 31

respondents

NB: a Grey box indicates a figure which is significantly higher than at least 5 other wards.

There are clearly differences in the level of support between respondents in the different wards. Support is highest amongst
respondents living in Mile End (78%), Highwoods (64%) and Birch and Winstree (61%).

In contrast, the highest proportion of respondents answering no was recorded in Dedham and Langham (92%) and Marks Tey
(88%), although it should be stressed that the number of respondents in these wards is low.
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Respondents were asked specifically why they support or don’t support this
change or why they were unsure and the charts below outline responses amongst
these three groups. This was an entirely open question and similar responses
have been coded into over-codes for analysis.

The table below outlines reasons for not supporting the change;

Figure 10.Household waste collection: change to wheelie bin/fortnightly
collections —reasons for not supporting the change

Q8. Reasons for not supporting the idea of changing from black bags to a wheeled bin for household

waste collection, which will be collected fortnightly.

Wheelie bins are too big to store 139 32%
Don't want a fortnightly collection 109 25%
Wheelie bins are ugly/unsightly/scruffy 83 19%
Wheelie bins are hard to move 59 13%
Happy with current system 57 13%
Would be unhygienic or smelling if collected fortnightly 44 10%
Accommodation would make it difficult to have a wheelie bin 37 8%
Don't want a wheelie bin (general comments) 17 4%
| don't produce enough waste to warrant it 12 3%
Bins would be vandalised or damaged 10 2%
Wheelie bins are easier to move around | <I%
Other 7 2%
Don't know | <I%

Base: All face-to-face respondents who do not support the change (447)

Both the move to wheelie bins and the change to fortnightly collections feature
here.

Specifically, a third of those opposed to the change expressed concern that
‘wheelie bins are too big to store’ (32%) and a fifth that they are
‘...ugly/unsightly/scruffy’ (19%). Others mentioned they are “...hard to move’ (13%).

Fortnightly collections were mentioned less frequently, but a quarter of those
opposed to the changes said that they simply ‘don’t want a fortnightly collection’
(25%) and more specifically they felt that rubbish ‘would be unhygienic or smelling
if collected fortnightly’ (10%).
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The chart below shows responses amongst those who support the changes;

Figure 11.Household waste collection: change to wheelie bin/fortnightly
collections — reasons for supporting the change

Q8. Reasons for supporting the idea of changing from black bags to a wheeled bin for household waste

collection, which will be collected fortnightly.

Wheelie bins are cleaner 137 31%
Black bags attract animals and vermin 105 24%
General positive comment on wheelie bins 80 18%
Wheelie bins make it easier to store refuse 74 17%
Wheelie bins would be easier (general) 52 12%
Wheelie bins have more capacity 34 8%
Street or local area would be cleaner 26 6%
Wheelie bins are more robust 24 5%
Don't want a fortnightly collection 22 5%
Wheelie bins are easier to move around 21 5%
Wheelie bins are too big to store 6 1%
Would be unhygienic or smelling if collected fortnightly 4 1%
Happy with current system 3 1%
Don't mind either way 3 1%
Don't want a wheelie bin (general comments) 2 1%
Wheelie bins are ugly/unsightly/scruffy 2 <I%
Accommodation would make it difficult to have a wheelie bin | <I%
| don't produce enough waste to warrant it | <I%
Bins would be vandalised or damaged | <I%
Other 8 2%
Don't know 6 1%

Base: All face-to-face respondents who support the change (434)

A range of reasons were given in support of wheelie bins including that they °..are
cleaner’ (31%), “...make it easier to store refuse’ (17%), ‘..have more capacity’
(8%) and would generally just be ‘easier’ (12%). Driving these feelings were
concerns that ‘black bags attract animals and vermin’ (24%).

Respondents generally didn’t mention the change to fortnightly collection although
around one-in-twenty of those who support the change to waste collections made
a comment here that they ‘don’t want a fortnightly collection’ (5%).
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The chart below shows responses amongst those who were unsure of they
support the changes;

Figure 12.Household waste collection: change to wheelie bin/fortnightly
collections —reasons for being unsure

Q8. Reasons for being unsure whether to support the idea of changing from black bags to a wheeled

bin for household waste collection, which will be collected fortnightly.

w
~N

27%
23%
8%
8%
7%
5%
5%
5%
2%
2%
2%
1%
1%
1%
1%
Street or local area would be cleaner 1%
Other 2%
Don't know I 8%

Base: All face-to-face respondents unsure if support the change (131)

As this chart highlights, many of those who indicated that they were unsure made
comments here that suggested they were opposed to the change, particularly that
they ‘don’t want a fortnightly collection’ (27%) or that ‘wheelie bins are too big to
store’ (23%).

Don't want a fortnightly collection

w

Wheelie bins are too big to store

Happy with current system

Would be unhygienic or smelling if collected fortnightly

IS

Don't mind either way

~

General positive comment on wheelie bins

Wheelie bins are ugly/unsightly/scruffy

Accommodation would make it difficult to have a wheelie bin

| don't produce enough waste to warrant it

Black bags attract animals and vermin

Wheelie bins are hard to move

Wheelie bins are more robust

Don't want a wheelie bin (general comments)

Wheelie bins make it easier to store refuse

Wheelie bins are cleaner

W|l—|—| =[N NN W| o
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6.5 Potential options for recycling collection

Respondents were read the following explanatory text and then asked whether
they would support a change to the household recycling collection service;

Most Colchester residents currently use a green box for recycling glass and cans
and clear sacks for plastic and paper.

The current system is limited in its capacity and ability to improve the recycling rate
and increase the income Colchester Council receives for the recycling it can divert
from landfill. In particular, plastic sacks to collect paper and cardboard immediately
contaminate the materials. This means that the quality of the end product is poorer
and therefore less income can be derived per ton, simply because of the containers
that are currently being used.

A number of other councils have replaced the green boxes and clear plastic sacks
with a single wheeled bin like this one (IMAGE B). Households would then put all
their recycling (i.e. glass, cans, paper and plastic) into the wheeled bin.

Introducing a wheeled bin for mixed recycling would create the following benefits:

e Less hassle for residents than separating items out in to multiple boxes /
bags

e No need to continue to go to collection points to collect sacks for recycling

e Larger capacity to store more recyclable items

e Moreitems recycled means less waste going to landfill

Therefore, for most households, this has been shown to be a more convenient and
cost effective solution and usually leads to increased recycling efforts

The chart below shows the proportion that would support the possible change;

Figure 13.Support for change to the household recycling collection service

Q9. With this in mind, would you support the idea of changingto a
wheeled bin for household recycling, which would be collected
fortnightly?

50%

37%

12%

No Unsure

7

Source: Qa Research 2016 Base: All face-to-face respondents (1,014)

Respondents are significantly more likely to support this change than not support it
(50% vs. 37%), although around one in ten are unsure (13%).
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Additional Analysis

Respondents that use the black bag service gave similar answers to the sample
as a whole (support: 51% vs. not support: 37%), but those that use communal bins
were more divided in their opinion (support: 46% vs. not support: 45%).

Again, levels of support differ by type of dwelling a respondent lives in;

e Terraced house — these respondents were more likely to support rather
than not support this change (support: 56% vs. not support: 27%).

e Flat/apartment - opinion was divided amongst these respondents (support:
44% vs. not support: 45%).

e Bungalow/detached/semi-detached house — respondents in these types of
dwellings were more likely to support rather than not support this change
(support: 50% vs. not support: 39%).

As was the case when considering the change to the waste collection service,
younger respondents were more likely to support the change to recycling
collections (16-24: 66%, 25-34: 60%, 35-44: 55%, 45-54: 51%, 55-64: 44%, 65+:
29%). Specifically, 63% of those aged 65 or over do not support this change.

I's also notable that respondents who expressed dissatisfaction with ‘how easy it
is to store your recycling between collections’ expressed high levels of support for
the change (72%) — respondents who were satisfied with this aspect of the service
had mixed feelings about the change (support: 45% vs. not support: 43%).
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Levels of support broken down by ward were as follows;

Figure 14.Support for change to the household recycling collection service — by ward

Q9. With this in
mind, would you
support the idea of
changing to a
wheeled bin for
household recycling,

which would be

collected fortnightly?

Copford And West Stanway

Berechurch
Birch And Winstree
Christ Church
Dedham And Langham
East Donyland
Fordham And Stour
Highwoods
New Town
Old Heath
Prettygate
Shrub End
St Andrew's
St Anne's

Yes 58% | 65%|29%|24%|68%| 6% | 19% |54% |25% | 66% | 7% | 15%|80%

62% (53%|53%|68%|46%|73%|56% |23%

54%(61%

West Bergholt And Eight Ash Green

West Mersea

43%|53%

Wivenhoe Cross

34%

Wivenhoe Quay

50%

No 23%(35%|47%|61%| 10%|86% | 76%|29% | 69% | 23%

47%|54% | 12%|29% | 37% |43% | 19% | 51% | 19% | 22% | 48%

42%|32%

30% |47%

60%

50%

Unsure 20%| - |24%|15%|22%| 8% | 6%

Base: All face-to-face
26 63 17 57 34 16 62 64 37 50 I5 55 64 5I

51
respondents

NB: a Grey box indicates a figure which is significantly higher than at least 5 other wards.

17%)| 5% | 11%|46% |32%| 8% | 8% | 10%| 4% | 13%| 3% | 8% [21%(29%

25

4% | 7%

47 45

27%| -

29 46

6%

30

31

In 16 of the 27 wards the majority of respondents said they supported this change, with support highest amongst respondents

living in Mile End (80%) and St Andrew’s (73%).

In 8 of the 11 remaining wards the majority said that they don’t support this change, with the proportion highest in Dedham and

Langham (86%) and East Donyland (76%).
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The table below outlines reasons for not supporting the change;

Figure 15.Household recycling collection: change to wheelie bin/fortnightly
collections — reasons for not supporting the change

Q0. Reasons for not supporting the idea of changing to a wheeled bin for household recycling,

which would be collected fortnightly.

Wheelie bins are too big to store 120 32%
Wheelie bins are ugly/unsightly/scruffy 67 18%
Happy with current system 59 16%
Don't want a fortnightly collection 53 14%
Wheelie bins are hard to move 45 12%
Don't want a wheelie bin (general comments) 35 9%
Accommodation would make it difficult to have a wheelie bin 19 5%
Wheelie bins make it easier to store recycling | <1%
Other 33 9%
Don't know 2 <%

Base: All face-to-face respondents who do not support the change (391)

Issues around wheelie bins were mentioned most often, with concerns that they
are “..too big to store’ (32%) and are “...ugly/unsightly/scruffy’ (18%) and “...hard to
move’ (12%). Fortnightly collections were mentioned less often, but 14% did make
a comment here about the fact that they ‘don’t want a fortnightly collection’.

The chart below shows responses amongst those who support the changes;

Figure 16.Household recycling collection: change to wheelie bin/fortnightly
collections —reasons for supporting the change

Q0. Reasons for supporting the idea of changing to a wheeled bin for household recycling,

which would be collected fortnightly.

Wheelie bins would be easier (general) 174 34%
Wheelie bins make it easier to store recycling 95 19%
General positive comment on wheelie bins 76 15%
It means | don't have to split out my recycling 68 13%
Wheelie bins are cleaner 61 12%
Wheelie bins have more capacity 33 6%
Wheelie bins are too big to store I 2%
Will reduce animals or vermin 10 2%
Street or local area would be cleaner 10 2%
Wheelie bins are more robust 9 2%

Don't want a fortnightly collection 9 2%
Wheelie bins are easier to move around 8 2%
Happy with current system 2 <I%
Don't want a wheelie bin (general comments) 2 <1%
Don't mind either way 2 <I%
Wheelie bins are hard to move | <I%
Wheelie bins are ugly/unsightly/scruffy | <%
Other ) 3%
Don't know 15 3%

Base: All face-to-face respondents who support the change (500)
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Comments here tended to relate to wheelie bins and a third made a general
comment that ‘wheelie bins would be easier’ (34%) while other specific aspects
were also mentioned including that ‘wheelie bins make it easier to store recycling’
(19%). More specifically, around one-in-ten who would support this change made
a comment about how this would mean they “...wouldn’t have to split out recycling’
(13%).

The chart below shows responses amongst those who were unsure if they support
the changes;

Figure 17.Household recycling collection: change to wheelie bin/fortnightly
collections —reasons for being unsure
Q10. Reasons for being unsure whether support the idea of changing to a wheeled bin for

household recycling, which would be collected fortnightly.

Wheelie bins are too big to store 32 25%
Don't want a fortnightly collection 27 21%
General positive comment on wheelie bins 17 13%
Don't mind either way 6 5%
Happy with current system 5 4%
Wheelie bins are ugly/unsightly/scruffy 4 3%
Wheelie bins make it easier to store recycling 2 2%
Don't want a wheelie bin (general comments) 2 2%
Wheelie bins are hard to move I 1%
Accommodation would make it difficult to have a wheelie bin I 1%
Don't know 16 13%
Other 16 13%

Base: All face-to-face respondents unsure if support the change (123)

A range of comments were made here and many (but not all) were negative about
aspects of the changes, suggesting that these respondents lean more towards not
supporting this change than supporting it.

Broadly equal proportions made comments that ‘wheelie bins are too big to store’
(25%) and that they ‘don't want a fortnightly collection’ (21%) suggesting that both
aspects of the change pose concerns for these residents.
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6.6 Likely impact on household recycling behaviour of mixing recycling

It was explained to respondents that the possible change to a wheelie bin for
recycling collections would mean that they didn’t have to separate out their
recycling and all were then asked what impact this might have on their
household’s recycling.

Respondents who use the black bags service with clear sacks and a green box of
recycling were told that they wouldn’t have to separate plastic, paper, cans and
glass, when recycling, while those who use communal bins were told that recycled
glass would continue to have its own bin and they wouldn’t have to separate
plastic, paper and cans into separate bins.

Responses amongst all respondents are outlined below;

Figure 18.Impact on household recycling of not having to separate recycling

QI l. If you didn’t have to separate plastic, paper and cans [and glass] into
separate bins, do you think this would mean that your household would
recycle more or less items than you do now, or would it make no difference?

63%

More items Less items Would make no Don't know

. difference
(i
Source: Qa Research 2016 Base: All face-to-face respondents (1,014)

Evidently, most felt that a change to mixed recycling would make no difference
(63%), but amongst those that would anticipate a change, this was much more
likely to be the recycling of ‘more items’ (27%) rather than Jess items’ (4%)

Follow-up open questions revealed that amongst those who anticipated more
recycling, this was driven by a belief that the process would simply be ‘easier’
(50%) and that they would be able to fit more into a bigger bin’ (20%). Also, one-
in-ten of those who anticipated more recycling said that they ‘don’t recycle at all at
the moment’ (11%), suggesting that this change could encourage some residents
to start recycling for the first time.
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Additional Analysis

No difference was recorded between those who use the black bags service and
those who use communal bins, with 27% of each group anticipating they’d recycle
‘more items’.

Mirroring levels of support for the changes to the household recycling collection
service, younger respondents were significantly more likely than older ones to say
that they’d expect to recycle ‘more items’ (16-24: 42%, 25-34: 38%, 35-44: 34%,
45-54: 22%, 55-64: 17%, 65+: 10%). Generally, younger respondents tended to be
more likely to say it ‘would make no difference’ the older they were.

Amongst respondents who said they would support the change to the recycling
collection service, 45% said they would recycle ‘more items’ if they didn’t have to
sort recycling - most of the remainder said it ‘would make no difference’ (51%).

Those who wouldn’t support it generally said it ‘would make no difference’ (78%)
but were also more likely to say they’d recycle fess items’ rather than ‘more items’
(9% vs. 4%).

It's also notable that amongst respondents who said they’d prefer multiple bins for
recycling rather than a single bin, 16% said that they would expect to recycle
‘more items’ if they had a single bin (9% said they’d recycle fess items’). This
suggests that the introduction of mixed recycling is likely to have a positive impact
on behaviour even amongst those who would prefer not to receive this service.

Additionally, the majority of respondents that were dissatisfied with ‘how easy it is
to store your recycling between collections’ said that mixed recycling would mean
that they would be likely to recycle ‘more items’ (53%) suggesting that this change
is likely to solve storage problems for some.

When looking at responses by the urban/rural classification, the only difference is
that those living in areas classified as Urban were significantly less likely to say
they’d recycle fess items’ than those in areas classified as Village, Hamlet &
Isolated Dwellings or Town and Fringe (2%, 9% and 7% respectively).
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Responses by ward were as follows;

Figure 19.Impact on household recycling of not having to separate recycling — by ward

QI . If you didn’t have

to separate plastic,

paper and cans [and

glass] into separate

bins, do you think this
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More items 49%|38%| 3% | 7% |33%| 6% | 6% |21%|10%|31% | 2% [21%|35%|43%|20%|28% |33% |25% [35%|47%|27% | 14% | 46% |43% | 12%|21%|25%
Less items 4% | 4% | - - | 10%|37%| - | 9% | 7% | - - - - | 5% | 2% | 2% | - | 2% | - | 4% | 3% | 8% | 7% | 4% [10%|10%| 3%
Would make no difference [41% | 55% | 86% | 93% | 57% | 40% [ 88% | 64% | 73% | 69% | 90% [ 79% | 62% | 42% [ 77% | 63% | 62% | 53% | 63% | 37% | 62% | 69% | 46% | 50% | 76% | 58% | 72%
Don't know 6% | 3% | 10%| - - | 17%)| 6% | 6% |10%| - | 8% | - | 4% |10%| - | 7% | 5% [20%| 2% | 12%| 8% | 9% | 2% | 3% | 2% [ 11%| -

Base: All face-to-face
51 18 16 30 17 57 34 16 62 64 37 50 I5 55 64 51 25 47 45 29 46 30 3I
respondents

NB: a Grey box indicates a figure which is significantly higher than at least 5 other wards.

In 21 of the 27 wards the majority said that a change to mixed recycling would make no difference, with the proportion indicating
this highest amongst respondents in Christ Church (93%), Lexden (90%), East Donyland (88%) and Castle (86%).

Respondents in Berechurch (49%), St Andrews (47%), Tiptree (46%) and New Town (43%) were the most likely to believe that
this change would make them recycle ‘more items’.
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6.7 Preferred option for multiple bins or a single bin for recycling

All respondents were asked to make a choice between two options for recycling
and responses were as follows;

Q13. Preferred option for recycling

Single wheeled bin for recycling (residents
don’t have to sort the different types of
recycling themselves and they can just put
everythinginto one bin)

50%

A number of different bins (residents have
tosort their recycling themselves).

No preference

Don't know

Source: Qa Research 2016 Base: All face-to-face respondents (1,014)

Figure 20.Preference for multiple bins or a single bin for recycling

Exactly half of all respondents chose the option for mixing recycling and using a
single bin (50%), around twice as many as expressed a preference for different
bins (23%).

Many seemingly don’t care either way and have ‘no preference’ (18%), but one-in-
ten said they ‘don’t know’ (9%), perhaps suggesting that they require more
information to choose.

Additional Analysis

Younger respondents were generally more likely than older ones to express a
preference either way and also more likely to say they’'d prefer a ‘single bin’ (16-
24: 57%, 25-34: 60%, 35-44: 51%, 45-54: 54%, 55-64: 42%, 65+: 37%). Notably,
a similar proportion of respondents aged 65+ said they'd prefer a ‘single bin’ as
said they’d prefer ‘multiple bins’ (37% and 32% respectively).

Respondents with a garden (either a front or back garden) were more likely than
those without one to indicate they they’d prefer ‘multiple bins’ (24% vs. 11%),
although respondents with a garden tended to favour a ‘single bin’ (50%) overall.
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Interestingly, a fifth (20%) of those who said they don’t support ‘the idea of
changing to a wheeled bin for household recycling, which would be collected
fortnightly’ did actually choose a ‘single bin’ at this question - although they were
more likely to choose ‘multiple bins’ (33%). This suggests that it may be the idea
of fortnightly collections which is leading many of these respondents to not support
the change.

It should also be highlighted that amongst those who were unsure about this
change, the largest proportion chose a ‘single bin’ (42%), perhaps suggesting that
these respondents tend to lean towards the possible changes to household
recycling collections, although many clearly have concerns as outlined earlier in
this report.

Respondents living in areas classified as Town and Fringe were significantly more
likely to choose ‘multiple bins’ (40%) than those living in areas classified as Urban
(18%) or Village, Hamlet & Isolated Dwellings (24%). Respondents living in the
latter two classifications were most likely to choose a ‘single bin’ (51% and 48%
respectively), an option chosen by 41% of those in Town and Fringe areas — Note
that respondents in Town and Fringe areas were more likely to choose an option
at this question rather than say ‘no preference’ or they ‘don’t know’.
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Responses by ward were as follows;

Figure 21.Preference for multiple bins or a single bin for recycling — by ward

West Bergholt And Eight Ash Green
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Single bin for all recycling 62% [38% | 60% |52% | 58% |27% |20% [ 58% |41% | 54% | 10% |38% | 63% |59% |60% |35% |76%|33%|73%|67%|56%|32%|63%|38%|44%|37%|24%
Multiple bins for your recycling | 21% [30%| 3% [ 10%|32% | 11%|50%|32% |25% | 17% | 16%| 12%| 8% |31%|21%|19%|24%|30%| 8% |20% |25%|23%|32%|39% |45%|47%|31%
No preference 13% | 12%|22%|34%| - |27%|23%|11%|19%|25%| 18%|50%|28%| 6% | 19%|29%| - |25%|16%| 7% | 4% |31%| 5% | 6% |1 1%| 7% | 26%
Don't know 4% [19%|14%| 3% [ 10%[35%| 6% | - |[15%| 4% [57%| - | 2% | 4% | - [16%| - [12%]| 3% | 5% |16%|11%| - |17%| - | 8% |10%
No response - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - |1 2% | - - - - | 9%

Base: All face-to-face
34 16 62 64

respondents

NB: a Grey box indicates a figure which is significantly higher than at least 5 other wards.

The majority of respondents in 14 of the 27 wards chose a ‘single bin’, with the highest proportion mentioning this in Pyefleet
(76%) and St Andrew’s (73%). Respondents were significantly more likely to choose ‘multiple bins’ if they lived in West Mersea
(45%), Wivenhoe Cross (47%) or West Bergholt and Eight Ash Green (39%), although it should be noted that in West Mersea
and West Bergholt and Eight Ash Green they were no more likely to pick ‘multiple bins’than a ‘single bin’.
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6.8 Rating of the current service - garden waste collection service

Two thirds said that they either currently use or have ever used the garden waste
collection service (66%) and most of these are current users (62%).

Amongst those who don’t use it, this was primarily due to a lack of a requirement
to do so rather than issues with the service itself. Respondents said they ‘don’t
have a garden’ (32%) or they ‘take garden waste to recycling centre (household
tip) instead’ (17%) or simply ‘don’t produce much garden waste’ (14%).

All that currently use or have used this service were asked how satisfied or
dissatisfied they were with different aspects of the service;

Figure 22.Satisfaction with garden waste collection service

QI5. On aone to five scale, where | is Very Dissatisfied and 5 is Very Satisfied, how
satisfied or dissatisfied are you with each of the following elements of this service?

The garden waste collection service overall 49% 33% 14% 2 7% WA

How often garden waste is collected 55% 32% 9% 2 78V

The number of sacks you can put out for

A 50% 30% 00N 8% 4%
collection

The suitability of the re-usable sacks provided for
garden waste

The cost of purchasing the re-usable sacks 32% 19% 14% 7% 14%

5 - Very satisfied 4 m3 m2 m|-Very dissatisfied Don't know

46% 30% 14% 4% - SEp¥A

(X
J Source: Qa Research 2016 Base: All face-to-face respondents who use or have used the garden waste collection service (685)

The majority of users indicated that they were satisfied with ‘the garden waste
collection service overall’ (82%) and almost half gave the highest rating here of 5
out of 5 (49%). In particular, satisfaction was highest with ‘how often garden
waste is collected’ (86%).

Respondents were slightly more likely to be satisfied with ‘the number of sacks
you can put out for collection’ (80%) than they were with ‘the suitability of the re-
usable sacks provided for garden waste’ (75%) — almost one-in-ten indicated that
they were dissatisfied with the suitability of the sacks (9%).

The lowest level of satisfaction was recorded for ‘the cost of purchasing the re-
usable sacks’ (51%) and a fifth were dissatisfied with this aspect of the service

(20%).
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Additional Analysis

Although a fifth said they were dissatisfied with ‘the cost of purchasing the re-
usable sacks’, the majority of these were satisfied with ‘the garden waste
collection service overall’ (58%) — only 12% were dissatisfied with the service
overall. This suggests that concerns around costs don’t detract from views on the
service generally.
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6.9 Support for possible change to the garden waste collection service

All respondents, regardless of whether they use the service or not, were read the
following explanatory text and then asked whether they would support a change to
the garden waste collection service;

It could be said that the current system in Colchester is flawed and inconvenient to
use for either residents or collection crews. The current bags:

e Are difficult to manoeuvre without dragging and damaging them
¢ Do not have alarge enough capacity

¢ Limit the amount you can leave out for collection during the year
e Frequently get lost or blow away once emptied.

As aresult, Colchester Council is exploring other methods of garden waste
collection and is asking for your views about using a larger, more robust wheeled
bin instead of the container you currently have (IMAGE C).

Other councils have found it to be beneficial to have a single wheeled container for
garden waste, rather than a number of sacks and that the new bin proved to be
much easier to maneuver for the householder and council collectors and also
reduced the overall number of ‘vehicle trips’ to the recycling centre.

The chart below shows the proportion that would support the use of wheeled bins
for garden waste that would be collected fortnightly’. Responses have been shown
amongst all respondents and also separately amongst users or the service and
those that have never used it;

Figure 23.Support for change to the garden waste collection service

QI17. With this in mind, would you support the use of wheeled bins for garden waste that
would be collected fortnightly?

mAllrespondents  BNET: Currently use/ever used m Never used

53%

Yes No Unsure

7

Amongst all respondents, equal proportions support and don’t support this change
(43% and 43% respectively). Amongst those that use the service, or ever have
done, respondents were significantly more likely to support the change (49%) than
not support it (39%), although one-in-ten were unsure (11%).

@

Source: Qa Research 2016 Base: All face-to-face respondents (1,014)/all users (685) / all never used (309)
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In contrast, respondents who'd never used the garden waste service tended not to
support the change (53%) rather than support it (31%).

Additional Analysis

Amongst all respondents, levels of support were significantly higher amongst
woman than men (50% vs. 36%) and older respondents were less likely to support
the change than younger ones (16-24: 48%, 25-34: 53%, 35-44: 48%, 45-54: 45%,
55-64: 36%, 65+: 28%). It should be highlighted that older respondents are much
more likely to use the garden waste service than younger ones.

Respondents were asked specifically why they support or don’t support this
change or why they were unsure and the charts below outline responses amongst
these three groups. This was an entirely open question and similar responses
have been coded into over-codes for analysis.

The proportions supporting and not supporting this change were similar amongst
respondents living in areas classified as Urban (support: 42% vs. not support:
41%) and Town and Fringe (support: 46% vs. not support: 46%). In contrast,
respondents in areas classified as Village, Hamlet & Isolated Dwellings (were
significantly more likely to not support this change (55%) than support it (31%).
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Responses amongst all respondents in different wards were as follows. Note that due to the small base sizes it's not possible to

filter this data on current users of the garden waste service;

Figure 24.Support for change to the garden waste collection service — by ward

QI17. With this in mind,

would you support the use

West Bergholt And Eight Ash Green
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Yes 54%(53%(30% | 17%| 57% - [23%(29%|18%|62%| 2% | 7% |63%|59% |59% |38% |48% |39%|37%|46%|41% | 48% | 56% [ 50% [47% | 34% | 45%
No 30%|43%|47%|52% | 22% |100%|55%|48%|51% |30% |52% |73%|29%|34%|22%|52% | 52% | 55% | 32% | 40% | 35% | 50% | 42% | 26% | 42% | 66% | 52%
Unsure 16%| 4% [22%|31%| 21% - |23%(23%|31%| 8% |46%|20%| 8% | 7% | 19%|10%| - | 6% [30%|14% |24%| 2% | 2% [24%| 4% | - | 3%
No response - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - | 7% - -

Base: All face-to-face

51 26 63 26 57 34 16 62 64 37 50
respondents

64

51

NB: a Grey box indicates a figure which is significantly higher than at least 5 other wards.

25

47

45

29 46

The highest level of support was recorded amongst respondents living in Mile End (63%) and Highwoods (62%) and the majority

of respondents in 7 of the 27 wards indicated that they would support this change.

All respondents in Dedham and Langham (100%) and three-quarters in Marks Tey (73%) said that they wouldn’t support this

change.

@

RESEARCH

Page 82 of 123



Colchester Doorstep Recycling Research, July 2016
Page 52

The table below outlines reasons for not supporting the change;

Figure 25.Garden waste recycling service: change to wheelie bin/fortnightly
collections —reasons for not supporting the change

Q8. Reasons for not supporting the use of wheeled bins for garden waste that would be collected
fortnightly.

Wheelie bins are too big to store 89 21%
Happy with current system 68 16%
| don't have a garden or do not produce garden waste 59 14%
| don't produce enough garden waste to warrant it 43 10%
Don't want a wheelie bin (general comments) 38 9%
Wheelie bins are hard to move 34 8%
Wheelie bins are ugly/unsightly/scruffy 32 7%
Wheelie bins would be harder (general comments) 32 7%
Wheelie bins have less capacity 24 6%
Three bins would be too many 22 5%
Accommodation would make it difficult to have a wheelie bin 13 3%
The garden is not my responsibility 13 3%
Wheelie bins are dirtier/would require cleaning 9 2%
Don't want a fortnightly collection 6 1%
Wheelie bins have more capacity 3 1%
Wheelie bins are more robust 3 1%
Wheelie bins are easier to move around 3 1%
Wheelie bins would be easier (general) | <|%
General positive comment on wheelie bins | <%
Bags get lost frequently | <|%
Other 8 2%
Don't know 3 1%

Base: All face-to-face respondents who don't support the change (446)

As expected, many of the comments here related to the fact that respondents
‘don't have a garden or do not produce garden waste’ (14%) or ‘don't produce
enough garden waste to warrant it’ (10%).

However, a fifth made a comment that ‘wheelie bins are too big to store’ (21%)
and other comments were recorded about the bins being “..hard to move’ (8%),
“...ugly/unsightly/scruffy’ (7%) and having ‘..less capacity’ (6%). Issues around
wheelie bins were mentioned more often here with concerns that they are “..too
big to store’ (32%), “...ugly/unsightly/scruffy’ (18%) and “...hard to move’ (12%).

Fortnightly collections were mentioned by very few respondents at this question.
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The table below shows responses amongst those who support the changes;

Figure 26.Garden waste collection service: change to wheelie bin/fortnightly
collections — reasons for supporting the change

Q8. Reasons for supporting the use of wheeled bins for garden waste that would be

collected fortnightly.

Wheelie bins are more robust 116 27%
Wheelie bins would be easier (general) 101 23%
Wheelie bins are cleaner 69 16%
Wheelie bins have more capacity 64 15%
Wheelie bins are easier to move around 60 14%
General positive comment on wheelie bins 42 10%
Wheelie bins make it easier to store garden waste 29 7%
Bags get lost frequently 13 3%
Bags are expensive to buy 10 2%
Street or local area would be cleaner 9 2%
Wheelie bins are too big to store 9 2%
| don't produce enough garden waste to warrant it 7 2%
| don't have a garden or do not produce garden waste 6 1%
The garden is not my responsibility 4 1%
Will reduce animals or vermin 2 <%
Wheelie bins are hard to move 2 <%
Don't want a wheelie bin (general comments) 2 <1%
Don't want a fortnightly collection | <1%
Wheelie bins have less capacity | <I%
Don't mind either way | <1%
Other 8 2%
Don't know 9 2%

Base: All face-to-face respondents who support the change (430)

Support for this change is driven by the wheelie bins themselves, with comments
about them being “..more robust’ (27%), “..easier (general)’ (23%), “..cleaner’
(16%), having ‘...more capacity’ (15%) and “...easier to move around’ (14%).

Again, fortnightly collections were mentioned by very few respondents at this
question.
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The table below shows responses amongst those who were unsure if they support
the changes;

Figure 27.Garden waste collection service: change to wheelie bin/fortnightly
collections —reasons for being unsure

Q18. Reasons for being unsure whteher support the use of wheeled bins for garden waste that

would be collected fortnightly.

Wheelie bins are too big to store 27 19%
| don't have a garden or do not produce garden waste 24 17%
Happy with current system 13 9%
Wheelie bins have less capacity 10 7%
| don't produce enough garden waste to warrant it 10 7%
The garden is not my responsibility 7 5%
Wheelie bins are hard to move 5 3%
Accommodation would make it difficult to have a wheelie bin 5 3%
Wheelie bins would be harder (general comments) 5 3%
Don't mind either way 4 3%
General positive comment on wheelie bins 3 2%
Don't want a fortnightly collection 3 2%
Wheelie bins are more robust 2 1%
Wheelie bins are easier to move around 2 1%
Wheelie bins are ugly/unsightly/scruffy 2 1%
Bags get lost frequently | 1%
Wheelie bins are dirtier/would require cleaning | 1%
Three bins would be too many | 1%
Other 4 3%
Don't know 18 13%

Base: All face-to-face respondents unsure if support the change (135)

A mixture of comments were recorded here, and once again some indicated that
they were unsure because they ‘don't have a garden or do not produce garden
waste’ (17%).

Others said they were ‘happy with the current system’ (9%), but a fifth expressed
concern that ‘wheelie bins are too big to store’ (19%) and “..have less capacity’
(7%).
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6.10 Impact on usage of changes to the garden waste service

All respondents were asked if they’d be more or less likely to use the garden
waste service if the changes discussed were implemented.

On the chart below, responses have been shown amongst all respondents and
also separately amongst users or the service and those that have never used it;

Figure 28.Support for change to the garden waste collection service

Q19. If the garden waste service changed, would you be more or less likely
to use the service or would it make no difference?

B All respondents B NET: Currently use/ever used M Never used

73%

65%

62%

More likely Less likely Would make no Don't know
difference

While the majority of current users feel the change ‘would make no difference’
(62%) to the way they use the service, a quarter said they’d be ‘more likely’ (25%)
to use it. However, one-in-ten said they’d actually be ‘less likely’ (9%).

Source: Qa Research 2016 Base: All face-to-face respondents (1,014)/ all users (685)/ all never used (309)

What's notable about these findings is that almost a fifth of respondents who've
never used this service said they’d be ‘more likely’ (19%) to do so if this change
was implemented, suggesting that implementation may draw new users to the
service. If this happened, it would help to compensate for the one-in-ten existing
customers who think they’'d be ‘Yess likely’ to use the service should these changes
be implemented.

Overwhelmingly, respondents who said they’d be ‘more likely’ to use the garden
waste service if the changes were implemented said this was because the bin
would be ‘easier than using bags’ (89%).

More specifically, around half said that the bin would have ‘greater capacity than
the bags’ (48%).
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Responses by ward amongst all respondents were as follows. Here also the small base sizes mean that it's not possible to filter
responses by those who currently use the garden waste service;

Figure 29.Support for change to the garden waste collection service — by ward

Ql19. If the garden waste

service changed, would you

be more or less likely to
use the service or would it

make no difference

West Bergholt And Eight Ash Green

Shrub End

St Andrew's
West Mersea
Wivenhoe Cross
Wivenhoe Quay

Copford And West Stanway

Berechurch

Birch And Winstree
Christ Church
Dedham And Langham
East Donyland
Fordham And Stour
Great Tey
Highwoods

Marks Tey

Old Heath
Prettygate

More likely 22%(49% | 17%| 7% | 57% | - |11%|10%| 5% |51%| 5% | - |[51%|34%| 5% |32%| 7% |34%| 8% | 9% [21%[30% | 16%|22% | 11%|17%|29%
Less likely 12%|12%| 5% | - | 12% | 27% | - |23%| - | 2% | - - | 4% | 1% | 5% | 2% | - [10%]| - | 4% |15%| 4% [11%|14%| 6% |13%|11%
Would make no difference 58%|35%(77%|81%| - 68% | 75%|52% |76% | 47% | 55% | 93% | 45% | 58% | 88% | 65% | 93% | 56% | 90% | 74% | 64% | 63% | 70% | 45% | 81% | 67% | 54%
Don't know 8% | 3% | 1% |12%| 31% | 5% |13%|15%|18%| - [41%| 7% | - | 6% | 3% | 2% | - - | 2% [ 13%] - - | 3% [ 19%] - | 3% | 6%
No response - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - | 4% - - [ 2% | - -

Base: All face-to-face
51 26 63 26 30 17 57 34 16 62 64 37 50 51 25 29 46 30 31
respondents

NB: a Grey box indicates a figure which is significantly higher than at least 5 other wards.

Respondents were significantly more likely to say that this change would make them ‘more likely’ to use the service if they lived
in Mile End (51%), Highwoods (51%), Birch and Winstree (49%), New Town (34%), Shrub End (34%), Prettygate (32%),

Stanway (30%) or Wivenhoe Quay (29%).

However, the majority in most wards felt this would make no difference.

@

RESEARCH

Page 87 of 123




Colchester Doorstep Recycling Research, July 2016
Page 57

6.11 Demographic Profile

The table below shows the weighted and unweighted profile of respondents and
compares this against the demographic profile of the borough as a whole.

Figure 30.Sample Profile (face-to-face): gender, age and ethnicity

Adult 16+ Population Unweighted Weighted
(Census 2011) Sample Sample
Males 68,916 48.7% 490 48% 494 49%
Females 72,511 51.3% 524 52% 520 51%
Net: 16-24 23,606 16.7% 123 12% 169 17%
Net: 25-34 23,313 16.5% 190 19% 167 16%
Net: 35-44 24,254 17.1% 160 16% 174 17%
Net: 45-54 22,705 16.1% 185 18% 163 16%
Net: 55-65 20,241 14.3% 126 12% 145 14%
Net: 65+ 27,308 19.3% 230 23% 196 19%
S N SN B
NET: White 130,922 92.6% 946 93% 939 93%
NET: BME 10,505 7.4% 63 6% 67 7%
Prefer not to say - - 5 <I% 6 1%

141,427

This table confirms that the sample is representative of these demographics.

The table below outlines details of respondents dwelling;

Figure 31.Sample Profile (face-to-face): dwelling details

Unweighted Sample  Weighted Sample

S4. Which of the following best describes

this accommodation?

NET: Flat/apartment 179 18% 181 18%
- Ground floor flat or apartment 74 7% 73 7%
- A flat or apartment not on the ground floor 105 10% 108 1%
NET: Bungalowl/semildetatched 593 58% 588 58%
- Bungalow 77 8% 71 7%
- A detached house 201 20% 201 20%
- A semi-detached house 315 31% 315 31%
- Residential windmill | <I% | <I%
A terraced house 241 24% 244 24%
DI. Does your home have...

NET: Garden 891 88% 886 87%
- Front garden 682 67% 673 66%
- Back garden 885 87% 881 87%
Neither 121 12% 126 12%
Don't know 2 <1% 2 <1%

1,014 1,014
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The table below outlines the breakdown of interviews by ward;

Figure 32.Sample Profile (face-to-face): ward

Unweighted Sample  Weighted Sample

Berechurch 51 5% 48 5%
Birch And Winstree 26 3% 26 3%
Castle 63 6% 66 6%
Christ Church 26 3% 26 3%
Copford And West Stanway 9 1% 9 1%
Dedham And Langham 18 2% 18 2%
East Donyland 16 2% 1) 1%
Fordham And Stour 30 3% 29 3%
Great Tey 17 2% 17 2%
Highwoods 57 6% 61 6%
Lexden 34 3% 36 4%
Marks Tey 16 2% 17 2%
Mile End 62 6% 63 6%
New Town 64 6% 63 6%
Old Heath 37 4% 35 3%
Prettygate 50 5% 49 5%
Pyefleet 15 1% 16 2%
Shrub End 55 5% 54 5%
St Andrew's 64 6% 68 7%
St Anne's 51 5% 53 5%
St John's 25 2% 25 2%
Stanway 47 5% 45 4%
Tiptree 45 4% 45 4%
West Bergholt And Eight Ash Green 29 3% 29 3%
West Mersea 46 5% 43 4%
Wivenhoe Cross 30 3% 29 3%
Wivenhoe Quay 31 3% 30 3%

Quotas were set to ensure that interviews were distributed proportionally between
wards based on the adult population and this is reflected in the table above.
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7. Key Findings — Quantitative Stage: Open Access Survey
7.1 Rating of current service — waste collection service

Almost all respondents to the open access survey said they use the black bag
service (97%) and only 2% (equating to 30 people) said they use communal bins.
Due to this small sample size, analysis of the views of open access survey
respondents towards the communal bins service has not been included in this
report.

Levels of satisfaction amongst respondents to the open access survey who use
black bags are outlined below;

Figure 33.(Open Access) Satisfaction with the household rubbish collection

QI. Ona one to five scale, where | is Very Dissatisfied and 5 is Very Satisfied,
how satisfied or dissatisfied are you with each of the following elements of this

service?
The househ.old ru.bblsh coIIectlf)n service 57% 25% 12% 5% b3
overall, notincluding the recycling service
How often the black bags are collected 81%
How easy it is to store your rubbish 599% 18% LA
between collections
The suitability of black bags prowded for 50% 19% AR
your household rubbish
How clean and tidy the streetis f9|lowmg 33% 29% 18% 12% 8%
the household waste collection
5 - Very satisfied 4 HE3 HE2 H|-Verydissatisfied Don't know

7

Source: Qa Research 2016 Base: All open access respondents who receive black bags service (1,551)

service — black bags service
These respondents generally shared the same views as black bag users in the
face-to-face survey.

The majority of residents who completed the open access survey expressed
satisfaction with the ‘household rubbish collection service overall’ (82%).
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More specifically, open access respondents were less likely to be satisfied with
‘how clean and tidy the street is following the household waste collection’ (62% vs.
73%) but more likely to be satisfied with ‘how often the black bags are collected’
(93% vs. 82%) than face-to-face respondents.

No difference between the two samples was recorded for ‘the suitability of black
bags provided for your household rubbish’ (68% vs. 67%) and ‘how easy it is to
store your rubbish between collections’ (70% vs.74%).

Respondents who said they were dissatisfied with ‘the household rubbish
collection service overall’ were asked why this was the case and responses were
as follows;

Figure 34.(Open Access) Reasons for dissatisfaction with the waste

collection service
Q2. Reasons for being dissatisfied with the household rubbish collection

service.

Animals get attracted to rubbish and may rip bags 43 | 38%
Rubbish is not picked up off the floor by the collection crew 33 | 29%
Wheelie bin is a better option 28 | 25%
It is difficult to store the bags up until collection day 16 | 14%
Bags not always collected 13 | 12%
Bags are too thin, so split easily I 10%
There is a confusing or inconsistent schedule I 10%
The bags are unhygienic 9 8%
Not enough bags are delivered 8 7%
Some of the rubbish is left 8 7%
The bags are unsightly 8 7%
Containers or bags are not placed back or looked after correctly 7 6%
Communal bin stores are inadequate 5 4%
Collection crew do not collect ripped bags 3 3%
No bags provided at all I 1%
Other 7 6%

Base: All open access respondents dissatisfied with the

household rubbish collection service overall (112)

The same concerns about the household collection service were expressed by
dissatisfied respondents to the open access survey as were recorded amongst
those to the face-to-face survey, with issues around bags splitting and the
behaviour of collection crews mentioned most readily.

Additionally, around a quarter specifically felt that ‘a wheelie bin is a better option’
(25%).
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7.2 Rating of current service —recycling collection service

Levels of satisfaction amongst respondents to the open access survey who use
the black bags service are outlined below;

Figure 35.(Open Access) Satisfaction with recycling collection service -
black bags service

Q3. Ona oneto five scale, where | is Very Dissatisfied and 5 is Very Satisfied, how satisfied or
dissatisfied are you with each of the following elements of this service?

The recycling collection service overall, notincluding .
) . 12% 4% A
the household waste collection service.

(%]
N
QO
N
ul
B

How often the food waste container is collected 73% Y 7% | 3% X

How often the recycling is collected 68% 18% 8% | 3% PN

The range of items and materials that can be recycled 58% 26% 1% 3% X3

The suitability of the green box provided for glass and

60% 21% 1% 5% B
cans
The suitability of the clear sacks used for plasticand 59% 21% 9% | 62 | 59
paper
The suitability of large lockable external food caddy 60% 18% 10% 6% 6%
How easy is it to store the large lockable external food 56%

Oy 0 0,
caddy between collections 18% 5% 6%

The suitability of the kitchen food waste caddy 55% 19% 10% | 8% 8%

How easy is it to store the kitchen food waste caddy 53% 18% 13% | 8% 9%

How easy it is to store your recycling between

) 51% 20% 12% 10% 8%
collections

How clean and tidy the street s following the recycling

. 39% 30% 15% 9% 1%
collection

5 - Very satisfied 4 m3 2 M | - Very dissatisfied

@

Source: Qa Research 2016 Base: All open access respondents who use black bags (valid response - max 1,249)

Four-fifths said they were satisfied with ‘the recycling collection service overall’
(81%). Similar proportions were satisfied with ‘the range of items and materials
that can be recycled’ (84%) and ‘how often the recycling is collected’ (86%).

As was the case amongst the face-to-face sample, slightly lower levels were
recorded for ‘how clean and tidy the street is following the recycling collection’
(69%) and ‘how easy it is to store your recycling between collections’ (70%).

Here also, when assessing the containers, similar levels of satisfaction were
recorded for the “..green box provided for glass and cans’ (81%), the ‘clear sacks

£

used for plastic and paper’ (80%) and then the °..large lockable external food

oY)

caddy’ (78%).
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Respondents who said they were dissatisfied with ‘the recycling collection service
overall’ were asked why this was the case and responses were as follows.

Figure 36.(Open Access) Reasons for dissatisfaction with the recycling
collection service

Q4. Reasons for being dissatisfied with the recycling collection service.

Storage is difficult 35 33%
No recycling containers or facilities available or unaware of facilities available 20 19%
Bins should be collected more frequently 17 16%
Wheelie bins are better options 17 16%
Lack of attention towards recycling by bin men and the public I5 4%
Containers or bags are not placed back or looked after correctly 14 13%
Bags are too thin, so split easily 12 1%
Unhygienic I 10%
Rubbish is just left in the street making it untidy I 10%
Animals get attracted to rubbish and may rip bags 7 7%
There is a confusing or inconsistent schedule 6 6%
Recycling from a flat recycling should be collected as well, not just from a house 5 5%
No food waste 3 3%
Use a communal bin 2 2%
Other 5 5%

Base: All open access respondents dissatisfied with the

household recycling collection service overall (106)

A range of issues were mentioned here and no single issue dominated, but a third
did mention that ‘storage is difficult’ (33%).

Others felt that ‘bins should be collected more frequently’ (16%) and specifically
that ‘wheelie bins are better options’ (16%) and that there was a ‘fack of attention
towards recycling by bin men and the public’ (14%).

Notably, a fifth simply said that they had ‘no recycling containers or facilities
available or unaware of facilities available’ (19%).
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7.3 Improving the collection service

Suggested improvements to the household waste collection service amongst
respondents to the open access survey are outlined below;

Figure 37.(Open Access) Ways to improve the household waste collection
service
Q5. Are there any ways that you think the household waste service that you

receive could be improved?

The current service is good 384 | 24%
Wheelie bins would be better 283 | 18%
General comments about improving the frequency & timing of collections 129 | 8%
Better, stronger black bags 125 | 8%
Stronger bags or bins to prevent animals accessing the rubbish 118 | 7%
Collection crews should clear up after themselves better 102 | 6%
We should not have wheelie bins 70 4%
Collection crew should take more care handling and returning boxes or bags 51 3%
Encourage more people to recycle 39 2%
Something to help with storage as it is difficult to store things between collections 34 2%
Warn or fine people who put their recycling out too early 32 2%
Provide more bags, perhaps in a roll 27 2%

Collection crew should always pick up refuse, even from gardens or collection points 27 2%

Bigger communal bins and a larger bin area on estates 22 1%
Improve the existing plastic containers & bins 14 1%
Provide more free bags 14 1%
The collection crews are good 14 1%
Bins need to be bigger 6 <I%
Improve general cleanliness & hygiene around recycling areas 3 <I%
Other 50 3%
No improvements suggested or do not know 313 | 20%

Base: All open access respondents (1,592)

Many open access respondents believe that the ‘current service is good’ (24%) or
could suggest ‘no improvements’ (20%).

Mentioned spontaneously before they had been mentioned at all in the
guestionnaire, almost a fifth of respondents said that ‘wheelie bins would be better’
(18%), a higher proportion than said ‘we should not have wheelie bins’ (4%).
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Others made reference to ‘improving the frequency & timing of collections’ (8%)
but comments here most often related to a desire for ‘better, stronger black bags’
(8%) and specifically ‘stronger bags or bins to prevent animals accessing the
rubbish’ (7%). Collection crews were referenced, including that they *..should clear
up after themselves better’ (6%) or “..take more care handling/returning boxes or
bags’ (3%).

Suggested improvements to the household waste collection service amongst
respondents to the open access survey are outlined below;

Figure 38.(Open Access) Ways to improve the recycling collection service
Q6. Are there any ways that the recycling collection service could be improved?

The current service is good 256 | 16%
Any mention of wheelie bins or wheeled bins 162 | 10%
More or bigger boxes & bags 154 | 10%
General comments about improving the frequency of collections I51 | 9%
Make it easier to recycle specific materials 138 | 9%
Recycle everything in the same bin 67 | 4%
Currently not being supplied with the required recycling items e.g. boxes, bags etc 62 | 4%
Comment about bags or boxes blowing away in the wind 62 4%
Improved information to advise people what they should be doing 53 3%
Problems with storage of bags during the week 53 3%
Collection team to put bins & boxes back in the right place 47 3%
Collection crews should clear up after themselves better 44 3%
Collection team to stop throwing boxes around; they break 44 3%
Fine or warn people who do not recycle 26 | 2%
The collection crews are good 7 | <I%
Current plastic bins are good 3 <I%
Other 58 | 4%
No improvements suggested or do not know 376 | 24%

Base: All open access respondents (1,592) ‘

A quarter of open access respondents suggested ‘no improvements’ (24%) and a
further 16% said that ‘the current service is good’. Suggestions covered a range
of different factors including the containers, such as ‘more or bigger boxes and
bags’ (10%). One-in-ten specifically mentioned ‘wheelie bins or wheeled bins’
(10%) at this question.

Around one-in-ten made comments about improving the frequency of collections’
(9%) and a similar proportion did so about making it ‘..easier to recycle specific
materials’ (9%). Almost one-in-twenty made a comment about a desire to ‘recycle
everything in the same bin’ (4%).
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7.4  Potential options for waste collection

This chart shows views on the change amongst open access survey respondents;

Figure 39.(Open Access) Support for change to the household waste
collection service

Q7. Would you support the idea of changing from blackbags to a
wheeled bin for household waste collection, which will be collected
fortnightly?

65%

29%

6%

No Unsure

.. :l!

Respondents to the open access survey were significantly less likely than those to
the face-to-face survey to support this change (29% vs. 44%).

Source: Qa Research 2016 Base: All open access respondents (1,592)

The top 10 reasons for not supporting the change were as follows;

Figure 40.(Open Access) Household waste collection: change to wheelie
bin/fortnightly collections — reasons for not supporting the change

Q8. Reasons for not supporting the idea of changing from black bags to a
wheeled bin for household waste collection, which will be collected fortnightly.

- Top 10 responses -

Wheelie bins are too big to store 496 | 48%
Wheelie bins are ugly, unsightly or scruffy 465 | 45%
Wheelie bins are hard to move 295 | 28%
Accommodation would make it difficult to have a wheelie bin 168 | 16%
Do not want a fortnightly collection 158 | 15%
Would be unhygienic or smelly if collected fortnightly 1%
Happy with current system 103 | 10%
Wheelie bins are hard to clean 63 6%
| do not produce enough waste to warrant it 56 5%
Wheelie bins would not encourage recycling 50 5%

Base: All open access respondents who do not support the change
(1,041)

RESEARCH

Page 96 of 123



Colchester Doorstep Recycling Research, July 2016
Page 66

Not only were open access survey respondents more likely not to support the
change, amongst those that didn’t individuals gave more reasons for their
opposition. This was primarily driven by concerns about wheelie bins being °..too
big to store’ (48%), and “..ugly, unsightly or scruffy’ (45%) and also ..hard to
move’ (28%).

There were fewer mentions of fortnightly collections, but one-in-seven said that
they ‘do not want a fortnightly collection’ (15%) and one-in-ten expressed concern
that rubbish ‘would be unhygienic or smelly if collected fortnightly’ (11%).

Amongst those who support the change, the main reasons for doing so were as
follows;

Figure 41.(Open Access) Household waste collection: change to wheelie
bin/fortnightly collections — reasons for supporting the change

Q8. Reasons for supporting the idea of changing from black bags to a wheeled
bin for household waste collection, which will be collected fortnightly.

- Top 10 responses -

Black bags attract animals and vermin 199 | 43%
Wheelie bins make it easier to store refuse 17 | 25%
Wheelie bins are cleaner 114 | 25%
General positive comment on wheelie bins 63 | 14%
Wheelie bins would be easier (general) 45 | 10%
Wheelie bins are easier to move around 43 9%
| have had previous experience of wheelie bins and liked them 37 8%
Street or local area would be cleaner 33 7%
Wheelie bins would encourage recycling 23 5%
Do not want a fortnightly collection 21 5%

Base: All open access respondents who support the change (460) ‘

Similar reasons were given here as in the face-to-face survey, with respondents
re-enforcing concerns that ‘black bags attract animals and vermin’ (43%) and
highlighting that wheelie bins will “...make it easier to store refuse’ (25%) and “..are
cleaner’ (25%).
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Support for the change to the household waste collection service amongst open access respondents living in different wards was

as follows;

Figure 42.(Open Access) Support for change to the household waste collection service — by ward

Q7. Would you support

the idea of changing
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Yes 37% [ 32% | 23% | 34% | 33% | 27% | 38% | 25% | 26% | 25% | 17% 33% [ 26% | 34% | 19% | 33% | 63% | 32% | 32% | 25% | 22% | 55% | 18% | 24% | 33% | 12%
No 59% | 63% | 68% | 62% | 67% | 73% | 57% | 68% | 74% | 63% | 80% | 91% | 61% | 69% | 61% | 78% | 62% | 31% | 65% | 60% | 74% | 71% | 36% | 74% | 72% | 67% | 81%
Unsure 4% | 5% [ 10% | 4% 5% | 7% 1% 2% | 9% | 6% | 6% | 5% | 4% | 5% | 6% | 3% | 8% | 2% | 7% | 9% | 8% | 3% 8%

Base: All open access

respondents
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: a Grey box indicates a figure which is significantly higher than at least 5 other wards.

72

22

39

29

36

119

The majority of respondents in 25 of the 27 wards said that they would not support this change — the exceptions to this were
Shrub End and Tiptree where the majority said they would support it (63% and 55% respectively).
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7.5 Potential options for recycling collection

This chart shows views on the change to the recycling collection service amongst
open access survey respondents;

Figure 43.(Open Access) Support for change to the recycling collection

Q9. With this in mind, would you support the idea of changingto a
wheeled bin for household recycling, which would be collected
fortnightly?

55%

37%

9%

No Unsure

Source: Qa Research 2016 Base: All open access respondents (1,592)

IOP:
service

These respondents were significantly less likely than face-to-face survey
respondents to support this change (37% vs. 50%) and the majority didn’t (55%).

Reasons for not supporting the change were as follows;

Figure 44.(Open Access) Household recycling collection: change to wheelie
bin/fortnightly collections — reasons for not supporting the change

Q0. Reasons for not supporting the idea of changing to a wheeled bin for
household recycling, which would be collected fortnightly.

- Top 10 responses -

Wheelie bins are too big to store 361 | 42%
Wheelie bins are ugly, unsightly or scruffy 270 | 31%
Wheelie bins are hard to move 148 17%
Sorting your own waste is better or easy 123 14%
Accommodation would make it difficult to have a wheelie bin 83 10%
Happy with current system 79 9%
Do not want a fortnightly collection 75 9%
Do not want a wheelie bin (general comments) 49 6%
Wheelie bin would be too small 4] 5%
It means | do not have to split out my recycling 7 1%

Base: All open access respondents who do not support the change (868)
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Amongst these respondents it's wheelie bins that cause concern, rather than the
fortnightly collection, with the bins being seen as “..too big to store’ (42%) and
“...ugly/unsightly/scruffy’ (31%) a well as “..hard to move’ (17%).

The top 10 reasons for supporting the change were as follows;

Figure 45.(Open Access) Household recycling collection: change to wheelie
bin/fortnightly collections — reasons for supporting the change
Q10. Reasons for supporting the idea of changing to a wheeled bin for
household recycling, which would be collected fortnightly.

- Top 10 responses -

Wheelie bins would be easier (general) 212 | 36%
It means | do not have to split out my recycling 156 | 27%
Wheelie bins make it easier to store recycling 114 | 20%
Wheelie bins have more capacity 58 | 10%
Wheelie bins are cleaner 55 9%
Wheelie bins are more robust 28 5%
Street or local area would be cleaner 25 4%
Do not want a fortnightly collection 22 4%
Will reduce animals or vermin 21 4%
General positive comment about wheelie bins 19 3%
Base: All open access respondents who support the change
(583)

Wheelie bins feature here with general comments that they ‘..would be easier’
(36%) and also more specifically that they *..make it easier to store recycling’
(20%) and “...have more capacity’ (10%).

Around a quarter of those who supported the change to the recycling service said
they did so as it means they don’t have to “..split out recycling’ (27%).
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Support for the change to the recycling collection service amongst open access respondents living in different wards was as
follows;

collection service — by ward

Figure 46.(Open Access) Support for change to the recycling

Q9. With this in mind,
would you support the

idea of changing to a
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Yes 45% | 37% | 35% | 34% | 33% | 37% | 43% | 32% | 35% | 41% | 23% | - |46% |37% | 38% | 20% | 38% | 70% | 45% | 40% | 28% | 26% | 59% | 31% | 28% | 39% | 18%
No 51% | 58% | 55% | 53% | 44% | 48% | 57% | 60% | 61% | 46% | 72% | 91% | 43% | 53% | 52% | 70% | 52% | 26% | 48% | 50% | 66% | 68% | 32% | 59% | 62% | 50% | 71%
Unsure 4% | 5% | 10% | 13% [22% | 15% | - | 9% | 4% | 13% | 5% | 9% | 11% | 9% | 11% | 9% | 10% | 4% | 6% | 10% | 6% | 6% | 9% | 10% | 10% | 1% | 12%

Base: All open access
8 56 138 21 124 31 62 53 72 22 39 29 36 119
respondents

: a Grey box indicates a figure which is significantly higher than at least 5 other wards.

The majority of respondents in 19 of the 27 wards indicated that they wouldn’t support this change and this was felt significantly
more by respondents living in Lexden (72%), Wivenhoe Quay (71%), Prettygate (70%) and Stanway (68%) and by 91% of the 11

respondents from Marks Tey.

In contrast, respondents were most likely to support this change if they lived in Shrub End (70%) or Tiptree (59%).
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7.6 Likely impact on household recycling behaviour of mixing recycling

Responses amongst all respondents to the open access survey are outlined
below;

Figure 47.(Open Access) Impact on household recycling of not having to
separate recycling

QI 1. If you didn’t have to separate plastic, paper and cans [and
glass] into separate bins, do you think this would mean that your
household would recycle more or less items than you do now, or

would it make no difference?

71%

Moreitems Less items Would make no Don't know
difference

7

Although open access respondents were generally less likely than respondents to
the face-to-face survey to support the change to the recycling collection service,
they were also more likely to indicate that it would ‘make no difference’ (71%) to
the number of items they recycle. Moreover, they were also more likely to say
they’d recycle ‘more items’ (18%) rather than ‘Yess items’ (8%).

Source: Qa Research 2016 Base: All open access respondents (1,592)

Consequently, despite being more reluctant to see the change introduced, the net
effect of doing so amongst these respondents would be to see an overall increase
in the number of items recycled.
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The table below outlines responses by ward;

Figure 48.(Open Access) Impact on household recycling of not having to separate recycling

QI . If you didn’t have
to separate plastic,
paper and cans [and
glass] into separate bins,

do you think this would

mean that your

West Bergholt And Eight Ash Green

Copford And West Stanway
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More likely 16% | 16% | 25% | 9% | 11% | 10% | 14% | 11% | 13% | 20% | 10% | 9% |23% | 24% | 16% | 12% | 14% | 42% | 13% | 27% | 15% | 1 1% | 27% | 15% | 14% | 25% | 9%
Less likely 8% | 5% | 5% | 15%| - 7% | - | 11%| 9% | 3% | 7% | - 5% | 8% | 7% | 8% | 5% | 7% | 6% | 5% | 13% | 15% | 5% | 10% | 28% | 6% | 17%
Would make no difference | 73% | 79% | 70% | 72% | 89% | 78% | 81% | 74% | 70% | 75% | 82% | 91% | 68% | 66% | 71% | 80% | 76% | 48% | 77% | 66% | 68% | 68% | 68% | 74% | 59% | 69% | 72%
Don’t know 2% | - - | 4% | - 5% | 5% | 5% | 9% | 3% | 1% | - | 4% | 1% | 5% | - 5% | 2% | 3% | 2% | 4% | 6% | - - - - 2%

Base: All open access
9 60 21 57 23 71 8 Il 158 8 56 138 21 124 31 62 53 72 22 39 29 36 119

respondents
NB: a Grey box indicates a figure which is significantly higher than at least 5 other wards.

The majority of respondents in every ward said that the change to a mixed bin ‘would make no difference’ to the amount they
recycle.

However, respondents were significantly more likely to say that they would recycle ‘more items’ if they lived in Shrub End (42%),
St Anne’s (27%), Castle (25%), New Town (24%) or Mile End (23%).
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7.7  Preferred option for multiple bins or a single bin for recycling

Open access respondents were also asked to make a choice between two options
for recycling and responses were as follows;

Figure 49.(Open Access) Preference for multiple bins or a single bin for
recycling

Q3. Preferred option for recycling

Single bin for all recycling

Multiple bins for your recycling, which is the

o,
existing method used now 49%

No preference

Don't know

Source: Qa Research 2016 Base: All open access respondents (1,592)

The preference amongst open access respondents was in complete contrast to
that amongst respondents to the face-to-face survey, with almost half choosing
‘multiple bins’ (49%), compared with only around a third expressing preference for
a ‘single bin’ (31%).

To some degree the older age profile of open access respondents (as outlined in
Section 7.11) explains why they are generally more likely to prefer ‘multiple bins’.
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Preference amongst respondents living in different wards is shown below;

Figure 50.(Open Access) Preference for multiple bins or a single bin for recycling — by ward
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Single bin for all recycling 24% [ 21% | 35% | 21% | 33% | 38% | 24% | 23% | 35% | 39% | 26% | 36% | 38% | 33% | 32% | 22% | 29% | 48% | 29% | 35% | 26% | 28% | 45% | 28% | 21% | 28% | 21%
Multiple bins for your recycling | 55% | 58% | 49% | 55% | 56% | 52% | 62% | 53% | 43% | 45% | 48% | 45% | 42% | 45% | 50% | 49% | 52% | 33% | 45% | 53% | 47% | 56% | 27% | 44% | 66% | 64% | 63%
No preference 10% | 16% | 6% | 15% | 11% | 5% | 14% | 14% | 13% | 13% | 13% | - 12% | 17% | 14% | 13% | 10% | 10% | 26% | 10% | 15% | 8% | 23% | 18% | 14% | - 7%
Don’t know 10% | 5% | 10% | 9% - 5% - 11%| 9% | 3% | 13% | 18%| 8% | 5% | 4% | 15% | 10% | 8% - 2% [ 11%| 8% | 5% | 10% | - 8% | 9%

Base: All open access

respondents

NB: a Grey box indicates a figure which is significantly higher than at least 5 other wards.

As the table above highlights, preferences were relatively consistent amongst respondents in each ward. In most instances,
preference was for ‘multiple bins’, but the largest proportion chose a ‘single bin’ in Shrub End (48%) and Tiptree (45%), although

this figures was only significantly higher amongst Shrub End respondents.
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7.8 Rating of the current service - garden waste collection service
Nine-in-ten respondents to the open access survey said that they either currently
use or have ever used the garden waste collection service (90%). The majority of
these are current users (81%).

All that currently use or have used this service were asked how satisfied or
dissatisfied they were with different aspects of the service;

Figure 51.(Open Access) Satisfaction with garden waste collection service

QI5. On aone to five scale, where | is Very Dissatisfied and 5 is Very Satisfied, how satisfied or
dissatisfied are you with each of the following elements of this service?

The garden waste collection service overall 50% 27% 14% N | %

How often garden waste is collected 58% 22% 1% 4% 7%

The suitability of the re-usable sacks provided for garden
waste

49% 23% 13% | 6% 2%

The number of sacks you can put out for collection 47% 23% 13% 8% 2%

The cost of purchasing the re-usable sacks 26% 19% 19% 10% 10%

5 - Very satisfied 4 ®m3 m2 M| -Verydissatisfied Don't know

7

Source: Qa Research 2016 Base: All open access respondents who use or have used the garden waste collection service (1,436)

Three-quarters of open access respondents who use, or have used, the service
indicated that they were satisfied with it (76%) and half gave the highest score of 5
out of 5 (50%).

As with the face-to-face sample, satisfaction was highest with ‘how often garden
waste is collected’ (80%). Notably, the majority of those who were dissatisfied
with this aspect of the service were also dissatisfied with the service overall (52%),
suggesting that the timing of collections is very important to existing service users.

Lower satisfaction was recorded for the number of sacks you can put out for
collection’ (71%) and with ‘the suitability of the re-usable sacks provided for
garden waste’ (72%), perhaps indicating why frequent collections are important to
existing users.

Also, the lowest level of satisfaction was recorded for ‘the cost of purchasing the
re-usable sacks’ (45%), with a quarter dissatisfied with this aspect of the service
(25%).
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7.9 Support for possible change to the garden waste collection service

This chart shows the proportion of open access respondents that would support
‘the use of wheeled bins for garden waste that would be collected fortnightly’.

Figure 52.(Open Access) Support for change to the garden waste service

QI17. With this in mind, would you support the use of wheeled bins for
garden waste that would be collected fortnightly?

B All respondents  BNET: Currently use/ever used M Never used

56% 0%

50%

Yes No Unsure

7

Source: Qa Research 2016 Base: All open access respondents (1,592)/ all users (1,436) / all never used (145)

Amongst all respondents to the open access survey the majority did not support
this change (56%). A similar situation was evident amongst users of the service
(59%) — perhaps not surprising given that 90% of all respondents are users.
Perhaps understandably, a fifth of respondents who’d never used the service said
they were ‘unsure’ (19%), but exactly half were in favour of this change (50%).

The table below outlines reasons for not supporting the change;

Figure 53.(Open Access) Garden waste recycling service: change to wheelie
bin/fortnightly collections — reasons for not supporting the change
Q8. Reasons for not supporting the use of wheeled bins for garden waste that
would be collected fortnightly.

- Top 10 responses -

Wheelie bins are too big to store 318 | 36%
Wheelie bins are ugly, unsightly or scruffy 194 | 22%
Wheelie bins are hard to move 156 | 17%
Happy with current system 108 | 12%
Wheelie bins have less capacity 94 1%
Do not want a wheelie bin (general comments) 76 9%
Accommodation would make it difficult to have a wheelie bin 74 8%
Three bins would be too many 56 6%
Wheelie bins are dirtier or would require cleaning 45 5%
Wheelie bins would be harder (general comments) 37 4%
| do not produce enough garden waste to warrant it 37 4%

Base: All open access respondents who don't support the change (8
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The previous table highlights that concerns over wheelie bins prompt respondents
to not support the change. Namely, that they are “..too big to store’ (36%),
‘...ugly/unsightly/scruffy’ (22%) and “...hard to move’ (17%).

The table below outlines reasons for supporting the change;

Figure 54.(Open Access) Garden waste recycling service: change to wheelie
bin/fortnightly collections — reasons for supporting the change
Q18. Reasons for supporting the use of wheeled bins for garden waste that would be
collected fortnightly.

- Top 10 responses -

Bags get lost frequently 156 | 28%
Wheelie bins would be easier (general comments) 143 | 26%
Wheelie bins are easier to move around 109 | 20%
Wheelie bins have more capacity 64 | 12%
General positive comment about wheelie bins 56 | 10%
Wheelie bins make it easier to store garden waste 54 | 10%
Wheelie bins are more robust 51 | 9%
Wheelie bins are cleaner 36 | 7%
Bags are expensive to buy 33 | 6%
Street or local area would be cleaner 15 | 3%

Base: All open access respondents who support the change (550)

Comments here reflect support for wheelie bins which these respondents feel
‘...would be easier’ (26%) and °..easier to move around’ (20%).

Clearly, issues with the bags and the fact that they °..get lost frequently’ (28%)
drive support as well.
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The table below outlines levels of support amongst all respondents to the open access survey living in each ward. Note that due
to the small base sizes for each ward it's not possible to filter these figures on current users of the survey;

Figure 55.(Open Access) Support for change to the garden waste service — by ward

QI7. With this in mind,
would you support the
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Yes 43% | 26% | 25% | 26% | 33% | 28% | 29% | 28% | 35% | 45% | 23% | - |41% |31% |48% | 26% | 38% | 65% | 45% | 37% | 28% | 25% | 64% | 23% | 31% | 42% | 18%
No 53% | 58% | 64% | 60% | 56% | 62% | 62% | 65% | 65% | 49% | 73% | 91% | 46% | 52% | 39% | 68% | 43% | 27% | 39% | 55% | 64% | 65% | 27% | 64% | 69% | 50% | 76%
Unsure 4% | 16% [ 11% | 15% | 11% | 10% | 10% | 7% - 6% | 4% | 9% | 13% | 16% | 13% | 6% | 19% | 8% | 16% | 8% | 8% [ 10%| 9% | 13%| - 8% | 7%

Base: All open access
8 56 138 21 124 3I
respondents

NB: a Grey box indicates a figure which is significantly higher than at least 5 other wards
In 19 of the 27 wards the majority of respondents said that they would not support this change.

However, the majority said they would support the change in Shrub End (65%) and Tiptree (64%) and there were also
significantly higher levels of support amongst respondents in Old Heath (48%) Highwoods (45%), St Andrew’s (48%) Berechurch

(43%) and Mile End (41%).
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7.10 Impact on usage of changes to the garden waste service

On the chart below, responses have been shown amongst all respondents to the
open access survey and also separately amongst users of the service and those
that have never used it;

Figure 56.(Open Access) Support for change to the garden waste collection
service

Q19. If the garden waste service changed, would you be more or less
likely to use the service or would it make no difference?

M All respondents  BNET: Currently use/ever used ~ M Never used
62%

54% 53%

15% 14%

10% 10%

8%

More likely Less likely Would make no Don’t know
difference

Source: Qa Research 2016 Base: All open access respondents (1,591)/all users (1,435)/all never used (145)

For the majority of all respondents and current users, the change ‘would make no
difference’ (54% and 53% respectively).

Amongst the remainder, respondents were more likely say they’d be ‘ess likely’ to
use this service than ‘more likely’ and this was true amongst all respondents (21%
vs. 15%) and service users (23% vs. 14%).
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The table below outlines likely usage of the service amongst respondents in each ward;

Figure 57.(Open Access) Support for change to the garden waste collection service — by ward

QI9. If the garden waste
service changed, would

you be more or less
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More likely 20% | 16% | 6% | 13%|22% | 8% | 14% | 1% | 23% | 15% | 12% | - 17% | 14% | 20% | 9% | 10% | 40% | 13% | 26% | 13% | 6% | 14% | 5% | 7% |22% | 8%
Less likely 18% | 26% | 23% | 23% | 11% | 17% | 14% | 19% | 14% | 14% | 20% | 36% | 14% | 23% | 20% | 28% | 14% | 11% | 16% | 26% | 28% | 26% | 14% | 21% | 17% | 33% | 31%
Would make no difference | 53% | 58% | 61% | 51% | 56% | 68% | 62% | 53% | 45% | 55% | 55% | 55% | 61% | 50% | 54% | 54% | 67% | 41% | 65% | 34% | 47% | 61% | 64% | 64% | 72% | 39% | 52%
Don’t know 8% | - |10%|13%|11%| 7% | 10% | 18% | 18% | 15% | 13% | 9% | 8% |13% | 7% | 9% | 10% | 7% | 6% | 15% | 11% | 7% | 9% | 10%| 3% | 6% | 9%

Base: All open access 49
respondents

NB: a Grey box indicates a figure which is significantly higher than at least 5 other wards

With the exception of 4 wards, the majority of respondents in each ward said that the change ‘would make no difference’ to their
use of the service - the exceptions (where a lower proportion said this) were Great Tey (45%), Shrub End (41%), Wivenhoe
Cross (39%) and St Anne’s (34%).

Notably, respondents in Shrub End were significantly more likely than those in other wards to say that they’d be ‘more likely’ to
use this service (40%).
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7.11 Demographic Profile

The table below shows the profile of respondents to the open access survey.

Figure 58.Sample Profile (open access): gender, age and ethnicity
Adult 16+ Population Unweighted

(Census 2011) Sample

Males 68,916 48.7% 646 41%
Females 72,511 51.3% 837 53%
Prefer not to say - - 108 7%
S A R R
Net: 16-24 23,606 16.7% 13 1%
Net: 25-34 23,313 16.5% 196 12%
Net: 35-44 24,254 17.1% 235 15%
Net: 45-54 22,705 16.1% 287 18%
Net: 55-65 20,241 14.3% 287 18%
Net: 65+ 27,308 19.3% 430 27%
Prefer not to say - - 143 9%
S A R D
NET: White 130,922 92.6% 1,365 86%
NET: BME 10,505 7.4% 24 2%
Prefer not to say - - 202 13%
Base: All open access respondents 141,427 1,591

The above table highlights that respondents to the open access survey were
generally older and more likely to be female that residents of the borough.

The table below outlines details of respondents dwelling;

Figure 59.Sample Profile (open access): dwelling details
Unweighted

Sample

S4. Which of the following best describes this accommodation?

NET: Flat/apartment 5%
- Ground floor flat or apartment 29 2%
- A flat or apartment not on the ground floor 55 3%
NET: Bungalow/semildetatched 1,240 78%
- Bungalow 149 9%
- A detached house 570 36%
- A semi-detached house 521 33%
A terraced house 263 17%
Other 5 <I%
DI. Does your home have...

NET: Garden 891 88%
- Front garden 682 67%
- Back garden 885 87%
Neither 121 12%
Don't know 2 <1%
Base: All open access respondents 1,591

The above table highlights that these respondents are more likely to live in a
bungalow, semi-detached or detached house than face-to-face respondents.
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The table below outlines the breakdown of interviews by ward,;

Figure 60.Sample Profile (open access): ward

Unweighted Sample

Berechurch 49 3%
Birch And Winstree 19 1%
Castle 80 5%
Christ Church 47 3%
Copford And West Stanway 9 1%
Dedham And Langham 60 4%
East Donyland 21 1%
Fordham And Stour 57 4%
Great Tey 23 1%
Highwoods 71 5%
Lexden 82 5%
Marks Tey I 1%
Mile End 158 10%
New Town 86 5%
Old Heath 56 4%
Prettygate 138 9%
Pyefleet 21 1%
Shrub End 124 8%
St Andrew's 31 2%
St Anne's 62 4%
St John's 53 3%
Stanway 72 5%
Tiptree 22 1%
West Bergholt And Eight Ash Green 39 2%
West Mersea 29 2%
Wivenhoe Cross 36 2%
Wivenhoe Quay 19 8%
Base: All open access respondents 1,575

As highlighted above, some wards are over-represented in the open access
survey sample including ‘Mile End’ (10%), ‘Prettygate’ (9%), ‘Shrub End’ (8%) and
‘Wivenhoe Quay’ (8%).

Consequently, others are under-represented in the sample including ‘Birch and
Winstree’ (1%), ‘Easy Donyland’ (1%), ‘Marks Tey’ (1%) and ‘Tiptree’ (1%).
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8. Conclusions

Conclusion 1: The research provides an in-depth understanding of the views
of residents towards the existing household waste, recycling and garden
waste collection services and towards possible changes to all these
services.

With 8 in-depth focus groups, an open access survey that generated more than
1,500 responses and a sample survey based on the views of a representative
sample of 1,000 residents this research offers a comprehensive assessment of the
current system and explores in detail how the introduction of wheeled bins and
fortnightly collections are viewed. It's important to emphasise that the face-to-face
survey explores the views of a representative sample of the borough’s residents.
In contrast, no control over the sample of the open access survey was possible, so
while this provides an important snap-shot of the views of residents, it's important
to remember that it is more skewed towards older residents and females.

Conclusion 2: The research highlights that residents’ individual
circumstances have an important role to play in determining their level of
support for the possible service changes.

A mix of views was recorded for each of the services asked about and no
overwhelming, clear consensus was recorded for any of them. As a result, the
data do not provide clear guidance as to whether any, or all, of the changes should
be taken forward, with views reflecting the different circumstances of residents in
terms of their dwelling, family make-up, age etc.. This reflects the qualitative
research which highlighted that while many, particularly older residents, view the
current service as working well, there are frustrations for others (especially
younger residents and families).

Conclusion 3: Users of the black bag service are generally satisfied with this
service overall, but specific concerns were noted offering room for
improvement.

With 92% of black bag users indicating that they are satisfied with the household
waste collection service overall there may seem little scope to improve things. But
only two-thirds were satisfied with the suitability of the black bags and around
three-quarters with how easy it is to store rubbish between collections and the
state of the streets after collections, suggesting scope for improvement with
specific aspects of this service does exist.

Conclusion 4: Residents are split on their support for a change from ‘black
bags to a wheeled bin for household waste and collection, which would be
collected fortnightly’.

Amongst the representative sample interviewed in the face-to-face survey, almost
equal proportions supported and didn’t support this proposal (44% and 43%). To a
degree this is influenced by the type of dwelling a resident occupies, with those in
terraced houses most supportive and residents in flats/apartments more likely not
to support than support.
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Conclusion 5: There is satisfaction with the recycling collection service
overall and issues relating to the containers were less evident here than for
the black bag service.

Amongst the representative sample, 85% of users of the black bag service for
recycling (namely clear sacks and a green box for recycling) expressed
satisfaction with it and similar levels were recorded for specific aspects including
the containers themselves and the food waste service. Storage was the main area
of concern, but with levels of satisfaction of at least 80% recorded for all aspects,
serious issues do not exist in the current delivery of this service.

Conclusion 6: Support for a change to ‘a wheeled bin for household
recycling, which would be collected fortnightly’ was more clear cut than it
was for household waste collections.

Amongst the representative sample, half supported this proposal (50%), a
significantly higher proportion than did not support it (37%). Here also, those in
terraced houses were supportive along with residents in bungalows/semi-
detached/detached houses while occupants of flats/apartments were divided
equally between supporters and non-supporters. It may seem surprising that
support was high for this change, given that low levels of dissatisfaction with the
existing system were recorded, but there is evidence that residents’ feel this would
be an easier system and therefore worth implementing.

Conclusion 7: Fortnightly collections feature less often than wheeled bins in
the findings, suggesting that this aspect of the possible service change is
less contentious than wheeled bins.

Generally, qualitative respondents expressed some concerns about a change to
fortnightly collections, but this doesn’t come through very strongly in the
guantitative research. Although a quarter of those that don’t support the changes
for household waste collection and one-in-seven that don’t support them for
recycling collections mentioned that they don’t want fortnightly collections,
concerns around wheeled bins were mentioned more readily.

Conclusion 8: Wheelie bins invoke a range of contrasting feelings and it’s
not uncommon for individual residents to appreciate both the benefits and
disadvantages of them.

The qualitative research highlighted mixed feelings towards wheelie bins
specifically, (not least across different age groups, with older residents in particular
expressing concerns). While it was recognised that they could alleviate many of
the problems of using black bags, concerns around storage and the detrimental
impact on the look and feel of streets were recorded. This is borne out in the
quantitative findings, and for each aspect of the service (waste recycling and
garden waste) similar views were expressed;

e Positively - wheeled bins are seen as being easier, cleaner and offering
more capacity and of alleviating the well documented issues that come with
the use of black bags.

e Negatively - there are concerns that they are too big to store, are
ugly/unsightly/scruffy and hard to move.
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Conclusion 9: Generally younger residents are more supportive of the
introduction of wheeled bins than older ones.

The majority of those aged 44 or under support the introduction of wheeled bins
for household waste collections and for recycling collections, while only around a
quarter of residents aged 65 or over support these changes.

Conclusion 10: The research suggests that if the changes were implemented
for the recycling service this could lead to a net increase in the number of
items recycled.

The qualitative research highlighted a view amongst some residents that
simplifying the recycling system may encourage more recycling and the
quantitative findings support this. Although most respondents in the face-to-face
survey said that not having to mix recycling would ‘make no difference’ to the
amount they recycle, a quarter said they’'d recycle ‘more items’ compared to only
around one-in-twenty who felt they’'d recycle less. Consequently, the net effect of
introducing this change may be an increase in the amount of recycling collected.

Conclusion 11: Amongst users of the garden service, feelings were mixed
towards the ‘use of wheeled bins for garden waste that would be collected
fortnightly’.

Almost half (49%) of those who currently use, or have ever used, this service said
they’'d support this change, but two-fifths (39%) did not feel they could support it.
The qualitative research highlighted that support for this was linked to usage of the
system with frequent and heavy users more supportive than infrequent users and
it's likely that this is reflected in these findings (although usage levels were not
recorded in the survey).

Conclusion 12: The research suggests that if the changes to the garden
waste service were introduced this would have a positive impact on usage of
the service.

Although most existing users felt the change would make no difference to how
they use the service, they were almost three-times more likely to indicate that
they’'d use the service more than they were to say they’d use it less if it was
implemented. Additionally, a fifth of non-users felt that they’d be likely to use the
system if the changes were made, suggesting that it may encourage a greater
degree of take-up of the service amongst residents.

&7

Page 116 of 123



Page 117 of 123



Appendix Two — Scrutiny Panel report

Waste Key Performance Indicators: 2013/14 to 2015/16

Number of missed

Number of missed

Year Residual waste Residual waste Household waste Household waste re-
per household - per household - re-used, recycled & | used, recycled & collections - target | collections - actual
target actual composted - target | composted - actual
2013/14 | 430 kg 430kg 43% 45.5% 100 weekly 102 weekly
2014/15 | 410 kg 403 kg 48% 46.26% 104 weekly 94 weekly
2015/16 | 400 kg 415 kg 48% 45.19% 104 weekly 82 weekly

*These figures relate to doorstep collected waste and recycling only and do not include
Special collections from individual householders
Litter picking on public adopted highway

Litter/dog bins on public adopted highway
Street sweepings on public/adopted highway
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Appendix Three — Scrutiny Panel report

Top ten waste collection authorities 2014/15

Recycling, | Collection system
Rank Local Authority CReuse ar.1d
omposting
Rates

1 South Oxfordshire District Council 67.3% Wheeled Bins
2 Vale of White Horse District Council 65.6% Wheeled Bins
3 Rochford District Council 65.2% Wheeled Bins
4 Surrey Heath Borough Council 63.3% Wheeled Bins
5 Three Rivers District Council 63.2% Wheeled Bins
6 Trafford MBC 61.9% Wheeled Bins
7 Stockport MBC 60.7% Wheeled Bins
8 Calderdale MBC 60.4% Bins, sacks and boxes
9 Stratford-on-Avon District Council 60.3% Wheeled Bins
10 North Somerset Council 60.1% Bins, sacks and boxes
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Appendix Four — Scrutiny Panel report

Recyding and Gonposting Performance (Essex Waste Partnership)
Apnil 2015 - March 2016

= e
(Tomes) % % Households| Househeold (Kgs) Per

Basildon Borough Goundl 39175649 19969.077 19247.510 7892.2% 54P% 24.55% 5003% 77310 1013 506
Brairtree District Coundl 26710.049 14016.626 16002.100 56728775 24.71% B21% 5292% 63680 81 419
Brentwood Borough Courndll 15300.694 8150.19% 477180 20756 B.8% 1691% 457%% 3200 858 465
Castle Paint Borough Gourndl 16724.24 7951.615 7391.140 32067.009 24.80% B.05% 47.85% 3800 839 438
Chansford Gty Gourdl 39591129 13655.485 19240.120 74674 18.84% 26.54% 453%% 73000 993 542
Cdlchester Borough Goundl 35732662 14418331 11964.00 62115.03 B2A% 19.26% 247 7210 784 451
Epping Forest District Goundl 2356337 WLTR 15681.520 52500.69 27.5% 20.8% 57.42% 55550 915 402
Harlow Coundl 1429133 &63.904 348170 26001207 R17% 1B11% 45.28% 36590 711 389
Maldon District Coundl 12255.210 5104.209 5767.310 2312679 2.0M% 24.9%% 47.01% 27460 82 46
Rochford District Goundl 11987.660 887L.040 12685.140 B8 64% 37.8M% 6436% 35390 47 338
Tendring District Cound 34811192 9%640.127 20390 47733669 020% 6.85% 27.07°% 65060 692 505
Utlesford District Gourdl 14542.565 332213 5523.810 29398.588 3L74% 1879% 50.53% 35110 837 414
Wésste Gollection Authority Total 283366534 133944501 12496502 542276145 24.70% B0 47.74% 623420 870 455
Essex Courty Coundl 54100677 57450.001 25279180 136338.8%8 41.9% 1847% 6046% 62320 219 87
EssexTotal B7A76211 191394592 150244.200 679115.003 2818% 212% 5031% 623420 1089 541
*These figures include
. Special collections from individual householders

. Litter picking on public adopted highway
. Litter/dog bins on public adopted highway

. Street sweepings on public/adopted highway
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