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Purpose of Report
To outline a proposal for encouraging participation in kerbside 
recycling and food waste collection by “no and low” 
recyclers 

Recommendations
It is recommended that the Committee:
a. Discusses the proposal and, subject to agreement:
b. Directs officers to develop and implement the proposal

Resource 
Implications

The development of the project can be done within existing team 
resources. There is currently a vacant education officer post 
within the Joint Waste Team. The budget for this could be 
switched into this project initially while the project is instigated.

Any further resource implications can be reported at the next 
meeting. 
 

1. Background 

1.1 Recycling performance in the county has generally flattened out in recent years, with boosts 
to performance in kerbside recycling only coming at the point of major service change. Waste 
analysis here and elsewhere confirms that there is still a very large proportion of recyclable 
material in the residual waste stream; potentially half by weight of what is thrown away could 
either be recycled or composted through existing services.   

1.2 This is a significant drag on costs and reducing this wastage will have cashable financial 
benefits to all partners. 

1.3 It is well understood that here and elsewhere in the UK there is a wide range of attitudes to 
recycling. A proportion of the population are very high recyclers and need no particular 
prompting. These people are often the ones asking for more materials to be picked up via 
kerbside.  At the other end of the spectrum there are some who, either through lack of 
access to services or attitude, participate at a very low level or not at all. Between the 
extremes are the largest group who will recycle provided access is easy and they are 
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frequently prompted to do so. The work on Food Waste outlined in another report on this 
agenda describes a “prompting”  intervention of this nature  

1.4 One other means to reinforce the message has been the education of children via schools on 
the assumption that their enthusiasm will act as prompt. This was especially valuable during 
the period that local authority recycling grew in scope 10-15 years ago. It undoubtedly has 
continuing value but this is hard to quantify. With competing demands on the curriculum it 
has been harder in recent years to secure engagement with children through schools.     

2. Options for Engaging with “low and no” recyclers. 

2.1 The JWT’s education officer post has recently been vacated and this presents a clear 
opportunity to review whether to stay with or change the focus of engagement away from the 
predominantly schools and community groups approach.

2.2 An alternative (or resources permitting) complementary - approach to improving performance 
and reducing costs would be to engage with low and no recyclers particularly, but not 
exclusively, in areas where they constitute a large percentage of households. 

2.3 This approach would be largely educational and supportive but based on a more assertive 
approach with officers being authorised and prepared to use enforcement as a sanction fairly 
early on in the process rather than as, at best, an absolutely last resort or hollow threat. The 
key direct message to residents would be that rubbish costs and recycling matters. We 
provide the opportunity for you to recycle 70% of your waste. Most people recycle and we are 
prepared to visibly and persistently tackle this issue with those who are not. 

2.4 Some aspects of this work is already taking place but this proposal would be to make it more 
intensive and sustained 

3.    Proposed Methodology. 

3.1 Direct engagement with residents who don’t recycle meeting face to face at a household and 
street level.
 Use a team of people who work together to concentrate on particular low performing 

areas for a while
 Team deployed county-wide on a priority, rotational basis 
 Team can involve full time and temporary members (contractor staff, call centre staff, 

others seeking experience)
 Sustained / Persistent over a period; not one-off contacts.   
 Prior Identification of issues by crews and team
 Removal of unauthorised additional bins (there is also experience of this in FoDDC 

which can be drawn from) 
 Tackling side waste and open lids 
 Non presentation of recycling / food waste 
 Household waste audits  

3.2 Remove basic barriers 
 

 Lack of information or understanding of the system
 Lack of containers  
 Add prompts such as stickers on bins and recruiting (in an informal way) “champions” 

within the community to reinforce the message locally. 



3.3   Sanctions include 

 Remove extra unauthorised bins
 Don’t automatically clear side waste 
 Enforce existing rules 
 Fixed penalty notices for flytipping  

4. Evidence of effectiveness

4.1. This approach has been adopted in Gloucester City over around 3,500 households in two 
phases and has measurably improved participation. Gloucester City have now commenced 
phase 3. 

4.2. City measured residual tonnage before and after (several times and averages taken) to 
measure if there was a percentage reduction in a particular area. In Coney Hill the residual 
tonnage dropped by 10% and in Robinswood by 16%.  The impact of intervention at this level 
on the amount diverted from disposal is often hard to quantify amid the background noise of 
monthly variations and longer term trends in tonnages but increases in participation and 
reductions of this magnitude is an indicator of changed behaviour and the potential to expand 
this approach.  

4.3. The approach could be introduced for a year over a wider area and tonnages monitored on a 
round by round basis to obtain a fuller picture.  As we do not know what scale of exercise is 
required in order to gain  a significant return, running this initiative for a year would enable us 
to find out;
 What size pool of existing resources is readily available to us at any point in time and what 

else we need to add to this.
 Which types of property / demographics give us what level of return over what timescale 

(Gloucester City have found that social housing with stable tenancies are a particularly 
fruitful sector to work with and this provides the added dimension of working with social 
housing providers).

 The level of knock-on effect from local word of mouth and the benefits of doing additional 
promotion and publicity in support of this approach. It is probable that once the community 
becomes aware of how seriously we are taking this; that would multiply the benefits for the 
same level of investment.

 How often we need to return to the same areas and how repeat visits impact upon 
resources.

4.4. The current stickering exercise is a useful precursor to this more intensively targeted 
approach and we can build on this. 

5. Issues and Risks 

5.1 The approach doesn’t match the current skills set of the Joint Waste Team. However 
Gloucester City have an experienced officer who could, subject to agreement of Gloucester 
City, act as project lead and trainer. The JWC could negotiate with Gloucester City to help 
manage the project. City would then potentially benefit from access to a larger team in 
rotation. 



5.2 This approach will, as a consequence of the directness of the approach, require corporate 
level buy in to succeed both in terms of dealing with any negative feedback and encouraging 
the involvement of staff from outside the JWT.

5.2 It is not certain that the approach will measurably increase performance at a county-wide 
scale. However it is not proposed that this would be the sole focus of education and 
engagement. WRAP have recently concluded that the best scope for improvement still 
comes from engagement with existing recyclers. It is not proposed that this approach will 
reduce or replace other more general initiatives.  

6. Next Steps

6.1 Members are asked to discuss this approach and if there is interest in pursuing this further, to 
direct the Head of Service to work up this project for implementation and receive an update 
at the next meeting of the Committee in October.  Some parts of the initiative would 
supersede existing projects such as the removal of unauthorised additional bins. 

6.2 This work would include evaluation of the possibility of external funding.  WRAP are expected 
to launch Round 3 of the Innovation in Waste Prevention Fund shortly and we will explore 
criteria to make a case to bid for this project.

 


