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Glossary of Terms 

Acronym  Term 
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LATS Landfill Allowance Trading Scheme 
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MBC Metropolitan Borough Council 
MOD Ministry of Defence 
MSW Municipal Solid Waste 
NHS National Health Service 
NISRA Northern Ireland Statistics and Research Agency 
NLWA North London Waste Authority 
ONS Office of National Statistics 
RCV Refuse Collection Vehicle 
SME Small and Medium sized Enterprise 
UK United Kingdom 
WAG Welsh Assembly Government 
WCA Waste Collection Authority 
WDA Waste Disposal Authority 
WDF Waste Data Flow 

WET Waste and Emissions Trading 
WIN Waste Improvement Network 
WRAP Waste Resources Action Programme 
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Executive summary 

This study provides a more informed understanding of the factors that influence growth in 
household waste through the investigation of the findings from a set of detailed case studies. 
These case studies contrast the situations between different areas, those that have reported 
falling quantities of waste and those where waste arisings have continued to rise. Whilst the 
report touches on a number of issues that knowingly affect waste growth, such as changes in 
lifestyle behaviour, socio-demographic make-up, consumer spending, purchasing trends and 
product packaging trends, the principle aim of this study is to focus on the effect that local waste 
policies have in influencing household waste growth. This study sits within a suite of studies that 
will, collectively, provide a greater level of knowledge of the factors influencing household waste 
growth / decline. A report addendum accompanies this report that provides a summary of the key 
findings from each of the case study authorities (see Section 2.1 for further details). 

In total, 28 local authorities were selected and recruited from across the UK, 20 from England, 4 
from Wales and 2 from both Scotland and Northern Ireland. The basic rationale used for the 
selection of the case study local authorities was to: 

·  spread the case studies by region, Office of National Statistics (ONS) area type: looking 
at the extent to which demographics might explain trends versus influence of local waste 
policies and other factors (e.g. data collection methods); 

·  short-list areas with reasonable time series data for the period 2000/01 to 2007/08; 

·  short-list a mix of Waste Collection Authorities (WCAs) and Unitary Authorities. 

In total, 14 local authorities broadly exhibited growth in household waste arisings while 14 
demonstrated a decrease in household waste arisings. It is important to note that this 
classification has been based on overall household waste trends during the time series and not 
individual average yields per resident or per household.  

The data gathered for this study were largely collected through the completion of ‘Information 
Capture Templates’ that covered: 

·  total waste arisings and waste arisings per household; 

·  changes to collection waste infrastructure and associated policies; 

·  key annual demographic changes; 

·  locally held municipal waste statistics; 

·  changes in waste statistics reporting procedures; 

·  evidence of changes in the size and management of other non-household waste 
streams; 

·  information available on local trends from the earlier period 1995/06-2000/01. 

The completion of the templates was complemented by visits to each of the 28 case study 
authorities. The consolidation and subsequent analysis of this information has led to some 
interesting findings as detailed overleaf. 
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Population growth impacts 

Locally held data and the collation of centrally held statistics suggest there is no notable 
correlation between a local authority’s ONS area classification, (i.e. a distinction between urban 
and rural classification) and household size. In all cases, there has been a distinct reduction in 
average household sizes, reducing from an average of 2.40 persons / household in 2000/01 to 
2.33 persons / household in 2007/08; yet there is no correlation between a reduction in 
household size and a reduction in household waste arisings. In all but three cases the local 
authorities all exhibited net increases in resident populations between 2000/01 and 2007/08.  
However one of these authorities witnessed an increase in household waste arisings despite a 
continued reduction in the resident population and average household sizes. The three local 
authorities that demonstrated the highest population growth between 2000/01 to 2007/08 have all 
exhibited a growth in household waste arisings, with all other factors being equal. It would appear 
across the case studies that where there was significant growth in a resident population, there 
was a coupled growth in household waste arisings; although where there was marginal 
population growth, there were a number of cases where there was a noticeable decrease in 
household waste arisings.  

A number of the respondents did question the accuracy of centrally compiled ONS population 
statistics – in particular, there was a feeling that mid year population estimates do not take into 
account seasonal fluctuations such as those associated with tourism, second homes, Ministry of 
Defence (MOD) residents and transient student populations. However, when the methodology for 
calculating mid year population estimates is examined, these issues are in fact considered; 
although there are likely to be changes that go unaccounted for given that the core data source is 
still the 2001 census data.  

Data collection and reporting 

Data collection and reporting has dramatically improved since the advent of WasteDataFlow 
(WDF) in 2004 and, in almost all cases, confidence in waste data has increased since 2000. 
Before 2000, the reporting standards of local authority waste statistics received far less scrutiny. 
With the introduction of statutory recycling targets post 2000, systems and procedures to collect 
and record data appear to have improved dramatically and this has largely been driven by the 
advent of WDF and the need for clear reporting against Landfill Allowance schemes. More 
specifically, however, a series of waste data collection and reporting issues were uncovered 
across the case study findings: 

·  inaccurate, unfounded and, in some cases, out of date estimates of the proportion of 
commercial waste can have a profound effect on the amount of household waste (either 
upwards or downwards) reported in any one year; 

·  the clarification / guidance as to how to record wastes from other council departments 
(e.g. schools, parks and maintenance) that has not fallen under the ‘possession and 
control’ of the Waste Collection Authority / Waste Disposal Authority has led to an 
apparent decrease in Municipal Solid Waste (MSW) since 2005 in some authorities. This 
was particularly apparent in the Welsh case study authorities. Such misclassifications 
help explain one-off ‘spikes’ appearing in an authority’s annual outturn data; 

·  the misclassification of loads / vehicles at weighbridges and co-mingling of separate 
waste streams (e.g. bulky and fly-tipped wastes) leads to misrepresentation in the 
apportionment of certain MSW streams; 

·  a certain degree of faith has to be placed with waste operatives and weighbridge 
operators when classifying waste streams; this is particularly apparent when a WCA 
relies on the WDA for the prompt and accurate return of waste consignment data. 

Waste prevention and householder communications act ivity 

Waste minimisation activity across the board has largely centred on the distribution of home 
composting bins, leaflet distribution and the promotion of real nappies. In the case of English two-
tier authorities much of this waste minimisation work has been driven by the County Councils.  

In order to assess the nature of the communications activity undertaken, the respondent at each 
of the authorities was requested to complete a self-assessment of their activities. The results 
suggest that where there has been noticeable reduction in household waste arisings, there 
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appears to have been a relatively large investment and belief in widespread householder waste 
awareness raising activities. This is not to suggest that such activities have single-handedly been 
instrumental in decreasing household waste arisings. Instead they have been used as means of 
accompanying a change in waste collection policy which have resulted in a ‘downward’ trend in 
the amount of material collected from the kerbside. Such activity is a crucial companion in paving 
the way for a new collection procedure, as many of the local authorities that exhibited downward 
household waste trends have moved to AWCs and implemented restrictions on household bin 
sizes and Household Waste Recycling Centre (HWRC)1 trade waste controls. 

Enforcement activity 

Under Section 46 of Environmental Protection Act 1990 and Section 48 of the Clean 
Neighbourhood Act 2005, officers have been provided with powers to enforce the correct 
presentation of waste and (of interest to this study) an ability to penalize householders for 
presenting waste outside of a normal collection receptacle. The results from an evaluation 
exercise designed to assess the rigorousness of such side waste enforcement policies suggested 
that authorities with increasing waste arisings adopt a less rigorous approach to enforcing a side 
waste presentation ban. Clearly, such policies generally accompany the introduction of AWCs 
which in their own right have an effect on waste arisings and so suggesting a strict correlation 
solely between the level of enforcement and waste trends would be unfounded.  

Classification of Schedule 2 wastes 

Some of the local authority case studies classified Schedule 22 wastes as commercial rather than 
household waste. This diversity in practice had a knock-on effect on the quantities of waste 
recorded as household waste or non-household MSW and, as a result, is a factor which is of 
interest in relation to this study. In all the devolved administration case study authorities these 
waste streams were all classified as commercial waste, except in one instance where Local 
Education Authority (LEA) schools waste was classified as household waste. Most of the 
authorities reported little change in the collection policy or classification of such waste over the 
time series (2000/01 to 2007/08).  

It is important to note that there may be appropriate reasons for these wastes being classified as 
commercial. Whilst WCAs are required to provide a collection service if requested, many 
premises will use a commercial service due to reasons of cost or convenience. Also, some 
premises (e.g. campsites) may generate both Schedule 2 wastes and commercial wastes which 
are collected together. 

It has not been possible to comprehensively quantify the proportion of the household waste 
stream that Schedule 2 waste represents, although for those authorities that were able to provide 
an indication of the annual quantities that such wastes typically amount to, they account for as 
little as 1% to 2% of overall household waste arisings. Note that this is based upon only a small 
number of responses so clearly these figures would have to be substantiated with further 
research3.  

Waste collection policy implications 

The introduction of AWCs, free garden waste collections, home composting promotion and the 
provision of (charged) bulky waste collections have all had a noticeable effect on household 
waste arisings collected from the kerbside. During the time in which WDF was introduced and a 
closer scrutiny of reporting against Landfill Allowance obligations, there was a significant change 
in the way in which household waste was collected in the UK. The introductions of AWCs has 
created a downward trend in the amount of residual waste collected at the kerbside, although in 
some cases, some of this waste was simply off-set into an area’s HWRCs arisings (with some 
evidence of this being a short term effect). This constraining effect on residual waste has led 
householders to increasingly separate the amount of dry recyclables and garden waste (if offered 
free of charge) at the kerbside. Collectively however, these waste streams, can lead to an overall 
total increase in the amount of household waste collected in the short term, and possibly the 
longer term. Authorities that have successfully curtailed the amount of residual waste presented 

                                                
1 HWRCs are also known as Civic Amenity (CA) sites or Household Recycling Centres (HRCs). 
2 So-called Schedule 2 wastes are those from premises such as schools, campsites and NHS hospitals. These premises 
can request that the Waste Collection Authority (WCA) collect these wastes. The WCA can administer a charge for their 
collection but the disposal costs still need to be met by the Waste Disposal Authority (WDA). 
3 Defra is currently undertaking further research on the issue of Schedule 2 wastes. 
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for collection through the enforcement / restriction on the presentation of side waste, or indeed 
the use of restricted bin sizes for the containment of residual waste, have witnessed decreasing 
waste trends, so long as garden waste collections are strictly regulated through charging or 
restricting the amount that is collected through a single collection.  

The enforcement procedures put in place at HWRCs have proved to have a dramatic effect on 
the amount of material entering a site. The imposition of trade waste controls and permitting 
schemes have reduced the amount of material deposited at HWRCs although, in some cases, 
the introduction of AWCs in a district has seen a short term increase in the amount of residual 
waste collected at a site. In others, trade waste still appears to be deposited with household 
waste at HWRCs, particularly in the devolved administrations.  

Summary of key findings 

To conclude, there are a number of factors that appear to affect household waste trends:  

Data Collection:  waste data recording has improved significantly since the introduction of WDF 
and the need to closely monitor municipal waste streams in order to evaluate performance 
against Landfill Allowance obligations. It would seem that wastes that are not strictly municipal4 in 
origin are less likely to be misrepresented in waste data returns, following guidance from central 
government. There appeared to be a relatively high degree of confidence in the overall collected 
household waste tonnages throughout the case studies, although how such wastes were 
reported and apportioned that made up this household element (including Schedule 2 wastes) 
was variable from authority to authority. Also waste data collection is still subject to margins of 
error, given that certain waste streams continue to be collected co-mingled.  

Population Growth: where there was marginal growth in a resident population, there appeared 
to be a de-coupling effect with regards the growth in household waste arisings, although further 
work is required to substantiate this finding. 

Local Authority Policies: an analysis of the impact of particular policies, in as far as they could 
be isolated from one another, was carried out for HWRC trade waste controls and the 
introduction of AWC refuse systems. This involved review of all case study data and collation of 
the timing of policy initiatives alongside the relevant time series data on waste arisings. This 
policy impact assessment found: 

�  pre- versus post- comparisons around AWC roll-out in the case study authorities 
suggested reductions in household waste arisings (wastes collected at the kerbside from 
householders and wastes at bring sites5) of 120 kg per household per year in areas with 
charged garden waste collections; 

�  the same assessment for AWC roll-out in areas with free garden waste collections was 
an order of magnitude less (13- 30 kg per household per year); 

�  these conclusions involved more than just the garden waste issue: there were other 
specific policies, simultaneously launched and longer-standing, that were likely to have 
contributed (e.g. support for home composting, one case with separate collection of food 
waste, restrictions on the presentation of side waste6, etc);  

�  HWRC controls, designed primarily to address abuse of sites from commercial waste 
appear to have had a similar order of magnitude reduction on the household waste 
stream as AWC (80-100 kg / household /yr); 

�  the analysis was made more complex by the fact that the introduction of HWRC controls 
coincided with the roll-out of AWC systems in half of the policies analysed. In these 
cases, there was a ‘knock-on’ effect, probably due to the transfer of material from the 
kerbside (householders taking more ‘black sack’ residual waste to HWRC as a response 
to restrictions introduced on kerbside residual waste, although some case studies 
suggested that this was a temporary phenomenon).  

                                                
4 “Collected municipal waste” means waste which “comes into the possession or under the control of (a) a waste disposal 
authority, or (b) a waste collection authority within the area of the disposal authority, whether or not the waste is in 
possession or under the control of that authority under or by virtue of the Environmental Protection Act 1990” (regulation 
2(1) of both the LATS and the LAS Regulations). 
5 Bring sites are local facilities, such as bottle and paper banks, to which householders can bring recyclable materials. 
6 ‘Side waste’ is waste which is presented by householders for collection but is not placed within the containers provided.  
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The apparent downward trend in household waste arisings comes at a time when there has been 
a lot of change in the way waste is collected in the UK. The introduction of collection methods 
that combine a ‘carrot’ (effective communication and householder engagement, provision of 
greater capacity in dry recycling systems) and ‘stick’ (the imposition of AWCs for refuse, charged 
collections for garden / bulky waste collections, HWRC trade waste and side waste policy 
enforcement) approach appear to result in a ‘constraining’ effect on household waste arisings. If 
we assume that these factors continue to have an effect on waste arisings, as these policies 
become more widespread, then we would expect household waste arisings to continue to 
decrease in the near future.  

An indication of how the case study findings might translate into the wider national picture was 
based on a classification of English districts (four policy groups), followed by an extrapolation 
exercise in which HWRC controls and kerbside collection policies were superimposed on national 
data:  

�  in total the scaled-up calculation estimated that a reduction in reported household waste 
of about 1.1 million tonnes was possible (about 16% of the current total HWRC arisings, 
excluding inert materials (e.g. rubble); 

�  based on 50% of the 5.14 million households currently served by AWC refuse systems 
with free garden waste collections being converted to charged-for garden waste 
collection systems would reduce household waste arisings by a third of a million tonnes; 

�  although this extrapolation was simplistic (local policies of authorities in Group 1 case 
studies involves more than just the introduction of AWC and charging for garden waste), 
it does provide an important example of how different household waste trends have 
resulted in part from the influence of collection system characteristics.  

The evidence from the case studies suggests that the influence of local waste policies on trends 
has been a significant factor in affecting national levels of waste arisings over recent years. Other 
factors, such as consumer behaviour and population growth, cannot on their own explain the 
recent changes in overall household waste quantities. This is because the notion of household 
waste is quite fluid and therefore not a simple reflection of householder behaviour. Household 
waste includes materials drawn in from non-household sources (e.g. commercial waste) and from 
non-consumer origins (such as garden waste). How long such downward household waste trends 
last for will be something that will require close monitoring and further investigation in the years 
ahead. 

The interest and the level of buy-in to this project has been high and the project team would like 
to take this opportunity to thank all of the local authority respondents that have taken the time and 
effort to significantly contribute to the findings that form the basis of this study. 
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2. Introduction 

This section provides some background to the study and, in particular, the needs for such work 
that will help inform a better understanding of the factors contributing to the growth in household 
waste across the UK. This study does not provide a comprehensive picture of all the factors that 
influence such growth, but rather a greater knowledge of the local waste policies (or extent of) 
introduced by a local authority that have an ‘optimising effect’ on household waste arisings. There 
are a number of factors at play that crucially effect the amounts and types of waste produced by 
householders, including changes in lifestyle behaviour, socio-demographic make-up, consumer 
spending, purchasing trends and product packaging trends, to name but a few. Whilst the report 
touches on many of these issues, the principle aim of this study (as described below in Section 
2.1) is to focus on the influences that local waste policies have on household waste trends. This 
report will sit within a suite of studies that will, collectively, provide a greater level of knowledge of 
the factors influencing household waste growth / decline. 

2.1 Background 
Understanding waste growth is at the forefront of waste policy at local, regional and national 
level, not least because of the planning concerns over adequate long term infrastructural 
requirements and the increasing costs associated with its sustainable management. Waste 
Strategy 2000 and the PM’s Strategy Unit’s report ‘Waste Not, Want Not’ reported 2-3% per 
annum rates of growth in municipal waste arisings. More recently, Waste Strategy 2007 noted 
that the trend over the years preceding its publication was approximately 0.5% per annum in 
England, yet many local authorities still assume far higher growth rates.  

With this in mind, Defra commissioned research into the links between household waste, 
lifestyles and household expenditure data (‘Modelling Impacts of Lifestyle Changes on Household 
Waste Arisings’ and ‘A Model of Household Waste Composition’ (WR0107). The model that was 
developed by Future Foundation, AEA Technology and The Social Marketing Practice, was 
designed to explain historical movements in household waste arisings in England. Exploration of 
the links between consumer expenditure data and waste arisings was used to build a forecasting 
tool capable of producing forecasts for waste arisings to 2020. The key ‘drivers’ on which this 
modelling depended included a series of economic, demographic, social and lifestyle factors. 
These were used to predict total waste arisings as close as possible to the reported statistics on 
household waste arisings (particularly from the mid 1990s when the official data became more 
reliable).  

Figure 2.1 shows that the model produced a good fit with actual household waste arisings 
between 1995 and 2002 but ‘over-predicted’ arisings thereafter. The research team considered 
two main possibilities for this divergence: that the reported national arisings for household waste 
did not properly reflect actual behaviour or that the behaviour described within the model had 
changed over the time period. The former was considered to be the primary cause, as it was 
reasoned that there was no evidence that consumer behaviour had changed as rapidly as would 
have been needed over such a short period of time. A further factor was also acknowledged as a 
possible driver, i.e. that the model had been unable to construct at a macro level: the influence of 
local waste policy factors, such as free garden waste collections, the influence of alternate week 
collections for refuse and different containment capacities for kerbside collection systems.  
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Figure 2.1: Household Waste Arisings: England: revi sed trend compared with WR0107 
predictions 

 

These findings have thus led to the need for this particular study, the work plan for which is 
detailed below. 

2.2 Aims and objectives of the project 
The principle aim of this study was to inform a more fundamental understanding of the factors 
that influence growth in Municipal Solid Waste (MSW) by developing a set of detailed case 
studies. These case studies acted to contrast the situations between different areas, those that 
have reported falling quantities of waste and those where waste arisings have continued to rise. It 
was agreed at the inception stage of this research that the focus should fall primarily on the 
‘household’ element of the municipal waste stream and with a lesser focus on the non-household 
elements (e.g. commercial waste); and should not be aiming to identify the factors affecting these 
non-household waste streams. This was largely due to the unpredictable nature of the variable 
factors that affect non-household municipal waste streams.  

With this in mind, the objectives of this study were as follows: 

1. Devise a systematic selection process and, in agree ment with the project steering 
group, select a shortlist of local authorities for detailed case-studies.  The intention 
was to recruit a minimum of 28 willing local authorities that were to be split equally 
between areas with rising and falling waste trends and across different area types, as 
defined by the ONS area classification. Twenty of these local authorities were to be from 
England while the remaining 8 local authorities to be located in Scotland, Wales and 
Northern Ireland. 

2. Design an information capture template to cover his toric and descriptive fields.  
The template was expected, as a minimum, to capture data on: 

·  total waste arisings and waste arisings per household (and the method of 
calculation); 

·  changes to collection waste infrastructure and associated policies (such as 
introduction of separate kerbside garden waste collections and alternate weekly 
collections [AWCs] etc); 

·  key annual demographic changes including migration, changes in household 
numbers and sizes; 
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·  locally held municipal waste statistics, alongside fields from WasteDataFlow and 
precursor paper surveys; 

·  changes in waste statistics reporting procedures; 

·  anecdotal and empirical evidence of changes in the size and management of 
other non-household waste streams (e.g. commercial, street cleansing and fly 
tipping); 

·  any information available on local trends and policies from the earlier period 
1995/06 to 2000/01; 

·  any available compositional datasets that might help with the interpretation of 
municipal waste arisings data. 

4. Conduct a series of visits  to meet with representatives from each of the local 
authorities to collect and discuss municipal time-trend data with a view to populating and 
supplementing the information capture template. The information gathered from this 
exercise was compared with time series data for 2001/02 to 2007/08.  

5. Consolidate the information  gathered during the local authority visits and review 
individual case study factors for waste increases / decreases and an initial analysis of the 
significant factors across the case study examples.  

6. Compile and present an interim project report  to the project board with a summation 
of evidence in respect of issues listed in Objective 5 above, with an assessment of 
robustness and summary gap analysis to identify further research requirements. 

7. The outcome of Objective 6 identified a need to conduct further analysis across a 
number of variables / local authorities in order to  improve the robustness of the 
evidence and fill any gaps in the initial data coll ection exercise.  

8. Compile and present a final project report  to the project board outlining the findings 
from the study. 

9. Disseminate the outcomes of the project  in a manner so as to best assist key 
stakeholders build their knowledge base of UK MSW growth factors and the impact of 
local waste policy, demographic and other influences. 

It was also agreed that the project should focus on authorities with reasonable datasets, rather 
than run the risk of the research resources being used up attempting to iron-out inconsistencies 
in data reporting. The over-riding objective was to uncover factors that might be linked to arisings 
trends and this was only possible if case studies focus on authorities with a good grasp of their 
arisings data. 

It was decided that the case studies would need to be selected to represent an appropriate range 
of local authorities in terms of region and area types. It was agreed that the case study selection 
process would not be based upon random selection of local authorities; but that the selection 
rationale would instead need to include consideration of a range of factors including: 

·  waste growth trends; 

·  policies implemented by the local authority (e.g. charging for garden waste collection, 
containment volumes, etc); 

·  the availability and robustness of data which would allow analysis of the effect of different 
policies (e.g. cases where it was possible to correlate data to the introduction of a new 
collection scheme); 

·  the availability of data and knowledge on demographic changes. 

2.3 Definitions and terms of reference 
Before discussing the methodology for undertaking this work, it is worth providing some 
definitions and understanding of the nature of household waste.  

The legal definition of waste comes from Section 75(2) of the Environmental Protection Act 1990 
(EPA 1990) which defines waste as any substance or object laid down in Schedule 2B (see 
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below) which the holder discards, intends to discard or is required to discard. Controlled waste 
can be split into the following categories: 

·  Household - applies broadly to households, charity premises, private garages, camp 
sites, prisons, public meeting venues, royal palaces, residential homes, educational 
establishments and hospitals.  

·  Industrial  - applies broadly to waste arising from factories, public transport premises, 
premises used to supply services (water, gas, electricity, telecommunications etc), 
commercial garages, laboratories, workshops and excavation works. Also applies to 
certain categories of sewage and clinical waste.  

·  Commercial - defined broadly as waste from premises used wholly or mainly for the 
purposes of trade, business, sport or recreation. It includes waste from offices, 
showrooms, hotels, large private garages, clubs, societies etc, and waste classified as 
‘industrial’ or ‘household’ from courts, government departments, local authorities, 
corporate bodies, markets, fairs and tents not pitched on a campsite. Commercial waste 
does not include waste from any quarry or agricultural activity within the meaning of the 
Agriculture Act 1947.  

The definition of household waste used in this study is based on official UK definition, namely:  

“Household waste is all waste collected by Waste Collection Authorities(WCAs) under Section 
45(1) of the Environmental Protection Act 1990), plus all waste arisings from Civic Amenity (CA) 
Sites and waste collected by third parties for which collection or disposal recycling credits are 
paid under Section 52 of the Environmental Protection Act 1990”. 

For the purposes of this study “Household Waste” is that which arises from dwellings of various 
types including: 

·  houses 

·  caravans 

·  houseboats 

·  campsites 

·  prisons 

·  schools 

·  colleges 

·  universities. 

 

Household waste arising from these dwellings includes: 

·  waste from household collection rounds 

·  wastes separately collected for recycling or composting through bring/drop off schemes 
and kerbside schemes 

·  waste from street cleaning (inc. gully waste) 

·  bulky waste collections 

·  household hazardous waste collections 

·  litter collections 

·  household clinical waste collections 

·  separate garden waste collections 

·  waste from Civic Amenity sites. 

It should be noted that there is currently a discrepancy with some waste streams (‘Schedule 2 
wastes’) where they are strictly classified as ‘household waste’ but in some cases are being 



 

16 

classed as ‘non-household’ waste. This topic is discussed later in this report (see Section 4.3.3); 
however for the purposes of this section we need to define Schedule 2 waste: ‘Types of 
household waste for which a charge for collection may be made’, namely: 

1. Any article of waste which exceeds 25 kilograms in weight. 

2. Any article of waste which does not fit, or cannot be fitted into: 

(a) a receptacle for household waste provided in accordance with section 46; or 

(b) where no such receptacle is provided, a cylindrical container 750 millimetres in 
diameter and 1 metre in length. 

3. Garden waste. 

4. Clinical waste from a domestic property, a caravan or from a moored vessel used wholly 
for the purposes of living accommodation. 

5. Waste from a residential hostel, a residential home or from premises forming part of a 
university, school or other educational establishment or forming part of a hospital or 
nursing home. 

6. Waste from domestic property or a caravan used in the course of a business for the 
provision of self-catering holiday accommodation. 

7. Dead domestic pets. 

8. Any substances or articles which, by virtue of a notice served by a collection authority 
under section 46, the occupier of the premises may not put into a receptacle for 
household waste provided in accordance with that section. 

9. Litter and refuse collected under section 89(1)(f). 

10. Waste from: 

(a) in England and Wales, domestic property forming part of a composite 
hereditament; 

(b) in Scotland, the residential part of part residential subjects. 

11. Any mineral or synthetic oil or grease. 

12. Asbestos. 

13. Waste from a caravan which in accordance with any licence or planning permission 
regulating the use of the caravan site on which the caravan is stationed is not allowed to 
be used for human habitation throughout the year. 

14. Waste from a camp site, other than from any domestic property on that site. 

15. Waste from premises occupied by a charity and wholly or mainly used for charitable 
purposes, unless it is waste falling within paragraph 1 of Schedule 1. 

16. Waste from a prison or other penal institution. 

17. Waste from a hall or other premises used wholly or mainly for public meetings. 

18. Waste from a royal palace. 

In order to provide some background to the types of wastes that commonly make up MSW, it is 
worth reference being made to: ‘Municipal waste composition: A review of municipal waste 
component analyses.(WR0119)’ In this report, WDF tonnages from 2006/07 have been used to 
produce updated compositional estimates for England. An overview of England municipal waste 
tonnages reported in WDF for 2006/07 is provided in Figure 2.2; and also in Table 2.1, which 
illustrates the proportion of each waste stream in relation to overall municipal waste arisings. 
Furthermore, Table 2.1 distinguishes between those waste streams for which material specific 
recycling tonnages have been reported (left-hand column with percentages) and the remaining 
waste streams which constitute either residual waste or recycling tonnages with no material 
specific tonnages reported (right-hand column with percentages).   
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Figure 2.2: Outline methodology for calculation of UK municipal waste compositional 
estimates 

 

Table 2.1: Summary of municipal waste streams repor ted in WDF for England 2006/07  

As Table 2.1 shows, 26% of England’s municipal waste during 2006/07 was reported in WDF in 
terms of material specific tonnages. This breakdown was only conducted in relation to tonnages 
for English authorities and not authorities from the devolved administrations. For several waste 
streams and material types, the level of detail provided by WDF has been insufficient and it has 
been necessary to estimate the breakdown of particular materials, often through reference to 
datasets collated by the WR0119 project itself. Nonetheless, WDF is a highly valuable resource 
in estimating national municipal waste composition, providing operational recycling tonnages for 
over a quarter of England’s municipal waste. Moreover, WDF provides essential detail for 
assessing the composition of separate elements of national municipal waste. As noted above, 
recycling tonnages reported through WDF account for around 25% of kerbside collected material 
and 50% of materials disposed at HWRCs. Interestingly, what Table 2.1 does show is that the 
non-household waste component for England in 2006 / 07 represents 11.4% of MSW (excluding 
HWRC waste and rubble), thus meaning that 88.6% of MSW was household waste in 2006/07. 
This suggests that non-household waste is still a relatively small component of MSW overall. 

ENGLAND 2006/07 Tonnes Material specific 
tonnages 
reported

No material 
specific 
tonnages 
reported

Kerbside household residual 13,744,247 46.15%
Kerbside household recycling 4,648,578 15.61%
HWRC household residual 2,581,770 8.67%
HWRC non-household residual 280,284 0.94%
HWRC recycling, excluding rubble 2,552,286 8.57%
Other household residual 1,817,462 6.10%
Household recycling, bring sites 664,706 2.23%
Household recycling, street recycling bins 19,132 0.06%
Other household recycling 77,515 0.26%
Non-household residual (excluding HWRC) 3,190,330 10.71%
Non-household recycling, excluding rubble 203,063 0.68%
TOTAL 29,779,373 26.48% 73.52%
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2.4 Other recent background evidence 
This section outlines the key findings from two recent surveys relating to household waste 
growth. The findings from these studies act as a useful foundation upon which to set the scene 
for this report, points from which will be regularly referenced in subsequent sections. 

2.4.1 Waste Improvement Network survey 
Resource Futures made some close ties with the Waste Improvement Network (WIN), who made 
the Project Manager aware of an English local authority survey (conducted in December 2008) 
that examined those local authorities that had witnessed recent reductions in household waste 
arisings. Whilst the sample did not include a large number of disposal or unitary authorities, nor 
did it consider the impact of demographic changes, the survey results uncovered some 
interesting findings. 

The WIN website contains some detailed case study findings relating to Barnsley Metropolitan 
Borough Council, Hyndburn Borough Council, and Cumbria County Council, while Box 1 
summarises findings key findings from the survey. 

Box 1: Key messages from WIN local authority survey  (December 2008) 

·  Restricting residual waste is key. Responses suggest there is a genuine minimisation 
effect associated with introducing Alternate Bin Collections (ABCs7) or other restrictions 
on residual waste. This minimisation effect was clearly seen in Barnsley – a unitary 
authority where Civic Amenity waste is of course included in figures. 

·  Out of date trade-to-household ratios for mixed loa ds may be artificially inflating 
household waste arisings figures . Some councils which had recently re-estimated the 
ratio after validating their figures (in a variety of ways) found that their household waste 
arisings figures dropped as the assumed % for trade waste was out of date and too low. 

·  Many councils with low arisings reported strong enf orcement and persistent 
communications campaigns. In particular, councils with ABCs often had strict no side 
waste or closed lid policies which they enforced alongside strong communications 
campaigns.  

·  Occasionally localised factors such as a drop in to urism were the key factor. 

Source: WIN, 2008 

Table 2.2, again derived from the WIN survey, details the councils with the lowest waste arisings 
per head in 2007/08 and the 10 councils with the largest decreases compared with the previous 
year. Interestingly, Hyndburn Borough Council and the two Somerset Councils (South Somerset 
District Council and Taunton Deane Borough Council) feature amongst the case studies subject 
to this study. 

In order to access the complete findings from the survey, visit the WIN web site at: 
http://www.win.org.uk/ 

 

 

 

                                                
7 For purposes of clarity, this report regularly makes reference to Alternate Weekly Collections (AWCs) rather than 
Alternate Bin Collections (ABCs) which, for the purposes of this report, are considered to be effective the same refuse 
collection policy. 
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Table 2.2: Local authorities reporting lowest waste  arisings per head and exhibiting greatest year-on decreases, 2007/08 

20 councils with lowest waste arisings per head in 
2007/8 

Collected HH 
waste/head, kg 

10 councils with largest decrease on previous 
year 2007/8 

Collected HH 
waste /head, kg 

% change on 
previous year 

Hyndburn Borough Council 

Purbeck District Council 

Weymouth and Portland BC 

Mid Suffolk District Council 

Oxford City Council 

Camden LB 

Malvern Hills District Council 

South Somerset District Council 

East Devon District Council 

Oadby and Wigston Borough Council 

Worcester City Council 

Exeter City Council 

Crawley Borough Council 

Taunton Deane Borough Council 

Charnwood Borough Council 

Havant Borough Council 

Stroud District Council 

Tendring District Council 

Waverley Borough Council 

Adur District Council 

293 

298 

298 

306 

313 

318 

319 

321 

322 

323 

326 

327 

327 

328 

332 

332 

333 

333 

336 

336 

North Cornwall District Council 

South Lakeland District Council 

Berwick-upon-Tweed BC 

Barnsley MBC (unitary) 

West Devon Borough Council 

Cumbria CC (disposal) 

Rother District Council 

Redcar & Cleveland BC (unitary) 

Swale Borough Council 

Blackburn with Darwen (unitary) 

424.91 

453.34 

419.08 

439.50 

361.86 

529.00 

368.15 

440.84 

420.40 

436.18 

-13.64% 

-12.08% 

-11.27% 

-11.10% 

-10.98% 

-10.91% 

-10.77% 

-9.29% 

-9.24% 

-8.88% 

Source: WIN, December 2008 
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2.4.2 RPS residual waste analysis work 
RPS Group Plc (RPS) conducted an analysis of the residual waste per head of population across 
the UK8. The project focussed on WDF returns for 2007/08 relating to WCAs in two-tier authority 
areas in England, thus enabling comparisons between collection authorities in England (but 
excluding WDA level analyses of waste arisings). 

Findings from the project suggested that areas receiving food waste collections augmented by a 
good awareness campaign were associated with districts with the lowest residual waste arisings 
per head of population. Notably, several districts within the Somerset Waste Partnership had 
amongst the lowest arisings of residual waste per head of population. The study suggested that, 
in the case of the Somerset districts, the key factors were alternate weekly collections of refuse, 
restricted refuse containment capacity, charged garden waste collections, separate food waste 
collections, promotion of home composting and extensive communications engagement with 
residents. These factors are suggested to have resulted in a decrease in waste arisings of 
approximately one kilogram per person per week. One possible explanation proposed in the 
study is that separating food waste can improve residents’ awareness of what they waste and 
prompt a slimming of the bin.  

A significant point, drawn from a comparison between recycling rates and residual arisings, is that 
many councils that are near the top of the recycling league are outperformed by other councils 
with lower residual waste arisings, which can be partly explained by some districts targeting 
unrestricted amounts of garden waste, resulting in the introduction of garden material into the 
household waste stream, with some of this material possibly appearing in the residual waste 
stream. 

The results from RPS’s league table exercise (using WDF data) are contained in Appendix 1. 
Table A1a details the league table of English WCAs in terms of residual waste (and overall waste 
including material derived from composting and recycling activities) per head of population 
collected for 2007/08, together with the respective combined recycling and composting rate. 
Table A1b details the same information for UK WDAs for the same period. In each of the tables, 
the local authorities that have agreed to act as case studies for this project are highlighted in 
bold . 

 

 

                                                
8 An article describing this project featured in Resource Magazine, Issue 45, January to February 2009 
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3. Methodology 

This section provides a description of the approach adopted in undertaking this study. It is 
particularly important to provide an insight into the selection of the case studies, and the basis 
upon which they were selected. 

3.1 Local authority selection and rationale 
In drawing-up a short-list of authorities that have experienced waste increases or decreases, it is 
useful to make a distinction between three different types of influence that may explain the 
reported trends and how these fit with the overall research objectives: 

1. Trends in municipal waste arisings that result from variation in societal/population factors 
(increased number of households, socio-economic changes, more material consumption 
within the product categories highlighted by the WR0107 study as most linked to waste 
arisings), service provision and other local waste policy influences (AWC for refuse, free 
garden waste collections, restrictions at HWRCs, home composting / waste prevention 
policies). These ‘genuine’ changes in arisings can be related to explanatory variables and 
provide the potential for informing more robust models for municipal waste generation 
through knowledge generated by the local case studies. Exploration of these influences 
on arisings is the main object of this research. 

2. Trends that result from variations in the reporting regime for municipal waste arisings. 
One of the key changes in the reporting of municipal waste statistics during this time 
period has been the switch from paper-based survey to web-based reporting (WDF). 
However, our experience suggests that other factors can also result in a change in 
reporting: such as personnel changes within a local authority and the extent to which 
waste quantities are weighed or estimated. Over the time series 2000/01 to 2007/08, 
there has been a tendency for household quantities to stabilise or decline, with reported 
non-household quantities being more volatile or increasing. This may be partially 
attributed to changes in how the waste is categorised, rather than to any real change in 
arisings. Conversely, the new reporting regime may have uncovered municipal waste 
categories not previously reported. 

3. Transfers between municipal & non-municipal sectors, not directly within the control of 
local authorities and not related to categorisation issues: e.g. more people working from 
home contributing formerly ‘commercial waste’ to household arisings, commercial waste 
from small building works on residential properties discarded in the household waste 
stream. This type of influence is usually not apparent from reported statistics and is 
difficult to research. 

With these influences in mind, we randomly selected 20 local authorities in England on the basis 
of average year-on-year changes in total municipal arisings. We only short listed those authorities 
with good quality data, using the data quality variable created for the 1995 to 2005 time series 
data. Within this sampling matrix, we also considered the extent of the falling / rising trend and 
the overall relationship with data quality / consistency. For the larger group of ‘prosperous non-
London’ authorities (as defined by ONS), a spread of samples across differing levels of waste 
increase / decline were made. Tables 3.1 and 3.2 overleaf provide an initial shortlist of local 
authorities in England that demonstrate increasing and decreasing waste trends respectively. Our 
original proposal stated that we would seek to recruit 10 English local authorities that 
demonstrate an increase in household waste arisings and 10 English local authorities that exhibit 
decreasing waste arisings. The basic rationale in devising this shortlist was been to: 

·  spread the case studies by region, ONS area type: looking at the extent to which 
demographics might explain trends versus influence of local waste policies and other 
factors; 

·  short list areas with reasonable time series data for period 2002/03 to 2007/08; 

·  short list a mix of Waste Collection Authorities and Unitary Authorities. 
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Based on the data contained in the tables, biases have already appeared in terms of area types. 
For instance, many of the coastal / rural authorities (according to the ONS area classification) 
have reported household waste increases yet there are relatively few ‘other urban’ authorities in 
this category. Conversely, a number of the ‘decreasing’ authorities are of interest because 
household numbers have not declined, yet absolute waste tonnages have.  

It should be noted that household waste data in the tables includes the district level 
apportionment of HWRC arisings and recycling. This has been carried out for all years, including 
for the latest 2007/08 data. 

Tables 3.3, 3.4 and 3.5 illustrate similar household data for Scotland, Wales and Northern Ireland 
respectively. A similar short-list procedure was adopted for the devolved administrations, namely 
selecting local authorities to represent a good cross section in terms of ONS classification, 
collection configuration and data reliability. In total 8 local authorities were selected from the 
devolved administrations: 2 from Scotland, 2 from Northern Ireland and 4 from Wales. In all 
cases, the waste data contained in Tables 3.3, 3.4 and 3.5 was sourced from the devolved 
administrations.  

The method of recruitment was initially by means of telephone contact, followed by an official 
letter illustrating the aim of the study together with a detailed list of the requirements and the 
benefits to the local authority of being involved. The primary contacts were a combination of 
project team contacts and Local Authority Advisory Committee (LARAC) representatives. In most 
cases, the project was met with a great deal of enthusiasm and interest. We have attempted to 
prioritise local authorities where we know there they have focused some attention on the subject 
matter of waste growth – for example, the Somerset Waste Partnership have considered this 
subject matter in some detail and thus rather than singling out South Somerset District Council, 
we have approached the County with a view to contrasting the evidence from a number of 
districts that have exhibited waste growth and decline traits over a given time period. Equally 
where we have recruited a district / borough council (WCA) we have also included the respective 
county council in discussions (WDA) to ensure that we gain an insight into usage patterns of 
HWRCS, which can significantly contribute to household waste tonnages. Clearly, in the case of 
the devolved administrations all of the local authorities are unitary and thus we are not faced with 
the same two-tier system that complicates the English scenario where allocating HWRC 
tonnages to a specific district can often be complicated by cross-border and trade usage. 

In all cases, the local authorities successfully recruited to the study have been highlighted in 
bold , and the final list is summarised in Table 3.6. For ease of reference each local authority was 
issued with a reference number, which is detailed in the table and throughout the report. The 
input required from each local authority was essentially twofold:  

1. Input into an ‘Information Capture Template’ that aimed to consolidate data / information 
relating to waste arisings and associated infrastructure changes, primarily for the period 
2000/01 to 2007/08. 

2. Attendance at a meeting to discuss the issues surrounding waste growth at the local 
authority and to review the contents of the Information Capture Template. 

Each of these two items is discussed in Sections 3.2 and 3.3 respectively. 
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Table 3.1: Shortlist of 20 local authorities in Eng land  exhibiting increases  in household waste arisings 

Change in 
household 
waste per 
household

Change in 
household 
numbers

Change in 
household 

waste arisings

2002/03 to 
2005/06 (%)

2002/03 to 
2005/06 (%)

2002/3 to 
2005/06 (%)

1 Copeland Borough Council North West mining ex-industrial 5.82 3.33 kerbside sort sack and or box AW AWC 9.34

2 Ribble Valley Borough Council North West prosperous n on-London -2.18 4.35 co-mingled Whb non-AWC weekly 4.39

3 East Riding of Yorkshire Council Yorkshire/Humber pro sperous non-London -2.26 6.72 co-mingled Whb non-AWC we ekly 3.65

4 Hambleton District Council Yorkshire/Humber prospero us non-London 2.46 2.86 single material collections AWC 5.39

5 Wakefield City MDC Yorkshire/Humber mining ex-industr ial 4.57 3.73 single material collections weekly 8.13

6 Derby City Council E Midlands other urban -1.73 4.17 si ngle material collections AWC 1.89

7 South Holland District Council E Midlands prosperous non-London -5.97 9.09 co-mingled sack and or box non-A weekly 1.16

8 Bromsgrove District Council W Midlands prosperous non-London 2.93 2.78 kerbside sort sack and or box AW AWC 5.90

9 Birmingham City Council W Midlands other urban 5.34 3.0 4 co-mingled sack and or box non-A weekly 8.04

10 Basildon District Council Eastern prosperous non-Lond on 2.24 4.29 co-mingled sack and or box non-A weekly 5.8 9

11 South Norfolk Council Eastern prosperous non-London -3 .86 6.38 co-mingled Whb AWC AWC 1.27
12 Lewisham LB London London & periphery 4.84 1.85 co-mingled Whb AWC AWC 6.29

13 Milton Keynes Council S East prosperous non-London 2.9 5 6.90 co-mingled Whb AWC weekly 8.96

14 Rother District Council S East rural & coastal -0.80 2.56 missing AWC 1.78

15 Tonbridge and Malling Borough Council S East prospe rous non-London -1.00 6.98 2 stream sack and or box AW C AWC 4.76

16 Reigate and Banstead Borough Council S East prosperous non-London 1.16 3.85 kerbside sort sack and or box no weekly 4.07

17 Kerrier District Council S West rural & coastal -2.72 7.50 kerbside sort sack and or box no weekly 2.09

18 North Devon District Council S West rural & coastal 1.96 5.41 kerbside sort sack and or box AW AWC 6.10

19 Christchurch Borough Council S West rural & coastal 5.75 0.00 kerbside sort sack and or box no weekly 5.75

20 West Wiltshire District Council S West prosperous non-London 0.76 5.88 kerbside sort sack and or box AW AWC 5.72

Kerbside dry recycling classification Refuse 
AWC

Ref

LA Name Government Office 
Region

ONS area classification

 
KEY: 

AWC: alternate week collection for refuse; Whb: dry recyclables collected at the kerbside in Wheeled bin; Box:  dry recyclables collected at the kerbside in box or boxes 
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Table 3.2: Shortlist of 20 local authorities in Eng land  exhibiting decreases  in household waste arisings 

Change in 
household 
waste per 
household

Change in 
household 
numbers

Change in 
household 

waste arisings

2002/03 to 
2005/06 (%)

2002/03 to 
2005/06 (%)

2002/3 to 
2005/06 (%)

1 Gateshead MBC North East mining ex-industrial -11.02 1. 18 kerbside sort sack and or box no weekly -9.96

2 Wigan MBC North West mining ex-industrial -8.89 3.17 single material collections weekly -6.34

3 Hyndburn Borough Council North West other urban -10.27 3.03 kerbside sort sack and or box AW AWC -8.97

4 Blaby District Council E Midlands prosperous non-London -12.39 2.70 missing weekly -9.95

5 Nottingham City Council E Midlands other urban -9.00 5.08 co-mingled Whb AWC AWC -4.74

6 Tamworth Borough Council W Midlands mining ex-industrial -9.07 3.33 kerbside sort sack and or box AW AWC -5.95

7 Sandwell MBC W Midlands other urban -8.51 2.59 kerbside sort sack and or box no weekly -6.59

8 Mid Bedfordshire District Council Eastern prosperous non-London -16.70 10.00 co-mingled Whb AWC AWC -10.06

9 Broadland District Council Eastern prosperous non-Lon don -9.99 3.92 co-mingled Whb AWC AWC -6.39

10 Islington LB London London & periphery -10.79 3.61 ker bside sort sack and or box no weekly -8.09

11 Sutton LB London London & periphery -5.28 2.60 co-mingle d Whb non-AWC weekly -2.81

12 Hart District Council S East prosperous non-London -13 .37 6.06 co-mingled sack and or box AWC AWC -9.40

13 West Oxfordshire District Council S East prosperous non-London -6.26 5.13 kerbside sort sack and or box no weekly -2.64

14 Mole Valley District Council S East prosperous non- London -9.64 0.00 co-mingled Whb AWC AWC -9.64

15 Worthing Borough Council S East other urban -6.46 2.27 co-mingled Whb non-AWC weekly -4.33

16 Crawley Borough Council S East prosperous non-London -5.62 2.50 co-mingled Whb non-AWC weekly -3.26

17 Bristol City Council S West other urban -10.97 4.79 kerbside sort sack and or box AW AWC -7.53

18 East Devon District Council S West rural & coastal -6.79 3.57 kerbside sort sack and or box no weekly -3.42

19 South Somerset District Council S West prosperous non -London -7.53 4.62 kerbside sort sack and or box AW AWC -3.95

20 Salisbury District Council S West prosperous non-London -10.65 2.08 kerbside sort sack and or box no weekly -8.75

ONS area classificationGovernment 
Office Region

Kerbside dry recycling classification Refuse 
AWC

LA Name

Ref

 
KEY: 

AWC: alternate week collection for refuse; Whb:  dry recyclables collected at the kerbside in Wheeled bin; Box:  dry recyclables collected at the kerbside in box or boxes 



 

25 

Table 3.3: Shortlist of local authorities in Scotla nd exhibiting increases and decreases in household wa ste arisings 

ONS area classification Kerbside dry recycling class ification
Change in household 
numbers (2004 - 2007)

Refuse 
AWC

2004-05 2005-06 2006-07 2007-08
Av annual % change in 

household waste arisings 
2004/05 to 2007/08 (%)

% increase 
2004 to 2008

1 Orkney Islands Remote Rural Fortnightly kerbside box 4.21 weekly 11,866 11,909 11,680 8,673 -12.09 -36.82
2 Shetland Islands Remote Rural Fortnightly bags single stream 2.73 weekly 14,095 13,086 12,456 11,787 -6.15 -19.58
3 Stirling Other Urban Areas Weekly kerbside box 2.27 AWC 52,938 48,638 48,272 47,297 -3.89 -11.93
4 Dumfries and Galloway Other Urban Areas Fortnightly box single material 2.57 weekly 95,552 89,948 91,094 88,070 -2.80 -8.50
5 Renfrewshire Large Urban Areas Fortnightly kerbside sort box 0.90 weekly 102,177 99,172 96,868 94,220 -2.74 -8.45
6 Midlothian Other Urban Areas Weekly box 1.10 AWC 51,456 48,610 50,337 48,973 -1.74 -5.07
7 South Lanarkshire Other Urban Areas Co-mingled Whb AWC 3.15 AWC 194,520 195,634 194,665 190,158 -0.77 -2.29
8 West Lothian Other Urban Areas Co-mingled Whb AWC 4.60 AWC 83,694 82,547 82,740 82,338 -0.55 -1.65

9 East Renfrewshire
Large Urban Areas

Fortnightly bag (single stream),  box comingled, 
monthly bag (single stream) 1.39 weekly 53,224 54,384 52,742 52,396 -0.55 -1.58

10 Argyll and Bute Remote Rural Fortnightly single stream 2.45 Weekly 53,473 57,332 54,577 52,813 -0.55 -1.25

11 Glasgow
Large Urban Areas

Four weekly Whb comingled/ bag to transfer to 
bins for tenements 1.79 weekly 292,522 297,819 294,012 289,516 -0.36 -1.04

12 Scottish Borders Accessible Rural Weekly bags single stream 3.08 weekly 59,096 55,596 61,318 58,919 -0.35 -0.30
13 Inverclyde Other Urban Areas Fortnightly comingled Whb -0.11 AWC 41,130 41,805 41,156 41,480 0.27 0.84
14 Edinburgh Large Urban Areas Fortnightly box/ tenement bins  3.85 weekly 216,804 227,860 232,012 220,554 0.48 1.70
15 Dundee Large Urban Areas Fortnightly kerbside box -0.25 weekly 68,650 69,309 68,095 71,130 1.14 3.49

16 Moray
Accessible Rural/ Other Urban 

Areas Weekly kerbside box 2.07 AWC 50,269 49,470 53,596 52,214 1.15 3.73
17 Fife Other Urban Areas Fortnightly bin single stream 3.29 Fortnightly 218,091 219,355 226,017 226,860 1.30 3.87
18 Angus Other Urban Areas Weekly kerbside box 2.33 AWC 62,259 65,263 68,617 66,271 1.98 6.05

19 East Ayrshire
Other Urban Areas

4 weekly single stream Whb or bag/ kerbside 
fortnightly box 1.18 AWC 65,967 67,491 70,144 70,308 2.09 6.17

20 Falkirk Other Urban Areas Co-mingled Whb AWC 2.92 AWC 86,067 88,598 95,502 91,817 2.02 6.26

21 Perth and Kinross
Accessible Rural/Other Urban 

Areas
Fortnightly comingled Whb some still single 
stream 3.32 weekly 83,431 83,255 88,891 90,204 2.53 7.51

22 Clackmannanshire Other Urban Areas Weekly kerbside box 3.45 AWC 32,904 36,990 38,002 35,578 2.30 7.52

23 Eilean Siar Fortnightly co-mingled Whb 1.90

Weekly 
(fortnightly 
in rural 15,118 17,234 18,227 17,168 3.85 11.94

24 North Ayrshire
Other Urban Areas

Fortnightly box single stream, bag single stream 2.69 weekly 69,623 72,728 74,622 79,158 4.18 12.05
25 East Dunbartonshire Large Urban Areas Weekly kerbside box 0.89 weekly 63,308 63,217 72,331 73,930 4.87 14.37

26 Aberdeenshire
Accessible Rural

Fortnightly kerbside box/ sack urban areas/ 4 
weekly paper bin in rural areas and box supplied, 
not collected 3.95 weekly 131,506 135,793 143,342 153,732 5.06 14.46

27 Highland
Remote Rural/ Remote Small 

Towns Kerbside AWC 3.88 weekly 114,507 126,618 132,025 134,017 5.05 14.56
28 Aberdeen Large Urban Areas Fortnightly kerbside sort box and sack 0.83 weekly 106338 123902 129,812 129,145 6.07 17.66

29 East Lothian 
Large Urban Areas/ Accessible 

Small Towns Fortnightly boxes comingled 2.69 weekly 53,737 53,746 61,792 65,446 6.21 17.89
30 North Lanarkshire Large Urban Areas Co-mingled Whb AWC 2.73 AWC 161,795 186,766 196,556 209,507 8.18 22.77

31 South Ayrshire
Other Urban Areas

Co-mingled Whb and box single stream (glass) 
AWC 1.75 AWC 55,466 69,125 83,287 81,643 11.58 32.06

32 West Dunbartonshire 
Large Urban Areas

4 weekly comingled Whb/ boxes and bags 
fortnightly in flats 1.39 weekly 35,840 37,755 50,327 52,999 11.70 32.38

Ref

Household waste

LA name
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Table 3.4: Shortlist of local authorities in Wales  exhibiting increases and decreases in household wa ste arisings 

Ref

LA name
Regional 
grouping

Kerbside dry recycling 
classification

Refuse 
AWC

2003-04 2004-05
% 

growth
2005-06

% 
growth

2006-07
% 

growth

Av annual % 
change in 

household waste 
arisings 2003/04 
to 2006/07 (%)

1 Powys Rural kerbside sort sack and or box weekly 61,860 66,327 6.73 72,212 8.15 77,192 6.45 7.11
2 Gwynedd Rural kerbside sort sack and or box AW AWC 58,820 70,032 16.01 70,257 0.32 72,169 2.65 6.33
3 Bridgend Other kerbside sort sack and or box weekly 61,946 63,414 2.32 64,942 2.35 72,520 10.45 5.04
4 Carmarthenshire Rural co-mingled sack and or box AWC AWC 81,824 93,074 12.09 92,974 -0.11 92,443 -0.58 3.80
5 Rhondda Cynon Taf Valley co-mingled sack and or box weekly 109,102 125,944 13.37 120,018 -4.94 120,087 0.06 2.83
6 Methyr Tydfil Valley co-mingled sack and or box weekly 29,709 31,371 5.30 30,831 -1.75 31,943 3.48 2.34
7 Monmouthshire Rural single material collections weekly 46,670 48,644 4.06 49,255 1.24 49,063 -0.39 1.64
8 Isle of Anglesey Rural kerbside sort sack and or box AW AWC 38,810 39,978 2.92 40,519 1.34 40,299 -0.55 1.24
9 Caerphilly Valley kerbside sort sack and or box weekly 83,469 88,893 6.10 85,201 -4.33 86,731 1.76 1.18

10 Neath Port Talbot Valley co-mingled sack and or box weekly 82,762 81,050 -2.11 74,246 -9.16 86,549 14.22 0.98
11 Conwy Rural kerbside sort sack and or box AW AWC 62,048 59,989 -3.43 61,166 1.92 63,325 3.41 0.63
12 Pembrokeshire Rural co-mingled sack and or box weekly 63,649 60,481 -5.24 65,168 7.19 65,006 -0.25 0.57
13 Vale of Glamorgan Other kerbside sort sack and or box weekly 61,434 61,751 0.51 60,820 -1.53 62,434 2.59 0.52
14 Cardiff Other co-mingled sack and or box weekly 156,962 149,866 -4.73 143,814 -4.21 155,694 7.63 -0.44
15 Blaenau Gwent Valley kerbside sort sack and or box weekly 38,402 44,579 13.86 39,218 -13.67 38,429 -2.05 -0.62
16 Torfaen Valley co-mingled sack and or box AWC 48,669 48,283 -0.80 48,064 -0.46 47,704 -0.76 -0.67
17 Swansea Other co-mingled sack and or box weekly 121,097 123,306 1.79 117,737 -4.73 118,449 0.60 -0.78
18 Newport Other kerbside sort sack and or box AW AWC 70,511 67,629 -4.26 67,039 -0.88 66,463 -0.87 -2.00
19 Wrexham Other kerbside sort sack and or box AW AWC 70,363 75,771 7.14 77,340 2.03 66,139 -16.93 -2.59
20 Ceredigion Rural co-mingled sack and or box weekly 41,545 46,575 10.80 39,697 -17.33 39,144 -1.41 -2.65
21 Flintshire Other kerbside sort sack and or box weekly 85,061 86,767 1.97 79,299 -9.42 78,389 -1.16 -2.87
22 Denbighshire Rural kerbside sort sack and or box AWC 47,441 50,914 6.82 41,359 -23.10 41,785 1.02 -5.09  
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Table 3.5: Shortlist of local authorities in Northe rn Ireland  exhibiting increases and decreases in household wa ste arisings 

Ref District Council

Regional grouping Kerbside dry recycling classificat ion
Refuse 
AWC

2002 2003
% 
change 2004/05

% 
change 2005/06

% 
change 2006/07

% 
change

Av annual % 
change in 

household waste 
arisings 2002 to 

2006/07 (%)

% 
increase 
2002 to 

2007

1 Omagh District Council Mixed Rural/ Urban large towns Comingled wbn AWC AWC 27,354 28,020 2.38 25,919 -8.11 26,453 2.02 22,365 -18.28 -5.50 -22.31
2 Moyle District Council Mixed Rural/ Urban small towns Comingled wbn AWC AWC 9,852 8,639 -14.04 8,626 -0.15 7,303 -18.12 8,467 13.75 -4.64 -16.36

3 Down District Council
Mixed Rural/ Urban small to 
medium towns Comingled wbn AWC AWC 33,174 37,231 10.90 30 ,182 -23.35 29,538 -2.18 30,715 3.83 -2.70 -8.01

4 Strabane District Council
Mainly Rural, Interspersed medium 
size towns Comingled wbn AWC AWC 21,964 21,196 -3.62 20,011 -5.92 18,505 -8.14 19,948 7.23 -2.61 -10.11

5 Carrickfergus Borough Council Metropolitan urban area Wkly Kerbside sort box (x2) AWC 23,492 21,042 -11.64 20,900 -0.68 22,287 6.22 21,536 -3.49 -2.40 -9.08

6 Castlereagh Borough Council Metropolitan urban area
2 schemes: Half LA on wkly kerbside sort boxes 
(x2) other half on comingled wbn AWC

Yes both 
are 
fornightly 34,146 32,349 -5.56 29,521 -9.58 32,762 9.89 31,634 -3.57 -2.20 -7.94

7 Lisburn Borough Council Mainly metropolitan urban/ Comingled wbn AWC AWC 64,359 65,375 1.55 63,527 -2.91 61,198 -3.81 59,809 -2.32 -1.87 -7.61

8 Armagh District Council Mixed Rural/ Urban medium towns Wkly Kerbside sort box Fortnightly 27,169 28,784 5.61 28,496 -1.01 25,959 -9.77 25,824 -0.52 -1.42 -5.21

9 Magherafelt District Council Mainly rural/ interspersed small towns Comingled wbn fortnightly (same day as refuse) Fortnightly 20,628 17,646 -16.90 18,498 4.61 19,473 5.01 20,517 5.09 -0.55 -0.54
10 Coleraine Borough Council Mixed Sm & lg towns, some rural Comingled wbn AWC AWC 36,933 39,677 6.92 44,261 10.36 39,157 -13.03 38,125 -2.71 0.38 3.13

11 Craigavon Borough Council
Urban Large town conibations, sm 
rural areas Comingled wbn AWC AWC 46,265 44,526 -3.91 46,180 3.58 47,187 2.13 47,726 1.13 0.73 3.06

12 Ards Borough Council Urban lg towns and sm towns Comingled wbn AWC AWC 44,127 43,829 -0.68 47,112 6.97 46,079 -2.24 45,592 -1.07 0.74 3.21

13 Belfast City Council Urban

2 schemes: comingled wbn AWC and 
kerbside sort box (unsuitable properties for 
wbn)

wbn - 
AWC and 
Box - 
Wkly 139,967 139,624 -0.25 146,491 4.69 152,975 4.24 146,402 -4.49 1.05 4.40

14 Ballymoney Borough Council Mainly urban lg towns Comingled wbn AWC AWC 13,296 14,324 7.18 13,261 -8.02 13,326 0.49 14,115 5.59 1.31 5.80
15 North Down District Council Metropolitan urban area Comingled wbn AWC AWC 44,299 43,965 -0.76 46,433 5.32 46,390 -0.09 46,989 1.27 1.43 5.72
16 Limavady Borough Council Mixed Rural/ Urban small to medium Comingled wbn AWC AWC 14,899 17,033 12.53 14,358 -18.63 15,619 8.07 16,324 4.32 1.57 8.73

17 Newtownabbey Borough Council Metropolitan urban area/ part rural
2 schemes: Half LA on wkly kerbside sort boxes 
(x1) other half on comingled wbn AWC

AWC 
Wbn/ 
Fornightly 
Kerbsideb
ox 44,755 44,889 0.30 42,079 -6.68 47,153 10.76 48,072 1.91 1.57 6.90

18 Cookstown District Council Mainly rural - interspersed Medium Comingled wbn AWC AWC 17,282 17,059 -1.31 18,073 5.61 19,117 5.46 18,949 -0.89 2.22 8.80

19 Newry and Mourne District Council Urban Lg & Sm towns/ sm rural areas Comingled wbn AWC AWC 41,597 40,685 -2.24 45,088 9.77 44,861 -0.51 45,931 2.33 2.34 9.44
20 Larne Borough Council Urban Comingled wbn AWC AWC 16,777 15,677 -7.02 17,701 11.43 19,900 11.05 18,789 -5.91 2.39 10.71
21 Antrim Borough Council Mainly Urban lg& Sm towns Comingled wbn AWC AWC 26,984 21,523 -25.37 29,187 26.26 31,167 6.35 32,732 4.78 3.00 17.56
22 Fermanagh District Council Rural Comingled wbn AWC AWC 28,182 29,211 3.52 28,744 -1.62 29,150 1.39 32,028 8.99 3.07 12.01
23 Banbridge District Council Mixed rural/ Sm to Medium towns Wkly Kerbside sort box AWC 22,195 23,528 5.67 24,445 3.75 24,993 2.19 25,310 1.25 3.22 12.31
24 Derry City Council Urban Comingled wbn AWC AWC 46,930 43,252 -8.50 47,335 8.63 50,486 6.24 55,205 8.55 3.73 14.99

25 Ballymena Borough Coucnil Mixed Rural /Urban lg towns 
Wkly Kerbside sort box, every 6wks wbn paper 
only AWC 30,707 33,203 7.52 34,860 4.75 37,020 5.83 35,988 -2.87 3.81 14.67

26 Dungannon District Council Mainly rural Comingled wbn AWC AWC 25,121 25,381 1.02 27,883 8.97 29,274 4.75 29,543 0.91 3.91 14.97  
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Table3.6: List of case study local authorities 

Ref Local authority name and type 

Local 
authority 
type / 
location 

Increasing (I) / 
Decreasing (D) 

1 Ribble Valley Borough Council  (E / WCA) I 

2 East Riding of Yorkshire Council  (E / U) I 

3 Hambleton District Council  (E / WCA) I 

4 Broadland District Council  (E / WCA) D 

5 Hart District Council  (E / WCA) D 

6 London Borough of Islington (E / WCA) D 

7 South Norfolk District Council (E / WCA) I 

8 Hyndburn Borough Council (E / WCA) D 

9 Mole Valley District Council (E / WCA) D 

10 Milton Keynes Council (E / U) I 

11 Basildon District Council (E / WCA) I 

12 Gateshead Metropolitan Borough Council (E / U) D 

13 Wakefield Council (E / U) I 

14 Sandwell MBC  (E / U) D 

15 London Borough of Sutton (E / U) D 

16 Birmingham City Council (E / U) I 

17 Tonbridge and Malling Borough Council (E / WCA) I 

18 Somerset County Council (E / WDA) D * 

19 Stirling Council (S / U) ** D 

20 Cardiff City Council (W / U) ** D 

21 Powys County Council (W / U) ** I 

22 Derby City Council (E / U) I 

23 Rother District Council (E / WCA) I 

24 Rhondda Cynon Taf Council (W / U) ** I 

25 Flintshire County Council (W / U) ** D 

26 Belfast City Council (NI / U) ** D 

27 Down District Council (NI / U) ** D 

28 West Dunbartonshire Council (S / U) ** I 

Note: * Somerset County Council incorporated a number of respective waste collection authorities each of whom 
represented increasing and decreasing waste arisings. 
** All local authorities in Scotland, Wales and Northern Ireland are single tier and have thus been termed unitary 
authorities for the purposes of this study. 
Key: ‘E’ – England, ‘W’ – Wales, ‘S’ – Scotland, ‘NI’ – Northern Ireland. 

 
In total, 14 local authorities (excluding Somerset) exhibited growth in household waste arisings, 
while 14 demonstrated a decrease in household waste arisings (including Somerset). It is 
important to note that this classification was based on overall household waste trends during the 
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time series and not on individual average yields per resident or per household (i.e. BVPI 84a - 
Number of kilograms of household waste collected per head of the population). Also there were a 
variety of timescales over which this trend occurred. Each individual case study exhibited unique 
nuances and, more recently (2006/07 to 2007/08), some local authorities have experienced 
contradictory household waste trends to those noted in this report – i.e. some have recently 
introduced AWCs which has led to curtailment in household waste and indeed are now 
experiencing a decline.  

Overall, a good spread of local authorities was recruited by type (WCA and unitary), ONS 
classification (a balanced urban / rural mix) and collection service configuration. In some cases 
(i.e. in Lancashire and Norfolk), it was possible to recruit two WCAs in the same WDA that 
exhibited somewhat contrasting waste trends. This was particularly useful where there was a 
consistent approach to HWRC management and thus the waste arisings trends witnessed in 
each of the WCAs mainly centred on local demographics and kerbside waste collection 
arrangements.  

3.2 Information capture template 
Once recruited, an Information Capture Template was populated and issued to each of the local 
authorities. The template itself was a MS Excel spreadsheet that contained a series of 
worksheets, each of which were dedicated to a separate theme: 

·  waste arisings trend data (2000/01 to 2007/08); 

·  infrastructure / policy changes during this period; 

·  changes in waste data collection and reporting; 

·  historic waste data; 

·  key demographic changes; 

·  anecdotal views on factors influencing waste growth;  

·  changes in waste composition. 

Prior to the dispatch of the templates to the respondent local authorities, the worksheets were 
populated as fully as possible with waste data from the Municipal Waste Survey and WDF data. 
For the devolved administrations, the data was sourced from each of the respective government 
bodies. Key demographic data was sourced for each of the case studies, wherever possible. 
Data was gathered from the ONS relating to annual household numbers, average number of 
persons per household, in-migration and out-migration trends, total annual population and, where 
possible, the total number of new-build properties. In adopting this approach, we minimised the 
level of input required from the respondent local authorities – thus focusing their attention on one 
of the key challenges of mapping out when local infrastructure / policy changes were introduced. 
Some local authorities provided their own locally held data regarding population demographics 
some of which related to Council Tax registrations. 

Some data discrepancies were identified with regards to the waste data reporting, particularly 
where HWRC level data was apportioned to waste collection authorities. In such cases, the 
relevant worksheet was adapted to reflect locally held waste data or edit what was believed to be 
wrongly reported data. This proved to be quite a time consuming task but local authority 
representatives took the time to scrutinise the submitted data and adapt where necessary. 

One of the key issues when completing the information capture templates had been ensuring that 
the respondent completing the file, had been in position for some time to pass comment on data 
collection / reporting issues and also being able to accurately map out when particular policies 
had been implemented. For the majority of the case studies the information capture template was 
submitted back to Resource Futures prior to the visits, to help inform the meeting agenda and 
raise valuable points for discussion. 
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3.3 Local authority meetings 
Once the information capture templates had been dispatched to each of the local authorities, 
arrangements were put in place to meet with key representatives from each local authority. The 
majority of visits took place in January and early February 2009. The meetings lasted 
approximately 2 to 3 hours and were facilitated by a senior representative from Resource Futures 
or AEA Technology (‘case study managers’). One visit was conducted before Christmas 2008 – 
the findings from which helped inform the subsequent meetings – this was a useful exercise in 
that it alerted the case study managers of issues that they needed to consider. Whilst there was 
not a unique meeting configuration, a number of local authority representatives attended the 
meeting, e.g. representatives from environmental services / waste director level, waste officer 
level (ideally someone with responsibility for submitting WDF returns and waste planning and 
housing / economic development units). Each meeting attendee was then able to present a 
different angle on the same topic and where the case study represented a waste collection 
authority, every effort was made to ensure a representative from the respective waste disposal 
authority was invited. 

3.4 Consolidation of findings 
Following consolidation of the key findings, a number of key tasks were identified in order to 
complete the study, these were to: 

·  Consolidate case study findings –  there were still a number of missing data and data 
anomalies that required attention following the Interim Report. In particular, further 
information was required regarding enforcement policies on the presentation of side 
waste and ‘crocodile lids’ and the impact of AWCs and kerbside garden waste collections 
on HWRC tonnages. We also identified a need to gain a better understanding of the level 
of awareness raising and resident engagement / consultation that took place in each of 
the authorities – while such activity, in itself, is unlikely to be instrumental in determining 
household waste trends; it is a crucial companion in effective waste policy changes.  

·  Supplement all datasets with 2007/08 WDF returns – at the outset, the time series 
was to be largely based on the period 2000/01 to 2006/07. During the course of this 
study, waste data for the period 2007/08 became available – it was extremely important 
to include 2007/08 data, not least because the change-over from paper questionnaires to 
WDF occurred in the middle of the time series and it was felt by the respondents that 
there is more confidence in the waste data reported through WDF. During this period 
there was not a significant transition in the way in which waste data was reported, but the 
UK as a whole witnessed a host of waste policy changes that were known to affect waste 
trends. A number of cases studies that, for the purpose of this study, exhibited 
‘increasing’ household waste trends are now noting a downward (or at least stabilising) 
waste trend following the introduction of new waste collection policies in 2006/07 and 
changed local economic conditions. 

·  Assess WDF reporting guidelines – it became apparent during this study that there has 
been a movement in the classification of certain waste streams; in the case of the Welsh 
case study authorities, for example, certain types of waste such as those handled / 
generated by other departments but not dealt with by the waste department. Highways 
waste was cited as one example, so was schools waste, which if a school contracts out 
its collections to a waste contractor (rather than having it collected by the council) is also 
not counted as MSW. Thus, there has been a need to identify those waste streams which 
may be accountable for increases / decreases in non-household collected MSW in any 
one year.  

·  Investigate the source of population and housing st atistics – whilst the sources of 
waste data reported by local authorities were certain, there appeared to be a disparity in 
the accuracy of centrally held housing and population statistics. In all cases, household 
numbers (and average sizes) and population statistics were sourced from mid-year 
population estimates from the ONS and in the case of Northern Ireland, NISRA (Northern 
Ireland Statistics and Research Agency). There has been a need to flag up cases where 
there was feeling amongst local authority respondents that these estimates did not 
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consider highly transient populations (such as Ministry of Defence properties, tourism 
influences etc) and acknowledge where official estimates may contradict with local 
estimates. 

·  Investigate the current and previous policies adopt ed by the case study local 
authorities with regards Schedule 2 wastes – this is waste for which a WCA can 
administer a charge for collection. The disposal costs, however, still have to be met by 
the WDA. Although the collection of Schedule 2 wastes can be charged for, it is still 
household waste and is included in targets for National Indicators and LATS. There 
appears to be a high degree of variance in the approach to Schedule 2 wastes adopted 
by local authorities across the UK and thus there is a need to understand its effect on 
household waste arisings (i.e. some local authorities classify such wastes as 
commercial). 

·  Investigate the impact of the resultant significant  variables on UK household waste 
growth –  following a greater understanding of the variables affecting household waste 
growth it was considered useful to scope out the need to classify local authority waste 
policy arrangements, in order to calculate the net impact on household waste arisings 
across the UK in the short to medium term.  
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4. Results 

The findings from the case studies have been drawn up into a series of summaries that are 
contained in an addendum  that accompanies this report. This addendum should be referred to 
when considering some of the key findings outlined in this document. This section details the 
results that have been gathered through a combination of completed Information Capture 
Templates and the notes taken from the meeting with each of the local authorities and 
supplementary discussions with respective WDA representatives, where applicable. Rather than 
take each case study and dissect the factors instrumental in the growth or reduction in household 
waste arisings, this section considers each of the factors that appear to influence household 
waste trends.  

4.1 Socio-demographic influences 
Table 4.1 represents an attempt to classify each of the local authority case studies in accordance 
with a number of criteria – namely as to whether they are exhibiting increasing or decreasing 
waste trends, the period over which this trend has been exhibited, the ONS9] area classification, 
average household size (persons per household) and mid-year population estimates, taking into 
account inward and outward migration trends, and new-build household figures. In some cases, 
the local authority provided their own locally held data, based on housing stock survey and 
planning data. It should be noted that only limited new build data was available and whilst we 
have faith in the data that has been kindly provided by the local authority, in some cases we are 
unsure of the net effect of this – i.e. for every new build development there will be demolition / 
vacation of older housing stock. It has not been possible to calculate this ‘net housing increase / 
decrease’. Equally the average household size in Wales was only calculated by region and not 
local authority area. 

There is no notable correlation between a local authority’s ONS area classification, i.e. a 
distinction between urban and rural classification and household size. In all cases, there was a 
distinct reduction in average household sizes, reducing from an average of 2.40 persons / 
household in 2000/01 to 2.33 persons / household in 2006/07, although there is no correlation 
between a reduction in household size and a reduction in household waste arisings. This point is 
made quite apparent when considering the local authorities exhibiting the highest decreases in 
average household size over this time period (Gateshead MBC [-0.24] and Ribble Valley BC [-
0.17]) who witnessed decreasing and increasing household waste trends respectively. Down DC 
had the highest average household size, reducing from 2.8 persons / household in 2000/01 to 
2.65 persons / household in 2006/07. Interestingly, the respondent from Down DC thought 
anecdotally that this figure was quite conservative – it was suggested that household sizes, on 
the whole in Northern Ireland, were larger than elsewhere in the UK.  

In all but three cases (Gateshead, West Dunbartonshire and Belfast) the local authorities all 
exhibited net increases in resident populations between 2000/01 and 2006/07. Interestingly, of 
these three local authorities West Dunbartonshire continued to witness an increase in overall 
household waste arisings despite a continued reduction in the resident population and the 
average household size. The three local authorities that demonstrated the highest population 
growth between 2000/01 to 2006/07 (Birmingham – an increase of 21,400 persons, East Riding 
of Yorkshire – an increase of 16,000 persons and Milton Keynes – an increase of 12,100 
persons) all exhibited a growth in household waste arisings, with all other factors being equal. 
Both Birmingham and Milton Keynes experienced high levels of new build housing growth, as had 
Wakefield, yet the overall resident population increase was less pronounced. 

An observation noted by a number of respondents was the accuracy of population data. There 
was a feeling amongst some respondents that mid year population estimates did not necessarily 
represent a truly accurate picture of resident populations. Some respondents suggested that 
these centrally held estimates did not take into account seasonal fluctuations such as those 
associated with tourism, second homes, MOD residents and transient student populations.  
                                                
9 In the case of Northern Ireland, Scotland and Wales, other references were used, including Regional Groupings 
classification (Welsh Assembly Government [StatsWales]), Northern Ireland Statistics and Research Agency (NISRA) and 
Scottish Government (6-Fold Urban / Rural classification by Local Authority). 
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However, when the methodology for calculating mid year population estimates was examined it 
suggested that such issues are in fact taken into account. The estimated resident population of 
an area included all people who usually live there, whatever their nationality. Members of UK and 
non-UK armed forces stationed in the UK were included and UK forces stationed outside the UK 
were excluded. Students are taken to be resident at their term time address. The methodology 
used to update the population estimates accounts for flows of long-term international migrants. A 
long-term international migrant is defined as somebody who changes his or her country of usual 
residence for a period of at least one year. 

The latest series of population estimates (mid-2007 onwards) are based on the 2001 Census and 
relate to the ‘usually’ resident population. In simple terms, this means that population estimates 
are estimates of people where they usually live; however, it should be noted that this resident 
population does not always coincide with the number of persons to be found in an area at a 
particular time of the day or year. The daytime populations of city centres and the summertime 
populations of holiday resorts will normally be larger than their usually resident populations. The 
population base from the 2001 Census underpins the mid-year population estimates resident 
base and is the foundation upon which these estimates are based. For most people, defining 
where they ‘usually’ live for the purposes of the Census is quite straightforward. However for a 
minority of people this concept is more difficult to define. Groups included in this category are: 

·  students 

·  armed forces 

·  prisoners 

·  seasonal workers 

·  contract workers and others who frequently move with their job 

·  some people living in communal establishments 

·  rough-sleepers 

·  people with frequently used second homes in the UK or abroad 

·  foreign students and au pairs 

·  people who live and work away from a family home for part of the week 

·  those with informal living arrangements (for example children who regularly move 
between a mother and father’s home, or adults who live with a partner for part of the time 
but maintain a separate residence). 

Mid year population estimates are made using the cohort component method. This is a standard 
demographic method that is also used by several other national statistics institutions that have 
access to high quality data sources for the components of population change.  

Mid year population estimates are made for the population resident on 30 June of the reference 
year. The starting point for the estimate is the resident population on 30 June in the previous 
year. This population by single year of age is then aged on by one year (for example all three-
year-olds become four-year-olds one year later). Those who have been born during the 12 month 
period are then added on to the population and all those who have died during the 12 month 
period are removed according to their age, sex, and their usual place of residence. Thus, in 
summary, the cohort component method takes the previous mid-year resident population and 
age-on by one year and then estimates the population change between 1 July and 30 June by: 

·  adding births occurring during the year 

·  removing deaths occurring during the year 

·  allowing for migration to and from the population of the area. 

For births and deaths, the method considers records at the Registrar General’s Office, for internal 
migration GP records and for international migration, the International Passenger Survey (IPS). 
For more transient populations (e.g. residents in the armed forces, prisoners and schools) a 
number of sources are referenced including the Defence Analytical Services (DAS), the 
Department for Education and Skills (DfES) and the Home Office. Thus, it would seem that the 
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mid year population estimates do consider some of these less transparent resident populations 
and appear to represent a consistent means of calculating resident numbers in any given area. 

It is apparent that where there this significant growth in a resident population there is a coupled 
growth in household waste arisings. However, where there is marginal population growth there 
are a number of cases where this is coupled with a decrease in household waste arisings. The 
following sections aim to explain some of the reasons for this apparent reduction in household 
waste. 
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Table 4.1: Demographic data relating to local autho rity case study examples 

I D 2000/01 2006/07 difference 2000/01 2006/07 difference 2000/01 2006/07
1 Ribble Valley Borough Council 1 2000/01 - 2006/07 prosperous non-London 2.37 2.2 -0.17 53.6 57.8 4.20 198 71
2 East Riding of Yorkshire Council 1 2001/02 - 2006/07 prosperous non-London 2.38 2.31 -0.07 314.9 330.9 16.00 1053 803
3 Hambleton District Council 1 2000/01 - 2004/05 prosperous non-London 2.38 2.31 -0.07 84.2 86.3 2.10 352 226
4 Broadland District Council 1  2003/04 - 2006/07 prosperous non-London 2.39 2.32 -0.07 121.6 129.9 8.30 569 274
5 Hart District Council 1 2002/03 - 2005/06 prosperous non-London 2.39 2.33 -0.06 83.6 88.8 5.20 250 342
6 London Borough of Islington 1 2003/04 - 2006/07 London & periphery 2.39 2.33 -0.06 179.4 185.5 6.10 257 743
7 South Norfolk District Council 1 2001/02 - 2005/06 prosperous non-London 2.39 2.27 -0.12 110.8 116.2 5.40 258 446
8 Hyndburn Borough Council 1 2000/01 - 2006/07 other urban 2.37 2.3 -0.07 81.5 82 0.50 178 140
9 Mole Valley District Council 1 2000/01 - 2005/06 prosperous non-London 2.39 2.33 -0.06 80.3 80.5 0.20 106 475

10 Milton Keynes Council 1 2000/01 - 2006/07 prosperous non-London 2.49 2.44 -0.05 211 223.1 12.10 1331 (2002/03) 2142
11 Basildon District Council 1 2003/04 - 2005/06 prosperous non-London 2.39 2.35 -0.04 164.9 168.6 3.70
12 Gateshead MBC 1 2002/03 - 2006/07 mining ex-industrial 2.34 2.1 -0.24 191.2 190.5 -0.70 378 472
13 Wakefield Council 1 2003/04 - 2006/07 mining ex-industrial 2.38 2.31 -0.07 315.4 321.4 6.00 1097 1208
14 Sandwell MBC, 1 2001/02 - 2004/05 other urban 2.43 2.36 -0.07 284.6 287.6 3.00 467 864
15 London Borough of Sutton 1 2001/02 - 2004/05 London & periphery 2.39 2.34 -0.05 181.5 184.4 2.90 441 455
16 Birmingham City Council 1 2003/04 - 2006/07 other urban 2.43 2.35 -0.08 985.1 1006.5 21.40 1738 1879
17 Tonbridge and Malling BC 1 2004/05 - 2006/07 prosperous non-London 2.39 2.33 -0.06 107.8 113.9 6.10 390 175
18 Somerset County Council 1 prosperous non-London 2.32 2.26 -0.06 496.3 518.6 22.30 1670 1660
19 Stirling Council 1 2004/05 - 2007/08 other urban 2.43 2.36 -0.07 86.2 88.2 2.00 371 338
20 Cardiff City Council 1 2002/03 - 2005/06 other 2.4 2.4 0.00 310.1 319.7 9.60  
21 Powys County Council 1 2003/04 - 2006/07 rural 2.3 2.3 0.00 126.4 131.1 4.70
22 Derby City Council 1 2001/01 - 2006/07 other urban 2.38 2.31 -0.07 230.7 236.3 5.60
23 Rother District Council 1 2000/01 - 2006/07 rural & coastal 2.39 2.33 -0.06 85.5 87.6 2.10
24 Rhondda Cynon Taf 1 2001/02 - 2005/06 valley 2.4 2.4 0.00 231.9 233.9 2.00
25 Flintshire County Council 1 2004/05 - 2006/07 other 2.5 2.4 -0.10 148.6 150 1.40
26 Belfast City Council  1 2005/06 - 2007/08 urban 2.36 2.26 -0.10 277.2 267.5 -9.70

27 Down District Council 1 2003/04 - 2006/07
mixed rural/ urban small to 
medium towns 2.8 2.65 -0.15 64.1 69.2 5.10

28 West Dunbartonshire Council 1 2004/05 - 2006/07 large urban areas 2.22 2.1 -0.12 93 91.2 -1.80

ONS classification

Household size 
(Persons/hhld) Resident population (000s) New build /  pa

Hhld waste 
trends

Local authorityRef
Period of trend 
(yrs)
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4.2 Waste data collection and recording 
As a general observation across the local authority case studies, data collection and reporting 
has dramatically improved since the advent of WDF and, in almost all cases, local authority 
confidence in waste data has increased since 2000. Whether this is because the year 2000 was a 
landmark year, is not known; however WDF has meant that a specific Officer within a local 
authority has primary responsibility for collating and validating waste data returns whereas 
previously such responsibility could have fallen upon one or more individuals. Furthermore, some 
local authorities appeared to have more robust data reporting systems and a comprehensive log 
of historic waste data – this was largely a legacy of having someone in position for a number of 
years, effectively managing waste data across the Council operations.  

In most cases, local authorities had systems and procedures in place to adequately collect and 
record waste outturn data that could then be inputted directly into WDF. It is not only WDF that 
has placed demands on the needs for a higher level of data management but LATS has 
necessitated a more transparent data audit trail between WCAs and WDAs. This was very much 
the case for WDAs. By way of example, Lancashire CC had set up a data management system 
that allowed the checking of returns provided by WCAs against weighbridge receipts and weights 
processed in contracts. A significant level of double counting had occurred in the past, leading to 
discrepancies between actual residual waste and that reported, which in a LATS year would have 
incurred a £2 million LATS fine. In the East Riding of Yorkshire, rigorous checks had been 
introduced into every stage of data entry for the waste service in order to have confidence in the 
recycling tonnages and rates achieved. An internal performance system “Performance Plus” had 
been used to assist with this process. Weighbridge tickets were required for all routine waste 
streams, and agreed weights had been determined for more unusual waste streams e.g. bins of 
books, CDs etc. Likewise at Hambleton District Council there was only limited confidence in the 
data for the period 1995 – 2000 with no easy means of checking validity of the figures as the 
personnel responsible for waste data were no longer in position. The introduction of WDF has 
greatly improved confidence levels – Landfill Allowance and data received from waste disposal 
contracts act as a check procedure. The respondents at Stirling Council and Rhondda Cynon Taf 
Councils felt waste data reporting had dramatically improved since the introduction of WDF. The 
distinction between domestic and commercial tonnages had improved and, in particular, the way 
in which the latter was reported. 

A number of key waste data collection and reporting issues appeared in the case study 
examples, as reported by the local authority respondents. Some interesting findings were 
uncovered which are summarised in italics in the narrative below: 

·  Accounting for commercial waste tonnages had, in a number of cases, been based on 
estimates, given that much of this waste was (and continues in a number of cases to be) 
co-mingled with domestic waste in Refuse Collection Vehicles (RCVs). Some local 
authorities used existing bulk density data (and average bin weights) to calculate the 
proportion of commercial waste appearing in the domestic waste tonnages. In some 
instances, these ratios have been used over a number of years and considered out of 
date; in others, particularly in the devolved administrations, no attempt has been made to 
distinguish between the two waste streams until the advent of WDF. Based on the 
findings from the case studies, commercial waste can account for anything between 0% 
and 40% of MSW. This is also one of the key findings from the WIN survey. 

There were a number of cases where domestic and commercial waste was co-mingled in the 
same vehicle. The key reasons for this activity were largely due to it being uneconomic to deploy 
a separate vehicle for a comparatively small waste stream or, in the case of remote areas, 
impractical to deploy two vehicles to service properties (commercial and household) over a wide 
area. This was an issue reported by 8 of the 28 case studies although it was particularly apparent 
in the Welsh case study authorities. In the case of Cardiff City Council, commercial waste arisings 
were estimated at 20% of total MSW until 2003/04. This same ratio was adopted by Powys 
County Council - largely due to the rural nature of the authority. Powys County Council was able 
to substantiate this claim by providing data from a trade waste survey that was used to derive this 
apportionment. For the other Welsh authorities the basis upon which this calculation was based is 
not known; therefore the confidence in the domestic / commercial data split for these authorities 
was low. For Rhondda Cynon Taf Council, the commercial waste was collected on the same 
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rounds as household residual waste (so was not readily identifiable in tonnage terms) but the 
commercial recyclables were collected separately by two vehicles. Again the confidence in 
commercial / domestic split was low.  

In the case of Flintshire County Council’s non-household wastes, between 2002/03 and 2006/07, 
on average around 10,000 tonnes of waste per annum was reported (in the information capture 
template), of which recycling typically consisted of around 75% of these tonnages although its 
should be noted that a proportion of this was rubble. The recycling fraction from non-household 
sources was separately weighed and the majority of non-household residual wastes were 
separately weighed; though they included a small portion of wastes from small commercial 
premises (corner shops, etc) which was co-collected with residual household waste. For these 
household waste rounds, approximately 1% was apportioned to these small commercial 
premises. This method of apportionment was based on an estimate of the number of commercial 
premises in relation to the number of households included in the collections. 

The London Borough of Islington (LBI) used survey information to determine the proportion split 
of co-collected trade and domestic waste. North London Waste Authority (NLWA) used a 72:28 
(domestic / commercial ratio based on a 1995 survey); this was criticised by the Audit 
Commission for being inaccurate. As from 2004/05, LBI used new NLWA / AEA survey data 
which apportioned the ratio as 63.5:36.5 (hhld/trade). Since LBI considered that this method of 
apportionment was more accurate than the one used previously, it would suggest that up to 
2003/04 the amount of kerbside household residual waste was somewhat overstated (and 
commercial residual likewise somewhat understated). In the same year, Surrey County Council 
introduced a new formula for accounting for the proportion of potential trade waste in household 
collections across the county, which caused a big increase in commercial arisings reported by 
Mole Valley District Council – a jump from 200 tonnes/ year to 4,000 tonnes/pa. However, in 
2005/06 the actual level became evident with the sale of the trade waste collections business. 
This led to a big drop in commercial waste arisings (from 4000 tonnes/pa to only 1,600 tonnes/ 
year).  

The East Riding of Yorkshire Council adopted a similar type of calculation where commercial and 
domestic waste streams were mixed. Tonnages were checked three times a year, to account for 
seasonal variations, in order to obtain the average weight to be used in the calculations. Basildon 
District Council and Stirling Council both offer trade waste collections. The former commingled 
commercial waste in domestic collections, and thus commercial waste data was based on 
existing formulae, although there were some incomplete commercial waste data. In Stirling, 
HWRC waste was split on a percentage basis between domestic and commercial wastes. The 
authority now only permits domestic waste into those sites and as tonnages did not drop, the 
percentages used would appear to have been inaccurate. 

·  The reclassification of certain waste streams following the introduction of WDF has had a 
profound (largely downward) effect on MSW – in the case of Welsh authorities the 
exclusion of parks, highways and housing department waste had affectively decreased 
reported annual MSW arisings. 

Some changes or clarifications were made to the way in which certain waste streams were 
classified in 2005. The 1999 Landfill Directive included a definition of municipal waste (Article 2) 
which was transposed into UK law and subsequently into subordinate regulations. However, the 
transposition of the definition did not align with the substantive content of the Waste and 
Emissions Trading (WET) Act (2003), the Landfill Allowance Trading Scheme (LATS) and the 
Landfill Allowances Scheme (LAS) (Wales) Regulations (2004). This gave rise to requests for 
clarity and in September 2005 Defra and WAG jointly issued some guidance to clarify these 
issues. 

Local authority officers entering information into WDF needed to know whether waste was 
municipal (to be entered) or not (not to be entered). Since all the requirements of the WET Act (in 
terms of BMW diversion) are placed on WDAs, it was considered that only waste managed by 
WDAs should be included as municipal. In Wales all local authorities are unitary and thus 
effectively carry out both WDA and WCA functions. 

It is important to distinguish between wastes managed by the local authority as a WDA/WCA 
(duties defined in EPA 1990) and wastes that are not - as these are not municipal. Thus, if a 
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parks department requested the WCA to collect green waste or the WDA to treat it then it would 
be municipal; however if the WCA/WDA were not involved in its management, it would not be 
included in municipal waste. 

The following examples, which are derived from the Defra guidance (‘Guidance on the Landfill 
Allowance Scheme: Municipal Waste’ [2005]’), hopefully clarify these points. “Collected municipal 
waste” means waste which “comes into the possession or under the control of (a) a waste 
disposal authority, or (b) a waste collection authority within the area of the disposal authority, 
whether or not the waste is in possession or under the control of that authority under or by virtue 
of the Environmental Protection Act 1990” (regulation 2(1) of both the LATS and the LAS 
Regulations). The purpose of this guidance was to clarify what is meant by “comes into the 
possession or under the control” of a waste collection authority (WCA) or waste disposal authority 
(WDA).The following examples are intended to show how the test above of whether waste comes 
into the possession or under the control of a WDA or WCA is applied to certain waste streams, 
and do not constitute a definitive list. 

a) Schools Waste 

Waste from schools will often come into the possession or under the control of WCAs or WDAs 
because waste from premises forming part of a school (‘schools waste’) is categorised as 
“household waste” under section 75(5)(d) of the Environmental Protection Act 1990 (the ‘1990 
Act’). WCAs have a duty under section 45(1) of the 1990 Act to arrange for the collection of 
household waste. Waste from schools is prescribed under schedule 2 of the Controlled Waste 
Regulations 1992 (SI 588), as waste for the collection of which authorities may charge, the duty 
to collect arises only when the school requests the authority to collect. 

Schools waste should be accounted for under the LATS and LAS regimes if it is collected by a 
WCA or if it otherwise comes into the possession or under the control of the WCA or WDA. If a 
WCA / WDA is requested to collect or dispose of such waste, and it makes arrangements for the 
collection or disposal of the schools waste on its behalf, this will result in the waste coming into 
the possession or under the control of that authority. On the other hand, if the school, or the Local 
Education Authority, makes its own arrangements for the collection of its waste with a private 
sector contractor, this waste will not come into the possession or under the control of the WCA / 
WDA at the point of collection, though it may do so subsequently. 

b) Gully Waste 

Gully waste is waste washed from drainage channels (including gutters) down the drains into pots 
underground which are emptied at regular intervals by a tanker. Gully waste will typically 
comprise leaves, detritus, road chippings, mud, soil, paper and litter and used engine oil. 

Although gully waste is classified as household waste10, it can only fall within the LATS or LAS 
regime if it comes into the possession or under the control of the WCA or WDA. 

c) Construction and Demolition Waste 

Construction and demolition (C&D) waste can similarly only fall within the LATS or LAS regime if 
it is in the possession or under the control of the Unitary Authority, WCA or WDA. This will include 
cases where the WCA makes arrangements for a private sector contractor to manage that waste 
on its behalf. C&D waste deposited at a WDA’s civic amenity sites also clearly comes into the 
possession or under the control of the WDA. However, if C&D waste is produced by the local 
authority (for example, when renovating social housing), but is collected and disposed of by a 
private sector contractor, it will not come into the possession or under the control of the Unitary 
Authority, WCA or WDA and therefore cannot fall within the Landfill Allowance regime. 

With these points in mind, certain wastes reported by the case study authorities were reclassified 
accordingly. For Cardiff City Council the main issue raised by the waste department to have 
impacted on changes in tonnages over the time series was indeed the reclassification of certain 
waste categories. In 2002/03, MSW included categories like parks, housing and highways 
wastes; then in 2005 these were removed as they were not deemed MSW for the reasons 
outlined above. These changes in the classification of wastes from year to year as MSW or not 

                                                
10 Schedule 1 of the Controlled Waste Regulations 1992 lists wastes to be treated as household waste, and this includes 
waste arising from the discharge by a local authority of its duties under section 89(2) of the 1990 Act, i.e. street cleansing. 
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has created the impression of increases and decreases in arisings that were not actually due to 
real changes in waste production. 

In the case of Rhondda Cynon Taf Council, highways waste was removed from being classified 
as MSW. Similarly schools waste not collected by the authority and parks waste are now not 
counted as MSW. These were wastes that were essentially handled / generated by other 
departments but not dealt with by the waste department. Highways waste was cited as one 
example; so were schools waste, parks waste and gully emptying. This change took place in 
2005/06, so the 2006/07 figures are the first time that they were not included in the MSW 
arisings. Figure 4.1 illustrates these points. 

Figure 4.1: Impact of reclassification of wastes on  MSW arisings (Rhondda Cynon Taf 
Council) 
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·  One-off waste consignments contributed to annual ‘spikes’ in waste data returns, 

artificially inflating MSW amounts in any given year. This was particularly true for 
construction and demolition waste or dredging which appeared in one year’s outturn data 
and not the next. In most cases, this anomaly was due to a one-off occurrence, such as 
due to the demolition of a particular property development. On face value, however, such 
irregularities are not so easily explained. 

Such occurrences have often been reported in waste data and such anomalies will continue to 
occur; but the likelihood of them appearing as MSW will be a genuine occurrence and not a 
legacy of a misclassification given the guidance that has been issued by Defra and WAG. To 
demonstrate this point, Gateshead Metropolitan Borough Council witnessed a significant 
reduction in its MSW arisings between 2003/04 and 2004/05 due to the removal of construction 
and demolition waste produced by the Council in the MSW figures (approx 70,000 tonnes/ year) – 
illustrated in Figure 4.2. Following receipt of clarification from Defra, this waste is no longer 
included, leading to huge reductions in total waste arisings from 2004/05 onwards. Whilst not 
affecting reported household tonnages it had a significant impact on the Council’s non-household 
outturn data. 

 

Classification of commercial 
waste as MSW (prior to this 
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Reclassification of these ‘internal’ 
wastes as no longer MSW (e.g. 
parks, housing, highways) 
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Figure 4.2: Impact of reclassification of wastes on  MSW arisings (Gateshead Metropolitan 
Borough Council) 
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Gateshead was not alone in witnessing such an event although the magnitude of this impact was 
more noticeable than in any of the other case studies. West Dunbartonshire Council witnessed a 
one-off waste data anomaly - in 2004/05 construction and demolition waste (industrial waste) was 
sent to landfill rather than being used for infill for a marina development due to a failed contract 
negotiation – the material was included as MSW. Also the Council won a kitchen replacement 
contract for social housing; the removed kitchens were landfilled as MSW thus compounding 
disposal tonnages. In both these cases the material did not come under the control or 
responsibility of the WCA/WDA11 although it has not been possible to quantify the impact that 
these incidents have had on the MSW stream. 

In 2003/04, Cardiff City Council dredged a local lake (Roath’s Park Lake). The silt from this 
operation was landfilled and increased the total waste arisings by approximately 6,000 tonnes 
that year. There was some debate about how it should be classified (as compostable or not). It 
sat in the 13,757 tonne figure for ‘kerbside collected green waste’ in 2003/04. In this case, it did 
affect the household waste outturn data (see Figure 4.3). 

Similarly in Down District Council there is a suspicion that 3 to 4 years ago some highways waste 
was entering the MSW stream, although it has not been possible to quantify this speculation. 

 

                                                
11 All Councils in Scotland are unitary and thus perform the duties of both a WCA and WDA. 
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Figure 4.3: Impact of reclassification of wastes on  household waste arisings (Cardiff City 
Council) 
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·  Reported data from contractors had, in some cases, been questionable although systems 
and procedures have now been put in place to comprehensively feed in outturn data into 
WDF quarterly returns. The classification of some vehicle consignments when passing a 
weighbridge had been misleading – waste consignments that may have contained 
flytipped waste had been wrongly consigned as bulky wastes and vice versa. While it 
was felt that overall MSW tonnages were fairly accurate, there was less confidence in a 
number of cases (certainly prior to WDF) in the apportionment of individual wastes such 
as bulky, flytipped and street cleansing wastes. However, many of these wastes are still 
classified as household residual waste, as (for example) they may still be co-mingled 
together on the same vehicle. 

This is a common issue amongst UK authorities and one that continually poses a problem where 
different waste types may be co-mingled on the same vehicle, in a similar way to the point raised 
regarding the domestic / commercial waste issue. In Milton Keynes, there was a difficulty in 
classifying the type of material that was collected, because many of the Council’s vehicles had a 
number of purposes depending on the day of the week (i.e. flytipping, bulky, street sweepings).An 
example being that in one year bulky waste decreased from 400 tonnes / pa to only 100 tonnes / 
pa, yet in the following year it went up to 600 tonnes / pa. This difference in tonnages is largely 
due to which vehicles were collecting this material and how it was classified upon receipt at the 
weighbridge. 

A rather unusual example was found in the case of Rother District Council. The majority, if not all 
of their waste tonnage data came from the County Council, as Rother do not have their own 
weighbridge. Rother did, however, have concerns about data quality. Echoing the point made 
above, although they believed data quality was improving, some Refuse Collection Vehicles 
(RCVs) might have picked up bulky waste alongside regular MSW and when the vehicle arrived 
at the site the whole load was noted on the weighbridge ticket as ‘bulky’. However, there was 
rather poorer quality data on beach cleansing, street sweepings and dog wastes – all got 
collected with MSW so there was no accurate breakdown. One particular instance highlighted this 

6,000 tonnes of silt from 
dredging of local lake – 
classified at ‘compostable’. If 
removed, the 03/04 figure is 
similar to 04/05 and 05/06 
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issue when one month’s dog-waste figures from the County Council amounted to 7 tonnes which 
was probably a ‘correction’ from a previous month’s under-reporting and a significant increase on 
previous month’s figures. The significant issue tended to be the relationship between driver and 
weighbridge operator. In most cases, loads delivered could only be categorised under one 
heading, and mixed loads were categorised as one or the other - but not both. The authority 
believed that beach cleaning and bulky refuse reported tonnages suffered particularly from these 
issues. 

·  With regards HWRC waste data, the reliability and clarity associated with HWRC 
tonnages was more transparent for local authorities in the devolved administrations than 
data returns associated with the two tier English authorities. Equally cross border usage 
of HWRCs remained a problem and the apportionment of tonnages delivered to a 
particular HWRC within the confines of a district boundary will always be difficult to 
quantify unless accompanied by comprehensive HWRC user profiles. 

The cases studies alerted us to a number of issues that relate to the way in which waste data 
was collected and recorded. Given that the case studies only represented 28 local authorities 
from across the UK, there are bound to be further nuances that feature in other authorities that 
have not been captured as part of this study.  

While an attempt has been made to statistically quantify the effect of waste policies on household 
waste arisings (see Section 4.3), it is more difficult to quantify the impact of waste data collection 
issues in any great level of detail – particularly what contribution it has made to a perceived 
‘increase’ or ‘reduction’ in an authority’s household waste arisings. What it does do is to provide 
more faith in the outputs from WDF and alert us to some considerations when quantifying 
individual MSW streams. 

4.3 Local waste policies 
Understanding the impact of local waste collection policy on waste trends is at the heart of this 
study. Each of the local authority case studies adopted a multitude of different policies and 
procedures for managing MSW. It was not a case of ‘one size fits all’ given that each local 
authority comprised a different demo-graphic make-up, topography, housing stock, a differing 
waste collection infrastructure, differing relationships with neighbouring authorities and, in the 
case of English authorities, County Councils. Quite importantly, the nature, scale, composition 
and waste streams requiring effective management also have an impact on waste growth trends. 

Table 4.2, provides a summary of the waste collection policies that are in place in each 
respective local authority. This reflects whether any given authority was on AWCs (alternate 
weekly [refuse] collections) and whether the dry recycling kerbside collections were collected 
weekly or fortnightly. It then provides an indication of the policies that are known to affect waste 
arisings trends: namely whether side waste is restricted or not, whether a charge is levied on the 
collection of bulky wastes and garden waste, whether the local authority actively promoted home 
composting (together with an estimated participation rate based on WRAP data), whether the 
local authority enforces HWRC user controls and an indication as to whether there is a concern 
that trade waste may impact on household waste data.  

This section aims to assess the impact that these waste policies have had on particular MSW 
streams, and in particular what effect they had on household waste arisings. While the 
Information Capture Templates have successfully captured historic waste data, we have not 
considered waste data pre-2000 in our assessment given the concerns aired by a number of 
respondents about data validity. Therefore, the time series has largely focused on the period 
2000/01 to 2007/08. During this time, the UK has experienced a significant change in the way in 
which MSW is collected, managed and recorded. We have focused the attention on some of the 
headline findings and those factors where we feel there has been a noticeable impact on 
household waste arisings.  

Each case study exhibits its own individual nuances and reasons for household waste growth / 
decline and thus the report addendum  should be referred to in reference to specific points of 
interest. While every attempt has been made to quantify the impact of specific waste policy 
changes there were some trends that remain unexplained and have been qualified by the view of 
the respondent, subjective though it may be. 
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Table 4.2: Case study local authority waste collect ion policies 

Ref Authority Refuse AWC

Dry recycling 
collected AWC or 

less frequently
Side waste 
restricted

Bulky 
waste 

charged

Garden waste 
restricted / 

charged

Actively 
promote 

HC
Home composting 
participation rate HWRC controls enforced

Trade waste an 
issue: household 

waste
1 Ribble Valley Borough Council weekly refuse awc restrict free free 1 33.77 no control 0

2 East Riding of Yorkshire Council AWC refuse awc restrict charge free 1 40.32 controls enforced 0
3 Hambleton District Council AWC refuse awc restrict charge free 1 32.21 controls enforced 0
4 Broadland District Council AWC refuse awc restrict charge charge 1 53.23 no control 0
5 Hart District Council AWC refuse awc restrict charge charge 1 45.70 no control 0
6 Islington LB weekly refuse weekly allow free free . 21.00 controls enforced 1
7 South Norfolk Council AWC refuse awc allow charge charge 1 60.98 no control 0
8 Hyndburn Borough Council AWC refuse awc restrict free free 1 23.72 no control 0
9 Mole Valley District Council AWC refuse awc restrict charge charge 1 45.70 controls enforced 0

10 Milton Keynes Council weekly refuse weekly allow free free . 47.27 no control 0
11 Basildon District Council weekly refuse awc allow charge charge 1 31.91 no control 0
12 Gateshead MBC weekly refuse awc restrict charge free . 27.69 controls enforced 0
13 Wakefield City MDC AWC refuse awc allow free free 1 32.61 no control 0
14 Sandwell MBC weekly refuse weekly allow charge charge 1 24.34 controls enforced 0
15 Sutton LB weekly refuse weekly restrict free free 1 40.91 controls enforced 0
16 Birmingham City Council weekly refuse awc allow free free . 24.34 no control 1

17
Tonbridge and Malling Borough 
Council AWC refuse awc allow charge charge 1 56.76 no control 0

18 Somerset County Council AWC refuse weekly allow charge charge 1 38.89 no control 0
19 Stirling AWC refuse awc restrict charge free 1 28.00 no control 0
20 Cardiff weekly refuse awc restrict free free . 30.00 no control 1
21 Powys weekly refuse awc allow charge charge . 46.00 no control 1
22 Derby City Council AWC refuse awc restrict charge charge 1 29.87 no control 0
23 Rother District Council weekly refuse weekly allow charge free . 41.86 no control 1
24 Rhondda weekly refuse weekly allow free free . 26.00 no control 1
25 Flintshire weekly refuse awc allow charge free . 52.00 controls enforced 0
26 Belfast AWC refuse awc allow free free . . controls enforced 0
27 Down AWC refuse. awc restrict free free . . no control 1
28 West Dunbartonshire weekly refuse awc allow free free 1 16.00 no control 0  
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4.3.1 Waste prevention and householder communicatio ns work 
As is commonly acknowledged across the industry, it is very hard to quantify the real affects of 
waste reduction / householder engagement work in terms of ‘tonnage diversion’ – moreover it is 
difficult to isolate the effects of such activities as they are seldom undertaken in the absence of 
other wider management policy changes. Given the findings from the case studies, as detailed in 
the report addendum, it is apparent that all of the local authorities have undertaken some level of 
waste prevention / communications activity. In all the case study examples, waste minimisation 
activity was largely centred on the distribution of home composters, leaflet distribution and the 
promotion of real nappies. In the case of English two-tier authorities much of this waste 
minimisation work was driven by the County Councils. 

In an attempt to quantify the nature of the communications activity undertaken by each of the 
case study authorities, the respondent at each of the authorities was requested to complete a 
self-assessment of their activities. This has been adapted from a paper entitled ‘Strategic 
Communication Audits’ (Coffman, 2004) that aimed to develop a better understanding of strategic 
communications audits and the main steps involved. To assess an organisation on the practices 
it adopts, it is important to have a gauge that helps to measure and illustrate where the 
organisation currently stands in terms of its performance. That gauge is offered in the form of a 
“practice maturity scale.” The practice maturity scale offers a continuum of possible performance 
levels for any given practiceTable 4.3 illustrates the scale’s five levels. Higher levels in the scale 
represent higher levels of organisational commitment to, integration of, and performance on the 
practice. Table 4.4 details the results from this exercise. 

Table 4.3: Communications self-assessment criteria 

Practice Maturity 
Scale 

Definition  

1 Ad-hoc 

 

Communication is generally unplanned, reactive and disorganised. There is no 
overall responsibility for communication, no strategy and little or no budget to enable 
effective delivery. Projects may run over budget and over schedule. Poor quality of 
materials. 

2 Emerging 

 

 

Some communication, but it may be sporadic and delivered only when required. The 
importance of communication has been recognised, but strategy and processes are 
still embryonic. Some resources have been allocated for the production of essential 
materials. Responsibility for communication has been agreed. 

3 Planned Communication activity is planned. Limited resources have been allocated for 
delivery. Responsibility has been assigned, but there is little or no measurement of 
performance. 

4 

 

 

Co-ordinated Delivery is regular and routine. A strategy has been developed to determine the best 
way for the organisation to communicate and responsibility for its implementation is 
defined. Resources are sufficient to cover the outputs recommended in the strategy. 
Materials are good quality, but have the potential to be more effective. There is 
some assessment of performance. 

5 

 

Evaluated There is commitment to the development and delivery of effective communication 
and is measuring its success in order to get a better understanding of how it can 
improve performance. Materials are well resourced delivered proficiently. 

6 Optimised Effective communication is seen as vital and is integrated into all systems and 
processes. The link between the organisation’s strategic objectives and effective 
communications is clear, delivery purposeful and proactive and the resources 
allocated reflect this. Strategy, delivery and support are reviewed and enhanced 
using formal frameworks such as scrutiny, best value, continuous improvement and 
quality management systems. 

This exercise was not intended to be an exhaustive assessment of local authority waste 
awareness work but rather a means by which the extensiveness of such activities could be 
evaluated. The assessment worked on the basis that the higher the level of communications 



 

45 

activity the higher the score (i.e. for a council with a particularly advanced communications 
programme would score a ‘6 – optimised’ while a council at the other end of the scale exhibiting 
very poor and insubstantial activity would score ‘1 – Ad hoc’). The scores were then added up 
with regards those case authorities exhibiting ‘increasing’ waste arisings and those exhibiting 
‘decreasing’ waste arisings, as indicated in the second row of the table. 

We did not receive feedback from all of the case study authorities – the ones where there were 
no results are highlighted in ‘grey’ in Table 4.4, two of which were from the ‘decreasing’ waste 
category. Thus it is difficult to provide a balanced view as to the overall score of such activities. 
The overall scores, however, are fairly equal despite two of the non-responding authorities falling 
within the decreasing waste category. The interesting finding does not lie in the overall scores but 
the number of authorities falling within each of the six practice maturity scales. None of the 
respondents suggested their activities were ‘1 – Ad hoc’, and only one (falling with the decreasing 
waste category) suggested their activity was ‘2 – Emerging’. The key finding, however, was that 
four of the authorities that reported that their communications activities were ‘6 – Optimised’ were 
all in the decreasing waste category. Interestingly, where there was a noticeable reduction in 
household waste arisings, there appeared to have been a relative large investment and belief in 
widespread householder waste awareness raising activities. This does not suggest that such 
activities, in isolation, have been instrumental in decreasing household waste arisings per se – 
instead they have been used as a means of ‘softening’ the transition to a new waste collection 
regime. As many of the local authorities that exhibited downward household waste trends had 
moved to AWCs and implemented restrictions on household bin sizes and HWRC trade waste 
controls, they had deployed rigorous campaigns involving doorsteppers / service ambassadors 
before, during and after a phased-in service change. Many of the respondents stated that such 
activities were crucial to the success of the transition as particularly evidenced in Norfolk and 
Belfast. The latter only received 6 formal complaints city-wide following the introduction of AWCs. 

An interesting example was seen in the case of Hart District Council (Hampshire). Up until 
2005/06, they employed a number of recycling officers to raise awareness amongst residents of 
the need to adopt more sustainable waste practices. Unfortunately these posts were removed 
during this period, which coincided with the introduction of AWCs – which interestingly, in the first 
year following the introduction, coincided with an increase in household waste arisings. The 
respondent suggested that this increase was partly attributed to the removal of these posts and 
the lack of ‘personal’ contact that residents came to expect. 

In the case of Hyndburn Borough Council, whilst they exhibited the lowest collected household 
waste per head of population in the country, this was achieved through a combination of waste 
policy changes and householder engagement. They regularly dispatched calendars to residents 
informing them of waste collection arrangements and recycling guides / leaflets to not only inform 
residents of waste recycling / minimisation measures but to also raise awareness of waste 
presentation restrictions, in particular the ‘no side waste’ policy. This was accompanied by a 
strong schools focus in recognition of the difference that children make both at home and at 
school.  

Whether a Council adopted a ‘carrot’ or ‘stick’ approach, or indeed both, to improve waste 
diversion performance, it was felt by all the respondent local authorities that exhibited downward 
trends, that effective communications was key to successful step changes. Many suggested that 
having service ambassadors that were able to meet residents was a useful means of preventing 
call centre staff being the target of irate residents. Also effective planning and staged 
communications was an effective means of maximising householder buy-in. 
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Table 4.4: Results from communications self-assessm ent 
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1 Ad-hoc                                                         
2 Emerging                                         2               
3 Planned   3         3   3       3       3                 3     18
4 Co-ordinated 4   4   4 4   4       4     4     4 4       4         4 44
5 Evaluated       5           5       5                             15
6 Optimised                                       6   6   6 6       24

4 3 4 5 4 4 3 4 3 5 0 4 3 5 4 0 3 4 4 6 2 6 4 6 6 3 0 4 103Total 

51 52   
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4.3.2 Enforcement activity 
Section 46 of Environmental Protection Act 1990 ‘requires an occupier to place waste for 
collection in receptacle of a kind and number specified’. Section 48 of the Clean Neighbourhood 
Act 2005 inserted new sections to the 1990 Act; giving authorised officers power to issue Fixed 
Penalty Notices.A number of local authorities operated a ‘no-side-waste’ policy with regards 
residual waste where alternate weekly collections were in place to encourage residents to recycle 
more. They need to sort their waste correctly to ensure that there is enough space in the bins to 
last a fortnight. The ethos of the policy encouraged residents to use alternative recycling facilities, 
such as bring sites, to recycle material that could not be collected from the kerbside. Items that 
did not comprise of regular household waste, such as, radios, kettles and toys were expected to 
be taken to a HWRC. When enforcing this policy there was circumstantial evidence to suggest 
that some residents had been known to attempt to contaminate the dry recyclable and 
compostable waste bins with residual waste. To combat this problem and reduce contamination, 
in general, an education programme and additional policy had been introduced in a number of 
cases. Such procedures had included the use of a yellow “educational” sticker to inform residents 
of general mistakes and a red “enforcement” sticker for more serious contamination which 
resulted in not emptying the affected bin or not collecting the presented side waste. Abuse of 
such policies resulted in a Fixed Penalty Notice (between £75 and £110) being issued or other 
formal enforcement action being taken. 

The use of such powers across the case studies has been mixed. Some authorities used these 
powers to full effect whilst others felt that the ‘carrot’ approach was more appropriate than the use 
of a ‘stick’. Clearly, such procedures only work effectively when householders are issued with a 
set sized receptacle in which to present their waste. Where residual waste was presented in a 
black sack, for example, or in communal dwellings, the restriction of the presentation of side 
waste was more difficult to enforce. Such policies could only be successfully administered when 
they were accompanied by effective communication and an ability to regulate / police the 
measures in hand. It was acknowledged in the WIN survey (see Section 2.4.1) that the 
successful introduction of a well enforced side waste policy had a genuine ‘minimising’ effect on 
household residual waste. However, it is how rigorously enforced such policies are that 
determines the success or otherwise of such measures. With this in mind, a similar evaluation 
procedure to the communications activity assessment (see Section 4.3.1) was conducted to 
evaluate the level of such enforcement that was adopted by the case study authorities. The 
criteria against which they were scored are listed below in Table 4.5. 

Table 4.5: Side waste enforcement self-assessment c riteria 

Scale Nature of activity  

1 No level of 
enforcement 

No enforcement policies (either formal or informal) in place. Residents are free to 
leave material next to waste receptacles so long as contained or bagged and not 
construed as being fly-tipped or littering. 

2 

 

 

Informal 
enforcement 
policy in 
place 

A ban on side is in place but not rigorously enforced. Publicising the policy is 
confined to resident information leaflets, the use of bin stickers alerting the residents 
to the policy and waste collection operatives leaving waste in situ. No penalty notices 
have been issued although cautions have been periodically been made. 

3 

 

 

Formal 
enforcement 
policy in 
place 

A ban on side waste is in place and legally enforced although some ‘top-hatting’ / 
‘crocodile lids’ are allowed. The above measures are also adopted (as in 2 above) 
and following a number of cautions the householder will be issued with a fixed 
penalty notice. Evidence of a small number of such notices being issued. 

4 

 

 

Formal 
enforcement 
policy in 
place and 
rigorously 
enforced 

A ban on side waste is in place and legally enforced and ‘top-hatting’ / ‘crocodile lids’ 
is not allowed. The same cautionary procedures are adopted as in 2 and 3 above, 
although there is evidence of a high number of Section 80 (accumulations of 
household refuse in back yards) and Section 46 (householder non-compliant with 
Council’s waste collection arrangements) notices issued to non-compliant 
households. Enforcement is taken very seriously by the council. 
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The results from this exercise are detailed in Table 4.6. We did not receive feedback from all of 
the case study authorities – the ones where there were no results are highlighted in ‘grey’ in 
Table 4.6, two of which were from the ‘decreasing’ waste category. The authorities falling within 
the decreasing waste category scored the highest despite containing one less response than the 
increasing waste category. Whilst there were no prominent findings occurring from this exercise 
there appeared to be more authorities (10) who administered ‘1 - No level of enforcement’ and 
who had ‘2- informal enforcement policies’ in place in the increasing waste category than the 
authorities (6) in the decreasing waste category. Conversely, there were more authorities (6) in 
the decreasing waste category that had ‘3 – Formal enforcement policies in place’ or ‘4 – Formal 
policies in place that were rigorously enforced’ than the authorities (3) falling in the increasing 
waste category. Clearly, such policies generally accompanied the introduction of AWCs which in 
their own right result in a ‘minimising’ effect on waste arisings and so suggesting a strict 
correlation solely between level of enforcement and waste trends would be unfounded.  

Stirling Council enforced a strict excess waste enforcement policy. Frequently, excess waste 
resulted when people did not recycle as much as possible. When excess waste was identified, 
Stirling Council waste services had three steps to deal with it: 

·  white sticker on the bin; advice about waste reduction and recycling  

·  yellow warning sticker on the bin; bin not lifted ; continued advice  

·  second yellow warning sticker; bin not lifted; continued advice and potential fixed penalty. 

Over the past year, the waste services successfully rolled out excess waste enforcement 
campaigns across the area. Excess waste dropped from 10% to less than 1% after only a few 
weeks in the enforcement areas. Even wheeled bins that were overly full would not be collected. 
Continued non-conformance led to a £50 fixed penalty notice. In one housing estate, Raploch, 
before the ‘Bins Lids Down’ initiative, the yield was 0.58 tonnes / hhld and after the introduction of 
the policy the yields reduced to 0.55 tonnes / hhld (a reduction of 36 tonnes – a 5% reduction). 
Interestingly, there was no noticeable increase in flytipping (approx 22 incidents per month for the 
entire Stirling Council area) nor the amount of waste disposed of at the HWRCs. Figure 4.4 plots 
the introduction of the AWCs and the enforcement policy. 

Figure 4.4: Impact of the introduction of AWCs and enforcement of side waste ban (Stirling 
Council) 
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Hyndburn Borough Council similarly introduced a strictly enforced side waste ban in 2006. The 
“no side waste” policy could not be enforced until plastic bottles and cardboard had been 
removed from the residual bins by recycling, due to their bulky nature. The policy had to be 

Introduction of AWCs 2003/04 to 

Rigorous enforcement of side waste 
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suspended for 8 to 12 months until these wastes were being recycled due to their bulky nature 
contributing to the side waste issue. In 2007 and 2008, Hyndburn issued 500 x section 80 notices 
(accumulations of household refuse in back yards), 600 x section 46 notices (householder non-
compliant with councils waste collection arrangements), 15 x section 47 notices (inappropriate 
arrangements for managing business waste). This led to 6 prosecutions and 1 formal caution 
under section 46. The Council ran enforcement campaigns every 8 weeks, for 500 to 600 
properties, targeting problem areas. An initial assessment checked that all correct bins and 
literature were provided; skips were then provided to clean up the area. This was followed by 
strict enforcement of the no side waste policy. Hyndburn also carried out multi-agency “stop and 
search” campaigns targeting white van drivers for flytipping. The strict enforcement of the policy, 
with prosecutions and very distinctive warning leaflets may have contributed to the continued 
increase in kerbside recycling tonnages after the roll out of AWC had been fully implemented for 
over a year. Enforcement of the side waste policy was effective; residents tended to exhibit 
improved behaviour after being exposed to the enforcement regime. Problem areas needed to be 
tackled repeatedly. The authority reported that the enforcement process was time consuming and 
required the necessary resources to make it effective. Figure 4.5 plots the introduction of the 
AWCs and the enforcement policy. 

Figure 4.5: Impact of the introduction of AWCs and enforcement of side waste ban 
(Hyndburn Borough Council) 
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Table 4.6: Results from side waste enforcement self -assessment 

Local authority 
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1 No level of 

enforcement 1           1 1 1     1     1         1           1     8 
2 Informal 

enforcement 
policy in 
place   2 2   2         2     2               2 2     2       16 

3 Formal 
enforcement 
policy in 
place       3                   3     3 3 3       3         3 21 

4 Formal 
enforcement 
policy in 
place and 
rigorously 
enforced         4                                  4         8 

1 2 2 3 2 4 1 1 1 2 0 1 2 3 1 0 3 3 3 1 2 2 3 4 2 1 0 3 53 Total 

25 28   
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4.3.3 Classification of Schedule 2 wastes 
Schedule 2 wastes are classed as material that WCAs can administer a charge for collection, but 
the disposal costs still need to be met by the WDA. Reference should be made to Section 2.3 of 
this report for a full definition of Schedule 2 wastes. Although the collection of Schedule 2 wastes 
can be charged for, it is still classified as household waste and is included in targets for National 
Indicators and LATS. There appears to be a high degree of variance in the approach to Schedule 
2 wastes adopted by local authorities across the UK and we recognise that Defra is currently 
undertaking work to understand the magnitude of such approaches. Following discussions with a 
number of local authorities and the Local Government Association, Defra is currently reviewing 
Schedule 2 of the Controlled Waste Regulations12. Defra has had initial discussions with key 
stakeholders, and will continue to engage with stakeholders as they take the review forward. 
Therefore, it is not the aim of this study to provide an in-depth analysis of how such wastes are 
classified and nor is it within the remit to pass judgement on how such wastes should be 
managed.  

A better understanding of the current / past approaches adopted for such waste streams by the 
case study authorities was required to ensure that all of the influences that impact on MSW 
arisings and, in particular, household waste were being considered. Thus, each of the case study 
authorities was required provide an indication of whether they collected the waste indicated in 
Table 4.7 below, how the waste was classified, how much typically it amounted to per year, and 
whether there had been any policy changes with regards the treatment of such waste over course 
of the time series.  

Table 4.7: Classification of Schedule 2 waste 13 

Premises type 

NHS Hospitals 

Private Hospitals 

Residential Hostels 

Care Homes  

Child care facilities  

LEA Schools  

Private Schools 

Further Education Colleges 

Adult education establishments  

Universities 

Self Catering Accommodation 

Caravan Sites 

Campsites 

Penal Institutions 

Public Halls 

Royal Palaces 

Charity Shops 

Charities 

                                                
12 For further information regarding this project refer to: 
http://randd.defra.gov.uk/Default.aspx?Menu=Menu&Module=More&Location=None&ProjectID=16451&FromSearch=Y&P
ublisher=1&SearchText=schedule%202%20waste&SortString=ProjectCode&SortOrder=Asc&Paging=10#Description 
13 The ‘premises type’ as defined in the survey under project WR0308 to assess procedures used by local authorities 
across the UK to collect Schedule 2 wastes. 
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Based on the study findings, it was apparent that a number of the case study local authorities 
classified Schedule 2 wastes in a number of different ways. In all the devolved administrations, 
these waste streams were all classified as commercial waste, except for a number of 
establishment types (in some authorities) namely LEA schools, care homes, child care facilities 
and public halls. Self catering accommodation was solely considered household waste. 

In England, the picture was a little less clear. In the majority of cases, these wastes were 
classified as household, although it is unknown whether they were charged for or not. The 
majority of authorities adopted different classifications depending on the nature of the waste 
stream. Most of the authorities reported little change in the collection policy or classification of 
such waste over the time series. However, there were some instances where changes were 
noted. 

It is important to note that waste which is apparently Schedule 2 may be classified differently due 
to the specific circumstances which arise within a local authority. For instance, whilst WCAs are 
required to provide a collection service if requested, many premises will use a commercial service 
due to reasons of cost or convenience. Also, some premises (e.g. campsites) may generate both 
Schedule 2 wastes and commercial wastes which are collected together, in both these cases the 
waste may be classified as commercial as opposed to household. 

It has not been possible to quantify the overall impact that Schedule 2 wastes have on the 
household waste stream in any level of detail or confidence. However, for those three authorities 
that were able to provide an indication of the annual quantities that such wastes typically 
represent, they accounted for as little as 1% to 2% of household waste arisings per year. Clearly, 
these figures would have to be substantiated with further research (note that Defra is currently 
undertaking further research on the issue of Schedule 2 wastes). For the purposes of this study, 
however, it is not considered that such waste streams significantly contribute to household waste 
arisings; moreover what is apparent is a diversity of practice in how such wastes are classified. 
This factor will have an effect, albeit probably a small one, on the levels of waste recorded as 
household or MSW. 

4.3.4 Other considerations 
This section considers other findings that have been gathered during the course of this study. 
While anecdotal, and very much based on the opinions of the respondents, it is felt that they may 
play an instrumental role in determining the size, seasonality and composition of specific MSW 
streams. It is hard to quantify these findings in any way, however they are felt worthy of 
consideration given the nature of the subject matter. Each of the issues is detailed below. 

·  Chipped bins 14 – South Norfolk trialled chipped bins some time ago and the Council 
experienced data collection problems due to errors associated with the on-vehicle 
weighing systems. This will have affected outturn data but it is not known the scale of the 
impact. It is unlikely that South Norfolk is alone in this experience and that some other 
local authorities will have had similar experiences. 

·  The ‘Ikea effect’ – In 2006, Milton Keynes experienced a large growth in MSW which 
they partly attributed to the ‘Ikea effect’ – this was the introduction of a series of new 
budget furniture stores within the area which led to a one-off influx of furniture / office 
equipment being thrown out by local residents. 

·  Weather – It is widely acknowledged that climatic conditions can influence the generation 
of particular waste streams, in particular the generation of green waste. During a dry 
summer the amount of green waste can dramatically drop. Conversely, a wet summer 
can lead to large amounts of green waste entering HWRCs, which was noted by both 
Wakefield and Milton Keynes. Indeed, if the wet spell continues for a prolonged period 
(as was the case in 2007) then this can affect the seasonality associated with the 
material entering the waste stream – gardeners are not able to prune foliage until later 
during the season. Figure 4.6 (kindly provided by Wakefield Council) illustrates the 
correlation between collected garden waste tonnages and monthly rainfall / 
temperatures. 

                                                
14 The term ‘chipped bins’ refers to micro-chips that are fitted to wheelie bin to allow local authority refuse collection 
vehicles  to monitor the amount of waste collected from an individual household. 
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·  Economic downturn – A number of local authority representatives (including 
Birmingham, London Borough of Sutton, Belfast and Derby) felt the recent economic 
downturn will have an affect on MSW in a number of ways. Some suggested that as 
residents ‘tighten their belts’ they will become more frugal and there will be a tendency to 
waste less. It was felt that this would be particularly true for food and electrical consumer 
products. In Derby, there was circumstantial evidence at HWRCs that supports this 
theory with a marked decline in deposited TVs and electrical equipment. Conversely, one 
respondent suggested that as redundancies increase then householders will spend more 
time at home and thus generate more waste within the household – thus offsetting waste 
that would ordinarily appear in the commercial waste stream into the household waste 
stream. 

·  Other transient populations  – Another impact is that associated with tourism and more 
specifically the impact that it has on street cleansing and household waste streams. With 
the economic downturn and the inherent weakness of sterling, it was felt by a number of 
respondents that the number of tourists remaining in the UK will increase. In turn, this will 
have an impact on the number of guests residing at B&Bs (with waste from these 
sources quite commonly entering the domestic waste stream). 

While this study aims to focus on the impacts that waste policies have on household waste 
arisings, these findings, anecdotal though they are, contribute to the on-going debate regarding 
the overall factors influencing waste growth.  

Figure 4.6: Affects of climate on collected garden waste tonnages 

 
Garden Waste and Climate -  2004 Onwards

0

5

10

15

20

25

30

35

JA
NUARY, 2

00
4

APRIL

JU
LY

OCTO
BER

JA
NUARY, 2

00
5

APRIL

JU
LY

O
CTO

BER

JA
NUARY, 2

00
6

APRIL

JU
LY

O
CTO

BER

JA
NUARY, 2

00
7

APRIL

JU
LY

OCTO
BER

JA
NUARY, 2

00
8

APRIL

JU
LY

O
CTO

BER

T
em

p 
c 

/ R
ai

nf
al

l c
m

 / 
T

on
n

ag
e 

x 
10

0

TEMP

RAINFALL 

TONNES x 100

Source: Wakefield Council 



 

54 

4.4 Assessment of policy impacts 

4.4.1 Approach to analysis 
This section describes the approach to the assessment of the impact of particular waste 
collection policies through ‘pre-’ and ‘post-’ comparisons on targeted household waste streams. 
The fundamental difficulty encountered with this type of analysis is that it is difficult to isolate 
particular policies from one another or from demographic changes and other external influences. 
To improve the prospects of quantifying individual policy impacts and their influence on waste 
trends, all arisings data from the 28 case studies have been standardised (as much as possible) 
and converted to ‘kg per household’ to permit cross-comparisons to be made.  

The chronology of each policy measure has been examined in relation to the trend data obtained 
from the information capture templates. Thus all of the Figures in this section have been labelled-
up with any interaction effects that are considered important. 

A number of policy measures were identified as potentially easier to isolate from others:  

·  Introduction of HWRC controls / trade waste permitting systems. 

·  Introduction of AWC for refuse. 

·  Free collections for garden waste. 

·  Side waste bans. 

·  Policies to restrict bin capacities and balance the available recycling and residual 
capacities available to householders. 

4.4.2 Impacts of AWC and HWRC controls 
The most successful impact assessments were for two policy areas:  ‘HWRC controls’ and a 
combination of alternate week refuse collection and garden waste policies. Across the case study 
datasets, the interaction between these two policy areas was also taken into account. 

Table 4.8 shows the summary results for pre- and post- introduction of trade waste permitting at 
HWRC sites, taken from 15 case studies with complete time series data either side of the policy 
intervention and from a further 6 where no specific policies were introduced between 2000 and 
2007. Of the majority that did report HWRC controls to counter trade waste abuse during this 
period, for half these policies coincided with the roll-out of AWC for refuse and for half they did 
not. Based on the case study findings, HWRC controls, on average, reduced arisings by nearly 
90 kg per household per year in areas where AWC was not a confounding variable. In areas 
where AWC roll-out overlapped there was a marginal net increase in HWRC arisings, probably 
due to the transfer of material from kerbside (householders taking more material to a HWRC as a 
response to restrictions introduced on kerbside residual waste). This knock-on effect was 
particularly pronounced in the case of Somerset, Broadland and South Norfolk (Figure 4.7). 

Table 4.8: Pre and post comparisons of total weight  of HWRC materials (kg/ hhld / yr) 

 pre post difference  

HWRC controls introduced at a time without AWC 
introduction as a confounding variable 

317.4 228.5 -88.9 

HWRC controls introduced at the same time as AWC refuse 
and charged kerbside garden waste collections 

193.1 199.8 6.8 

No HWRC controls specifically relating to study time frame 
(2000/01 compared with 2007/08) 

285.1 311.0 25.9 
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Figure 4.7: Introduction of HWRC controls, selected  time series for total HWRC arisings 
(kg /hhld/year) comparing influence of areas also r olling out AWC for residual waste 
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The introduction of AWCs for refuse can take place over an extended time period (in some case 
studies, phased introductions lasted 3 or 4 years). In the case study authorities, changes to the 
frequency of residual waste collection were also often accompanied by other linked policies, such 
as towards garden waste collection and side waste bans. Table 4.10 below shows average ‘pre-’ 
and ‘post-’ differences across 5 areas with charged garden waste collections and AWC for refuse 
(1) and 5 areas introducing AWC with free garden waste collections (2). Differences in total waste 
arising (residual and recyclables) have been compared for both kerbside arisings alone and 
combined with bring site arisings (as there are potential interactions). The results suggest that the 
AWC impact is more pronounced in areas with charging regimes for garden waste, even taking 
into account the ‘push’ of extra material to HWRCs indicated in Table 4.9. 

Figure 4.8 compares the relative impacts of these two policy areas in driving down quantities of 
waste per household. HWRC controls designed primarily to address abuse of sites from 
commercial waste appear to have had a similar order of magnitude reduction on the household 
waste stream as AWC with charged garden waste collections (80-100 kg / household /yr). 
However, these conclusions conceal possible influences of other policies, such as the promotion 
of home composting and charging for bulky waste. 

Table 4.9: Impact of AWC for residual waste: compar ison of areas with charged and free 
garden waste collections (kg per hhld / year) 

 Pre Post difference 

1. AWC refuse: areas with charged garden waste: kerbside hhld waste 901.9 780.9 -121.0 

1. AWC refuse: areas charged garden waste: kerbside + bring hhld waste 939.1 820.1 -119.0 

2. AWC refuse: areas with free garden waste: kerbside hhld waste 926.6 913.4 -13.1 

2. AWC refuse: areas with free garden waste: kerbside + bring hhld waste 1140.4 1148.1 -29.6 
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Figure 4.8 indicates that from the evidence of the 28 case studies, AWC for refuse and trade 
waste controls at HWRCs can have an important influence on household waste trends. Even with 
these more easily isolated policies, simple ‘cause and effect’ cannot be claimed, due to the wider 
interactions elsewhere in the collection systems that were not taken into account (for example, 
policies themselves highly associated with AWC: wheeled bin capacity restrictions, side waste 
policies or the influence of separate food waste collections). The next section attempts to cut-
through the sorts of complexity demonstrated by the AWC and HWRC policy assessments, by 
grouping authorities together on the basis of different combinations of household waste collection 
services and controls encountered across the case studies. 
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Figure 4.8: Impact of AWCs and HWRC trade waste con trols: comparison of mean weight of policy groups p re- and post- interventions 
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4.4.3 Policy groupings 
The policy variables used to group the 28 case studies were chosen from the list of policy areas 
covered by the local authority visits and likely to be most highly associated with household waste 
trends. Policy coverage is explored in Table 4.10. 

Overall, the two most common policies encountered amongst the case studies were: 1. the 
introduction of HWRC controls and 2. charging systems for bulky waste collections (found within 
19 and 16 case studies respectively). The least encountered policy was the one whereby 
residents were restricted as to the amount of garden waste they could present for collection or 
where residents were charged for the use of a garden waste collection service. 

Table 4.10: Frequencies - number of policies across  case-studies 

Responses Policy 

N Percent Percent of Cases 

Refuse AWC 12 16.2% 46.2% 

Side waste restricted 12 16.2% 46.2% 

Bulky waste charged 16 21.6% 61.5% 

Garden waste restricted / charged 7 9.5% 26.9% 

HWRC controls enforced 19 25.7% 73.1% 

Home composting participation above 45% of households 8 10.8% 30.8% 

Total 74 100.0% 284.6% 

A number of variables were chosen as the basis of a simple classification. As the main focus of 
the case studies was a district level, collection-related factors were chosen in preference to 
HWRC related variables (generally compiled at county level in two-tier areas): 

1. Whether or not AWC had been introduced for refuse 

2. Bulky Waste (BW) collected free of charge 

3. Garden Waste (GW) collected free of charge 

4. Side waste policy 

Table 4.11 provides a breakdown of the waste policy profiles of the five groupings obtained. 
Although the number of cases in each group is small, the exercise demonstrates logical 
associations between a number of policy areas. For instance, the lack of bin capacity restrictions 
in Group 5 (cases with AWC for refuse and free garden waste collections) and the extent of 
‘charged for’ services across authorities in Group 1. These policy differences between groups in 
turn influence the split of arisings between the different household waste streams (Figures 4.9 
and 4.10), with Groups 1 and 2 having the lowest levels of residual arisings in 2007/08. 
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Table 4.11: Waste policy groupings: summary of main  waste policies 

Refuse 
AWC

Garden 
waste 

restricted / 
charged

Bulky 
waste 

charged

HWRC 
controls

Side 
waste 
ban

bin 
capacity 

restrictions

total in 
group

Group 1: AWC 
refuse and charged 
garden waste 
collection

5 5 5 3 3 1 5

Group 2: weekly 
refuse and charged 
garden waste 
collection + no side 
waste ban

0 2 2 1 0 1 2

Group 3: weekly  
refuse + free garden 
waste collection + 
bulky waste free

0 0 0 7 3 1 9

Group 4: weekly  
refuse + free garden 
waste collection + 
bulky waste charged

0 0 5 4 2 1 5

Group 5: AWC 
refuse and free 
garden waste 
collection, no bin 
capacity restrictions

7 0 4 4 4 0 7

12 7 16 19 12 4 28
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Figure 4.9: Policy groups: mean household waste ari sings by waste stream (kg/ hhld /year) 
in 2007/08 

 
Figure 4.10: Policy groups: % arisings by waste str eam in 2007/08 
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In terms of other characteristics, Table 4.12, the two groups with charged garden waste had the 
highest levels of home composting participation (WRAP 2005 Exodus Survey) and the lowest 
levels of deprivation. Conversely, Groups 3 and 4 had the highest levels of socio-economic 
deprivation and lowest levels of home composting participation. Differences were also apparent 
in the mean segregation efficiency at HWRCs across the groups. Within Groups 1 and 2, 64% of 
material (excluding inert materials) was separated for recycling or composting at HWRCs. There 
were no significant differences in population growth and rate of growth in household numbers 
between the groups.    

Table 4.12: Policy groups - descriptive statistics 

Group 

Household 

size ‘06 

IMD 
score 
2006 

Home 
composting 
participation 
% 2005 

Index ‘07 

Household 
waste tonnes 
100= ‘00/’01 

Index ‘06 

Household 
numbers 

Index ‘06 

Population 

HWRC 
segregation 
efficiency ‘07 

1) & 2) Garden 
waste collections 
charged 

2.36 290 47% 98 107 104 64.4% 

3) weekly  refuse 
+ free GW + bulky 
waste free 

2.20 124 28% 106 106 103 49.1% 

4) weekly  refuse 
+ free GW + bulky 
waste charged 

2.33 113 38% 107 107 103 47.0% 

5) AWC  refuse + 
free GW 

2.45 177 34% 109 106 103 53.8% 

Total 2.33 176 37% 105 107 103 52.9% 

Although the datasets obtained from the case-studies are necessarily rather limited, it is possible 
to generate some overall findings, whilst avoiding some of the complexities of the studies 
themselves.  

The Figures below show the change in the amount of household waste reported between 
2000/01 and 2006/07 by each of the case study authority groups. The two groups with AWC for 
refuse showed the largest increases in recycling (Groups 1 and 5), but it is the authorities that 
have introduced AWC for refuse and charging for garden waste that exhibited the largest declines 
in total household waste arisings. However, the different policies pursued by local authorities 
since 2000/01 were also an outcome of where they were starting from, and the type of population 
they serve. Generally, case study areas that were found to have the greatest array of charging 
policies were also the most affluent areas (Table 4.13, highest IMD scores). 

Groups 1 and 2: Garden waste collections charged, w ith and without AWC for residual 
waste (examples Somerset Waste Partnership, Hart, S outh Norfolk and Rother) 

These authorities exhibited the biggest net declines in household waste (kg/hhld, red bars in 
Figure 4.15) and a significant AWC ‘squeeze’ of material from residual waste streams to 
recycling. It should be noted that Group 1 had the highest average arisings in 2000/01 (Figure 
4.16). In the Somerset example, Figure 4.11, HWRC controls made a major contribution to the 
decline in household waste arisings from 2002/03. During the period 2004/05 – 2007/08, kerbside 
residual waste was reduced through weekly recycling (including food waste, but with charged 
garden waste) and alternate week residual waste collections. The result was an improvement in 
recycling performance, whilst not contributing to waste growth (absolute tonnes or per 
household), despite the demographic trend with population and household numbers increasing 
steadily over the time period. 
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Figure 4.11: Somerset Waste Partnership trend in mu nicipal waste arisings (kg/ hhld /year) 
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Groups 3 and 4: weekly refuse + free garden waste c ollection (examples Sutton, Islington, 
Wakefield, Cardiff, Sandwell, Gateshead) 

Results from this group are less impressive in terms of waste declines compared with Groups 1 
and 2, with less reduction in residual waste and little overall change in household waste arisings 
per household during the period. 

The examples of the London Borough of Suttons and Sandwell Metropolitan Borough Council, 
shown in Figures 4.12 and 4.13, both show the important influence of HWRC trade waste 
controls and more accurate recording of trade waste on site (both are examples shown in the 
HWRC controls impact assessment in Figure 4.7). The reduction in household waste that has 
been achieved through these policies has been offset by increased collection of garden waste 
through free collections, without any decline in kerbside residual waste arisings. 
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Figure 4.12: London Borough of Sutton trend in muni cipal waste arisings (kg/ hhld /year) 
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Figure 4.13: Sandwell Metropolitan Borough Council trend in municipal waste arisings (kg/ 
hhld /year) 
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Group 5: AWC refuse and free garden waste collectio n, no bin capacity restrictions 
(examples, Hambleton, Tonbridge and Malling, Derby,  Belfast) 

The combination of AWC for refuse and free garden waste collections results in large increases 
in recycling, but not equally matched by decreases in residual waste arising. This is associated 
with wheeled bin collection systems where policies do not restrict bin capacities (although the 
majority do implement side-waste bans).This group was the only one to show an average net 
growth in waste per household and also registered the greatest increase in absolute tonnes per 
annum (index =109, with 2000/01= 100). 
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The example of Hambleton District Council (Figure 4.14), showed strong improvement in 
recycling performance from 2005/06 with the expansion of the free garden waste collection. 
Segregation at HWRCs also improved during this period. A combination of modest population 
increase, slightly faster rate of growth in household numbers and the local waste policies have 
produced an increase in total household waste arisings and arisings per household (compare 
1,400 kg /household /year with less than 1,200 kg for Somerset Waste Partnership, Figure 4.11). 

Figure 4.14: Hambleton District Council 
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Figure 4.15: Change in household waste arisings (kg / hhld /year) by waste stream and 
policy group (2000/01 compared against 2006/07 valu es) 

 

Figure 4.16: Change in total household waste arisin gs (kg/ hhld /year) by policy group 
(2000/01 compared against 2006/07 values) 
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4.4.4 Analysis of household waste trend by policy g roupings 

4.4.5 Case study results in the national context 
The overall trend in national household waste arisings results from macro-economic factors, 
demographics, consumer behaviour and the influence of local waste policies. Trends in municipal 
waste arisings, and the element that deals with post-consumer household waste, may partly be 
responding to macro-level drivers, but local policies have a strong influence on whether or not a 
system attracts in material from non-household sources, or attracts material from households, 
such as garden waste, that might otherwise have been left in situ. 

The local authorities that were recruited as case studies were chosen to provide a cross-section 
of authorities that reported waste increases and waste decreases. Some of the variables that 
were associated with trends in arisings were generated within the case studies, whereas others 
can be generated from national datasets. In the case of authorities in England, data on garden 
waste and refuse collection policies (AWC systems) have been compiled by WRAP for use in 
their on-line recycling information system ‘ORIS’. Taking the policy groups used to explore the 
case studies, it is possible to reproduce a closely related four-element classification for all English 
districts. Groups 3 and 4 of the original classification have been combined as there are no data 
on local bulky waste charging policies to provide the split.  

The proportion of districts falling into these groups (Figure 4.17) shows that Group 5 districts are 
the most frequent (35% of English districts), whereas districts with AWC for refuse that also 
charge for garden waste (Group 1) are the least frequent (14%).   
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Figure 4.17: Proportion of overall English district s assigned to four policy groups 

 
Comparing trends for the same time period as the case study data, Figure 4.18 shows the 
changes in household arisings (kg/household/ year) between 2000/01 and 2007/08. A noticeable 
difference to the case studies (Figure 4.15) is that none of the averaged values across the groups 
exhibit a net decrease in total household waste. The current study sought out 28 authorities that 
contained an equal number of increasing and decreasing trends, whereas across the wider group 
of authorities, only 38% of districts in England reported increases.  Hence, the case studies 
necessarily over-represented authorities with waste increases. 

Tables 4.13 to 4.15 compare the characteristics of the four groups at a national level. In Table 
4.13, HWRC segregation efficiencies, home composting participation and IMD scores are 
compared for the national groupings. Overall, these show a similar ranking to those of the case 
study areas (Table 4.13), but with less contrast between groups. For example, average IMD 
scores for Groups 3 and 4 were lower in the case studies compared with the national equivalents. 

The case studies suggested that in Groups 1 and 2, with charged garden waste collections, 
authorities were more likely to exhibit a decrease in household waste per household. However, 
the national profile of increasing and decreasing authorities is somewhat different. Table 4.14 
shows that 15% of Group 1 authorities reported waste increases (per household), whereas in the 
three other groups the proportion was around 40%.  

The ONS classification of local authority area types (Table 4.15) shows that some of the different 
policy groups are associated with particular area types. As was established within the case 
studies, more prosperous areas are more likely to introduce charging systems. In accordance 
with this logical association, a high proportion of those areas that charge for garden waste 
collections are classified as ‘non-London prosperous authorities’. 88% of ‘Mining / industrial 
authorities’ offer free garden waste collections.  
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Figure 4.18: English districts, change in household  waste arisings (kg/ hhld /year) by 
waste stream and policy group (2000/01 compared aga inst 2006/07 values) 

 

Table 4.13: Policy groups - descriptive statistics for national level groupings 

Group 

HWRC 
segregation 
efficiency ‘07 

Home composting 
participation % 2005  

IMD score 2006  

AWC refuse GW charged (Groups 1) 

Mean 
55% 41% 227.5 

Weekly refuse GW charged (Group 2) 

Mean 
53%  43% 219.5 

Weekly refuse GW free (Groups 3 & 4) 

Mean 
48% 34% 151.9 

AWC refuse GW free (Group 5) 

Mean 
53% 36% 173.4 

Total 

Mean 
52% 37% 182.6 
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Table 4.14: Policy groups – Analysis of districts r eporting waste increase s/ decreases 
between 2000/01 and 2007/08 by policy group 

 AWC refuse 

GW 
charged  

(Group 1) 

Weekly 
refuse  

GW charged  

(Group 2) 

Weekly 
refuse  

GW free  

(Groups 3 & 
4) 

AWC 
refuse  

GW free 

 (Group 5) 

Total 

33 30 51 59 173 Districts reporting household waste 
decreases 

84.6% 58.8% 56.7% 59.6% 62.0% 

6 21 39 40 106 Districts reporting household waste 
increases 

15.4% 41.2% 43.3% 40.4% 38.0% 

39 51 90 99 279 Total 

100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 

Table 4.15: Policy groups by local authority area t ype classification (ONS) 

ONS area type: Super Groups AWC refuse  

GW charged 

(Group 1) 

Weekly refuse 

GW charged  

(Group 2) 

Weekly refuse  

GW free 

(Groups 3 & 4)  

AWC refuse 

GW free 

(Group 5) 

Total 

1 1 3 2 7 London suburbs & periphery 

2.5% 1.9% 3.3% 2.0% 2.5% 

28 34 41 50 153 Non-London prosperous authorities 

70.0% 64.2% 45.6% 50.0% 54.1% 

2 6 17 12 37 Other urban centres 

5.0% 11.3% 18.9% 12.0% 13.1% 

5 10 6 13 34 Rural and coastal authorities 

12.5% 18.9% 6.7% 13.0% 12.0% 

4 2 23 23 52 Mining / industrial authorities 

10.0% 3.8% 25.6% 23.0% 18.4% 

40 53 90 100 283 Total 

100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 

In order to provide an indication of how case study policy findings might translate into the wider 
picture, an extrapolation exercise on HWRC controls and kerbside collection policies was carried 
out based on the national level policy groups.  

Although there were no national data to directly assess attempts to control trade waste abuse at 
HWRC sites, there was a strong link between site segregation efficiency and the probability that 
controls have been implemented15. Those case studies with strong evidence that controls were in 

                                                
15 ‘Trade Waste Inputs to Civic Amenity Sites’, Network Recycling and Future West (2002) 
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place also performed material segregation more effectively than those without (segregation 
efficiency averaged 55% versus 44%). Using the segregation efficiency variable from 2007/08 
WDF statistics, an indicator variable was constructed for the further potential to reduce HWRC 
household waste. 40% of districts in England were found to have efficiencies below 50% 
(excluding inert materials), corresponding to 11.3 million households. Table 4.16 provides 
indicative calculations of the potential impact of controls similar to those implemented across the 
case study areas, based on the mean 28% reduction across the case studies. The proportion of 
site inputs from trade sources is probably on the high-side, although this issue is difficult to 
independently assess. In total, this would represent a reduction in reported household waste of 
about 1.1 million tonnes (about 16% of the current total HWRC arisings, excluding inert 
materials). Of course, this raises issues about how to better manage the 1.1 million tonnes from 
commercial sources, whether at municipally run sites or elsewhere. 

The ‘pre-’ and ‘post-’ assessment of AWC introduction in Group 1 areas (charged garden waste) 
was also extrapolated to a national level for illustrative purposes. Group 1 areas tend to be 
affluent, whereas Group 5 areas are more mixed (Table 4.15). However, 50% of Group 5 areas 
are in the same ‘Prosperous’ area type as the five Group 1 case studies. If 50% of the 5.14 
million households currently served by AWC refuse systems with free garden waste collections 
were converted to Group 1 systems, this would reduce household waste arisings by a third of a 
million tonnes. This extrapolation is simplistic and the individual local policies of authorities in 
Group 1 case studies involves more than just charging for garden waste (separate collections of 
food waste in one, higher levels of home composting, weekly recycling collections, campaigns 
and promotional work aimed at waste prevention and so on). However, it does not alter the 
conclusion, however, that when Group 1 and Group 5 areas that are of a similar type are 
compared, very different household waste trends have resulted in part from the influence of 
collection system characteristics. These differences are part of the explanation of why some 
authorities reported increases between 2000/01 and 2007/08 and others did not.       

Table 4.16: Estimation of impact on household waste  of local policy interventions on 
HWRC trade waste controls and AWC for refuse: Engla nd, 2007/08  

 

Pre-  

kg per 
hhld / 
year 

Post- 

kg per 
hhld / 
year 

difference 

Trade waste controls at HWRCs 

Case studies: HWRC controls introduced at a time without AWC 
introduction as a confounding variable 

317.4 228.5 -88.9 

Districts with segregation efficiencies below 50% (2007/08, 
WasteDataFlow) 

270 195 -75 

11.3 million households: tonnes per year, HWRC trade waste 
control introduced, extrapolated benefit to similar controls 
introduced (~16% of HWRC arisings) 

 -847,500  

 

Conversion of Group 5 authorities to Group 1 authorities: AWC, with charged garden waste collections 

Case studies: AWC refuse: areas with charged garden waste: 
kerbside hhld waste: total kerbside household waste 

901.9 780.9 -121.0 

Districts currently in Group 5 (AWC with free garden waste): total 
kerbside household waste 

910 788 -122 

2.57 million households currently in Group 5 areas, extrapolated 
benefit of conversion to Group 1 policies: tonnes/ year (~13% of 
kerbside arisings for Group 5 authorities) 

 -313,540 
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5. Conclusions and key findings 

5.1 Introduction 
Defra previously commissioned research into the links between household waste, lifestyles and 
household expenditure data (‘Modelling Impacts of Lifestyle Changes on Household Waste 
Arisings’ and ‘A Model of Household Waste Composition’ (WR0107).One of the main points to 
consider in the context of this work is that the Future Foundation model to predict household 
waste arisings was set up to predict 'reported' household waste. The findings from this study 
showed that materials from non-household sources (SME, trade waste abuse at HWRC) and 
garden waste could easily 'distort' the reported household waste trend. So, based on our case 
studies, it is likely that household waste growth rates leveled off far earlier than the official 
statistics suggested, but that the 'signal' was masked by non-household sources distorting the 
record. HWRC trade waste abuse appears to be a significant element and the push towards 
AWC for residual waste is likely to have 'squeezed' further non-household sources out of the 
kerbside household stream.  

Overall, the evidence from the case studies suggest that the influence of local waste policies on 
trends could have been a significant factor in the divergence of the Future Foundation model from 
reported household arisings and that the good fit between the model and reported arisings was 
not in itself a reasonable test of how well the household-linked drivers predicted total household 
waste arisings. This is because the notion of household waste is quite fluid and therefore not a 
simple reflection of householder behaviour. Household waste includes materials drawn in from 
non-household sources and from non-consumer origins (such as garden waste). Also 
householders may discard household waste away from home and contribute to other waste 
streams. Over and above these factors, the nature and enforcement of local waste policies is a 
strong influence on the extent to which garden waste and non-household sources are drawn into 
the waste stream. It is therefore difficult to link patterns of consumer expenditure on household 
items directly to household waste trends. 

Interestingly all of the case authorities considered the issue of waste growth as being of a high 
level of importance but very few had the time or resources to investigate the factors that are 
influential in determining the nature or magnitude of such trends. This is an important point given 
the importance that has been placed on waste prevention since the publication of Waste Strategy 
2007 and some of the growth rate assumptions in individual local authority waste strategies.  

The key findings from this study have been categorised under a series of headings, as detailed 
below: 

5.2 Socio-demographic influences 
·  Locally held data and the collation of centrally held statistics suggest there is no notable 

correlation between a local authority’s ONS area classification, (i.e. a distinction between 
urban and rural classification) and household size. In all cases, there has been a distinct 
reduction in average household sizes, yet there is no correlation between a reduction in 
household size and a reduction in household waste arisings.  

·  It would appear across the case studies that where there was significant growth in a 
resident population, there was a coupled growth in household waste arisings; however 
where there was marginal population growth there were a number of cases where there 
was a coupled decrease in household waste arisings.  

·  The accuracy of centrally held ONS population statistics was questioned by a number of 
respondents – in particular, there was a feeling that mid year population estimates did not 
take into account seasonal fluctuations such as those associated with tourism, second 
homes, MOD residents and transient student populations. However, when the 
methodology for calculating mid year population estimates was examined, these issues 
were in fact considered.  
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5.3 Waste data collection and reporting by local au thorities 
·  As a general observation across the local authority case studies, data collection and 

reporting has dramatically improved since the advent of WDF and, in almost all cases, 
confidence in waste data has increased since 2000. Before 2000, the reporting standards 
of local authority waste statistics received far less scrutiny. With the introduction of 
statutory recycling targets after 2000, data were compiled more consistently. The 
introduction of WDF brought with it the designation of a specific officer within each local 
authority with primary responsibility for collating and validating waste data returns, 
whereas previously such responsibility could have fallen upon one or more individuals.  

·  Accounting for commercial waste tonnages have, in a number of cases, been based on 
estimates, given that much of this waste has been and continues to be co-mingled with 
domestic waste in RCVs. Some local authorities have used existing bulk density data 
(and average bin weights) to calculate the proportion of commercial waste appearing in 
the domestic waste tonnages. In some instances, these ratios have been used over a 
number of years and are considered to be out of date. In other instances, particularly in 
the devolved administrations case studies, no attempt had been made to distinguish 
between the two waste streams until the advent of WDF; even then, attempts to 
substantiate the basis upon which these calculations have been formed has proved 
inconclusive.  

·  The reclassification of certain waste streams in 2005 (or the increased awareness of how 
such waste should be classified) following the introduction of WDF has had a profound 
(largely downward) effect on MSW.In the case of the Welsh case study authorities, the 
exclusion of parks, highways and housing department waste has effectively decreased 
reported annual MSW arisings.It is important to distinguish between wastes managed by 
the local authority as a WDA/WCA (duties defined in EPA 1990) and wastes that are not - 
as these are not municipal. Thus, if a parks department requested the WCA to collect 
green waste or the WDA to treat it then it would be municipal, however if the WCA/WDA 
were not involved in its management it would not be municipal. As a result, certain local 
authority wastes such as parks, highways and housing department wastes, pre-2005, 
were being misclassified as municipal wastes; and as household wastes in some cases. 

·  One-off waste consignments have contributed to annual ‘spikes’ in waste data returns, 
artificially inflating MSW amounts in any given year. This is particularly true for 
construction and demolition waste or dredging which has appeared in one year’s outturn 
data and not the next. In most cases, this anomaly has arisen from a one-off occurrence, 
for example due to the demolition of a particular property development. On face value, 
however, such irregularities are not so easily explained; although it is hopefully the case 
that, given the clarification issued by both Defra and WAG, the likelihood of such 
occurrences happening in the future is small. This is likely to be compounded by the 
scrutiny that WDAs will be paying to outturn data given the need for transparency 
required against Landfill Allowance obligations. 

·  Reported data from contractors has, in some cases, been questionable although systems 
and procedures have now been put in place to comprehensively feed in outturn data into 
WDF quarterly returns. The classification of some vehicle consignments when passing a 
weighbridge has been misleading – waste consignments that may contain flytipped waste 
have been wrongly consigned as bulky wastes and vice versa. While it is felt that overall 
MSW tonnages are fairly accurate, there is less confidence in a number of cases 
(certainly prior to WDF) in the apportionment of individual wastes such as bulky, flytipped 
and street cleansing wastes. For example, many of these wastes are still classified as 
household residual waste, as they may still be co-mingled together on the same vehicle.  

·  The reliability and clarity associated with HWRC tonnages is more transparent for local 
authorities in the devolved administrations than data returns associated with the two tier 
English authorities. Equally cross border usage of HWRCs remains a problem and the 
apportionment of tonnages delivered to a particular HWRC within the confines of a 
district boundary will always be difficult to quantify unless accompanied by 
comprehensive HWRC user profiles. 
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5.4 Waste collection policy implications 
·  Case study findings indicate that the introduction of AWCs, free garden waste collections, 

home composting promotion and provision of (charged) bulky waste collections have all 
had a noticeable effect on household waste arisings collected from the kerbside. As 
widely observed across the UK, the introduction of AWCs for residual waste tends to 
(very immediately) reduce the amount of residual waste collected from the kerbside with 
a corresponding increase in the amount of dry recyclables and green waste (if offered 
free of charge) separately collected. Collectively however, these waste streams, over the 
period of a staged roll-out, can lead to a net increase in the amount of household waste 
collected in the short term and possibly longer term when HWRC arisings are also taken 
into account. The case studies also identified instances where local authorities that 
regulated garden waste collections successfully contributed to decreasing waste trends 
through the enforcement / restriction on the presentation of side waste or indeed the use 
of restricted bin sizes for the containment of residual waste. 

·  Introducing more containment capacity at the kerbside appears to attract more material. 
In a number of these case studies, this principle has applied to the use of garden waste 
receptacles offsetting waste from elsewhere. The increase in the amount of garden waste 
collected has, in some cases, been attributed to climatic conditions – long wet summers 
led to higher levels of plant growth. While composting and recycling rates may increase, 
the overall household waste arisings can also increase. 

·  The study indicates that enforcement procedures put in place at HWRCs can have a 
strong effect on the amount of material entering a site. The introduction of trade waste 
controls and permitting schemes have reduced the amount of material deposited at 
HWRCs; although in some cases the introduction of AWCs in a district has seen a short 
term increase in the amount of residual waste collected at a site. In other cases, trade 
waste still appeared to be a problem, particularly in the devolved administrations.  

·  The results from this study correlate well with the findings from the recent WIN survey, 
although the WIN survey did not consider the wider implications associated with HWRCs 
(as the sample had a limited number of waste disposal and unitary authorities) nor did it 
consider socio-demographic implications.  

5.5 Waste prevention and householder communications  work 
·  In all the case study examples, waste minimisation activity has largely been centred on 

the distribution of home compost bins, leaflet distribution and the promotion of real 
nappies. In the case of English two-tier authorities much of this waste minimisation work 
has been driven by the County Councils.  

·  In an attempt to quantify the nature of the communications activity undertaken by each of 
the case study authorities, the respondent at each of the authorities was requested to 
complete a self-assessment of their activities. This exercise suggested that where there 
has been noticeable reduction in household waste arisings, there appeared to have been 
a relatively large investment and belief in widespread householder waste awareness 
raising activities. This is not to suggest that such activities, in isolation, have been 
instrumental in decreasing household waste arisings per se – instead they have been 
used as a means of ‘softening’ the transition to a new waste collection regime.  

5.6 Enforcement activity 
·  Section 46 of EPA 1990 ‘requires an occupier to place waste for collection in receptacle 

of a kind and number specified’. Section 48 of the Clean Neighbourhood Act 2005 inserts 
new sections to the 1990 Act giving authorised officers power to issue Fixed Penalty 
Notices.The use of such powers across the case studies has been mixed. Some 
authorities used such powers to full effect, whilst others felt that the ‘carrot’ approach is 
more appropriate than the use of a ‘stick’. However, such policies can only be 
successfully administered when they are accompanied by effective communication and 
an ability to regulate / police the measures in hand.  
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·  It was acknowledged in the WIN survey that the successful introduction of a well 
enforced side waste policy had a genuine ‘minimising’ effect on household residual 
waste. However, it is the degree to which such policies are rigorously enforced that 
determines the success or otherwise of such measures.  

·  An assessment was conducted, to evaluate the level of enforcement that has been 
adopted by the case study authorities. The results suggest that authorities with 
increasing waste arisings adopt a less rigorous approach to enforcing a side waste 
presentation ban. Clearly, such policies generally accompany the introduction of AWCs 
which in their own right result in a ‘downward’ effect on waste arisings; and so suggesting 
a strict correlation solely between the level of enforcement and waste trends would be 
unfounded.  

5.7 Classification of Schedule 2 wastes 
·  Schedule 2 wastes are classed as material that a WCA can administer a charge for 

collection, but the disposal costs still need to be met by the WDA. This study has 
discovered that a number of local authorities classify waste from premises that might be 
entitled to a ‘Schedule 2’ collection in a number of different ways. In all the devolved 
administrations, these waste streams were all classified as commercial waste, except in 
the case of a small number of establishment types such as LEA schools, care homes, 
public halls and self catering accommodation. 

·  Most of the authorities reported little change in the collection policy or classification of 
such waste over the time series.  

·  It has not been possible to quantify the overall impact that Schedule 2 wastes have on 
the household waste stream in any level of detail or confidence. However, for those 3 
authorities that were able to provide an indication of the annual quantities that such 
wastes typically represent, they account for as little as 1% to 2% of household waste 
arisings per year. Clearly, these figures would have to be substantiated with further 
research (note that Defra is undertaking further research on the issue of Schedule 2 
wastes).  

·  Although the way in which Schedule 2 wastes are defined will have an effect on 
household and MSW tonnages, for the purposes of this study it is not considered that 
such waste streams significantly contribute to household waste arisings trends. 

5.8 Overall conclusions 

Although it was difficult to isolate the impact of different policies from one another, an analysis of 
the impact of particular policies was carried out for HWRC trade waste controls and the 
introduction of AWC refuse systems. This policy impact assessment found: 

�  For cases involving AWC roll-out, differences were suggested partly depending on local 
garden waste policies. However, all cases involved more than just the garden waste 
issue: other specific policies, simultaneously launched and longer-standing, were likely to 
have contributed to the reported trends (support for home composting, one case with 
separate collection of food waste, impact of side waste policies etc,); 

�  for case study areas with charged garden waste collections, pre- versus post- 
comparisons around AWC roll-out suggested reductions in household waste arisings 
(kerbside, bring) of 120 kg per household per year; 

�  the same assessment for AWC roll-out in areas with free garden waste collections 
was an order of magnitude less (13- 30 kg per household per year); 

�  HWRC controls, designed primarily to address abuse of sites from commercial waste 
appear to have had a similar order of magnitude reduction on the household waste 
stream as AWC (80-100 kg / household /yr); 

�  The analysis was made more complex by the fact that the introduction of HWRC controls 
coincided with the roll-out of AWC systems in half of the policies analysed. In these 
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cases, there was a temporary ‘knock-on’ effect with the extra waste arising at HWRCs 
probably due to the transfer of material from kerbside..  

In order to quantify and categorise the results, the local authority case studies were placed into a 
series of groups that effectively consolidate the waste collection policies that coincide with the 
prevailing household waste trend. These are detailed in the box below. 

An indication of how case study finding might translate into the wider national picture was based 
on a classification of English districts followed an extrapolation exercise in which HWRC controls 
and kerbside collection policies were superimposed on national data.  

�  Using a surrogate variable for whether or not HWRC controls had been implemented 
(based on HWRC segregation efficiency) indicative calculations were carried out for the 
potential impact of similar controls in areas with lower segregation efficiencies. 40% of 
districts in England were found to have HWRC segregation efficiencies below 50% 
(excluding inert materials), within areas serving 11.3 million households. In total the 
scaled-up calculation estimated that a reduction in reported household waste of about 1.1 
million tonnes was possible (about 16% of the current total HWRC arisings, excluding 
inert materials). 

�  The ‘pre-’ and ‘post-’ assessment of AWC introduction in Group 1 areas (charged garden 
waste) was also extrapolated to a national level for illustrative purposes. Based on 50% 
of the 5.14 million households currently served by AWC refuse systems with free garden 
waste collections being converted to Group 1 systems, this would reduce household 
waste arisings by a third of a million tonnes.  

�  Although this extrapolation was simplistic (local policies of authorities in Group 1 case 
studies involves more than just the introduction of AWC and charging for garden waste), 
it does provide an important example of how different household waste trends have 
resulted in part from the influence of collection system characteristics. With 35% of 
English districts embarked on Group 5 type policies and 14% on Group 1, the contrast in 
policies between these two has influenced the overall household waste trend at a 
national level. 85% of Group 1 districts reported a decline in household waste per 
household (2000/01 -2007/08), whereas 60% of Group 5 authorities did likewise. 

Group s 1 and 2: Garden waste collections charged, w ith and without AWC for residual 
waste  

These authorities exhibited the biggest net declines in household waste (per household and in 
absolute tonnes) and a significant AWC ‘squeeze’ of material from residual waste streams to 
recycling. A combination of HWRC controls, carefully managed roll-out of AWC’s and charging 
for garden waste have contributed to the declines. Group 1 authorities on average, started the 
period with higher arisings than others. 

Groups 3 and 4: Weekly refuse collection and free g arden waste collection  

Results from this group are less impressive in terms of waste declines compared with Groups 1 
and 2, with less reduction in residual waste over the time period and little overall change in 
household waste arisings per household during the period. Those that did achieve a downward 
trend were cases with initiatives to address HWRC trade waste controls. However, in a number 
of cases, these reductions have been offset by increases linked to free garden waste collections, 
without any significant decline in residual waste arisings. 

Group 5: AWC refuse and free garden waste collectio n, no bin capacity restrictions 

The combination of AWC for refuse and free garden waste collections results in large increases 
in recycling, but not equally matched by decreases in residual waste arising. This is associated 
with wheeled bin collection systems where policies do not restrict bin capacities (although the 
majority do implement side-waste bans).This group was the only one to show an average net 
growth in waste per household and also registered the greatest increase in absolute tonnes per 
annum. 
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Appendix 1: League table of residual waste per head  (2007/08) 

Table A1a: League of residual waste per head (by WC A, 2007/08) 

Data contained in the following two tables have been derived from Waste data flow for the period 
2007/08. The final column depicts the kilograms of overall household waste per head of 
population, including tonnages from recycling and composting activities. All three columns in 
Table A1a exclude HWRC arisings, whereas Table A1b includes HWRC data.  

Pos Authority 

HH recycling 
& composting 

rate %  

Residual hh 
waste per 

person p.a. (kg) 

BVPI 84a – 
kilograms of 

waste collected 
per head of 
population  

1 South Somerset District Council 49.00 162.6 321.1 3 
2 Taunton Deane Borough Council 49.26 165.2 328.00 
3 Weymouth and Portland Borough Council 42.90 169.7 298.19 
4 East Lindsey District Council 58.40 172.3 419.09 
5 South Hams District Council 57.07 172.6 403.39 
6 Teignbridge District Council 55.58 176.8 402.12 
7 Uttlesford District Council 54.50 181.1 404.07 
8 Oadby and Wigston Borough Council 43.30 182 322.61 
9 Mid Suffolk District Council 37.82 186.6 306.00 
10 Hyndburn Borough Council 36.37 187.1 293.30 
11 Huntingdonshire District Council 55.14 192 430.90 
12 Mendip District Council 45.06 193 353.78 
13 Purbeck District Council 33.22 196.4 298.07 
14 South Kesteven District Council 49.54 198.6 396.69 
15 Rushcliffe Borough Council 52.38 198.8 420.49 
16 Charnwood Borough Council 39.24 198.9 332.12 
17 Oxford City Council 35.62 199.1 313.25 
18 Waverley Borough Council 39.18 202.4 335.61 
19 South Cambridgeshire District Council 53.21 202.5 438.77 
20 Chiltern District Council 47.22 203.1 387.02 
21 South Shropshire District Council 52.06 203.8 427.02 
22 Mid Sussex District Council 39.90 204.7 343.74 
23 Exeter City Council 35.81 204.9 326.61 
24 North Kesteven District Council 55.94 206.1 474.96 
25 Ryedale District Council 51.55 206.9 430.33 
26 Eastleigh Borough Council 39.13 207 343.29 
27 Fareham Borough Council 42.05 207.2 361.26 
28 Chorley Borough Council 47.19 209.1 397.55 
29 Canterbury City Council 46.51 210.5 398.38 
30 East Hampshire District Council 38.09 211.6 344.54 
31 Waveney District Council 51.62 211.8 439.69 
32 Mole Valley District Council 45.72 213.1 395.97 
33 Broadland District Council 47.51 213.8 409.99 
34 Worcester City Council 34.08 213.9 325.55 
35 Staffordshire Moorlands District Council 52.87 214.9 456.46 
36 South Norfolk Council 38.47 215.7 353.84 
37 Hart District Council 39.60 216.4 362.72 
38 Forest Heath District Council 46.44 217.1 412.51 
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39 West Devon Borough Council 38.85 217.4 361.86 
40 Broxtowe Borough Council 39.41 218.8 362.81 
41 Harborough District Council 50.61 218.9 448.73 
42 South Ribble Borough Council 44.25 219.4 394.71 
43 Three Rivers District Council 46.95 219.6 418.40 
44 Hinckley and Bosworth Borough Council 45.89 219.9 408.69 
45 Breckland Council 41.79 220.3 383.10 
46 Fenland District Council 50.12 220.3 448.09 
47 Mid Devon District Council 48.39 220.5 435.35 
48 Kennet District Council 40.34 220.7 373.29 
49 South Northamptonshire District Council 47.93 220.9 431.47 
50 Cambridge City Council 41.54 221.4 385.40 
51 West Lancashire District Council 43.10 222.6 391.20 
52 Woking Borough Council 40.82 223 379.43 
53 Hambleton District Council 43.60 223.3 398.72 
54 St Edmundsbury Borough Council 50.80 223.4 458.56 
55 Mid Bedfordshire District Council 36.99 224 360.12 
56 North Dorset District Council 33.28 224.4 340.92 
57 Havant Borough Council 32.18 225.3 332.45 
58 Cherwell District Council 47.46 226.1 430.90 
59 Guildford Borough Council 39.69 226.6 379.36 
60 Camden LB 27.12 227.2 317.77 
61 Dacorum Borough Council 46.07 227.5 422.37 
62 Melton Borough Council 49.61 227.8 454.86 
63 Castle Morpeth Borough Council 40.39 228.1 384.74 
64 Lichfield District Council 50.28 228.8 463.89 
65 Carlisle City Council 48.74 229.9 444.99 
66 Blaby District Council 39.88 231.2 386.15 
67 West Wiltshire District Council 39.69 231.7 387.01 
68 Braintree District Council 42.76 232.4 409.55 
69 Daventry District Council 47.88 232.5 451.29 
70 North Norfolk District Council 45.08 232.9 424.87 
71 Arun District Council 35.26 233.2 362.01 
72 Macclesfield Borough Council 46.13 234.8 438.67 
73 Malvern Hills District Council 26.01 234.9 319.22 
74 East Cambridgeshire District Council 35.55 235 371.03 
75 Babergh District Council 39.23 235.3 387.21 
76 Brentwood Borough Council 40.53 235.6 400.12 
77 Winchester City Council 36.00 236.3 373.55 
78 Wycombe District Council 43.60 236.3 419.30 
79 Kettering Borough Council 45.78 236.5 444.09 
80 Rossendale Borough Council 34.34 236.7 362.06 
81 Adur District Council 29.07 236.9 335.69 
82 North Shropshire District Council 48.67 237.2 465.92 
83 Crawley Borough Council 27.37 237.2 327.20 
84 Bridgnorth District Council 38.71 238.2 388.69 
85 Test Valley Borough Council 35.09 239.3 372.23 
86 Horsham District Council 40.41 239.5 406.41 
87 Ellesmere Port and Neston Borough Council 45.08 240.2 437.47 
88 Vale Royal Borough Council 45.16 240.4 439.76 
89 Fylde Borough Council 41.87 240.4 417.44 
90 South Staffordshire Council 46.64 240.5 451.21 
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91 Bromsgrove District Council 43.56 241.2 430.70 
92 Tendring District Council 26.73 241.4 333.09 
93 New Forest District Council 33.20 241.8 364.03 
94 Crewe and Nantwich Borough Council 37.26 242.3 388.82 
95 East Dorset District Council 36.81 242.3 387.03 
96 Northampton Borough Council 37.70 243.1 395.44 
97 Suffolk Coastal District Council 42.96 243.4 434.44 
98 Burnley Borough Council 32.88 243.7 361.01 
99 Vale of White Horse District Council 32.67 243.8 361.81 
100 Chichester District Council 37.55 243.9 392.33 
101 Oswestry Borough Council 43.30 244.2 438.20 
102 South Oxfordshire District Council 38.95 244.2 400.36 
103 Maldon District Council 34.89 244.6 379.91 
104 Cannock Chase Council 40.60 244.8 412.56 
105 Reigate and Banstead Borough Council 37.43 245.8 400.37 
106 Stroud District Council 25.88 245.8 332.88 
107 Surrey Heath Borough Council 30.06 246 355.53 
108 Tamworth Borough Council 39.96 246.4 411.57 
109 Wyre Borough Council 42.54 247.7 433.08 
110 Erewash Borough Council 42.31 247.9 430.86 
111 Epping Forest Borough Council 41.00 249 423.49 
112 East Devon District Council 21.87 249.5 322.20 
113 Richmondshire District Council 33.15 249.5 376.13 
114 East Northamptonshire Council 30.57 250 366.11 
115 Gosport Borough Council 25.86 250.1 341.63 
116 Lincoln City Council 42.05 250.3 432.93 
117 Shepway District Council 39.98 250.6 419.70 
118 Gedling Borough Council 35.77 251.4 391.44 
119 Corby Borough Council 38.37 251.7 411.34 
120 Warwick District Council 30.88 252.1 369.47 
121 South Bucks District Council 34.71 252.3 390.03 
122 Pendle Borough Council 33.66 252.4 380.04 
123 Tunbridge Wells Borough Council 46.03 253.4 473.91 
124 Redditch Borough Council 32.16 253.5 374.22 
125 Amber Valley Borough Council 26.79 253.9 347.99 
126 Ipswich Borough Council 39.91 254.1 424.94 
127 St Albans City and District Council 36.32 254.2 402.17 
128 Gravesham Borough Council 27.09 255.1 350.96 

129 
Kings Lynn and West Norfolk Borough 

Council 34.57 255.6 393.88 
130 Colchester Borough Council 31.22 255.8 382.19 
131 Lancaster City Council 30.83 256.2 371.71 
132 Wyre Forest District Council 28.45 256.4 359.86 
133 Wellingborough Borough Council 34.62 257.7 396.16 
134 North East Derbyshire District Council 39.89 257.7 429.99 
135 Stockport MBC 35.37 258.5 400.46 
136 Rother District Council 29.13 259.1 368.15 
137 Lewes District Council 24.70 259.4 346.66 
138 Ashfield District Council 28.48 259.7 363.74 
139 Watford Borough Council 34.70 261.5 400.99 
140 South Lakeland District Council 42.17 261.9 453.34 
141 West Dorset District Council 30.14 261.9 378.45 
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142 Tandridge District Council 26.48 262.2 361.54 
143 South Bedfordshire District Council 39.16 262.3 435.51 
144 South Holland District Council 31.10 262.3 383.09 
145 Rochdale MBC 24.81 262.9 348.97 
146 Stratford-on-Avon District Council 43.40 264.2 473.58 
147 West Lindsey District Council 36.97 264.8 427.37 
148 Cotswold District Council 43.29 265.3 471.74 
149 North Hertfordshire District Council 40.08 265.7 446.99 
150 Caradon District Council 32.26 265.8 395.68 
151 Eden District Council 44.48 266 480.92 
152 Aylesbury Vale District Council 22.53 266.3 347.96 
153 Rushmoor Borough Council 25.79 266.6 362.01 
154 Tonbridge and Malling Borough Council 40.61 266 .7 456.15 
155 Torridge District Council 35.30 267.2 418.15 
156 North Cornwall District Council 36.32 267.5 424.91 
157 Congleton Borough Council 43.29 267.9 473.47 
158 Thanet District Council 26.49 269.1 367.78 
159 Forest of Dean District Council  37.53 269.7 432.73 
160 Elmbridge Borough Council 33.33 270.2 409.87 
161 North Wiltshire District Council 23.81 270.2 359.25 
162 Sefton MBC 29.76 270.5 383.42 
163 North West Leicestershire District Council 39.15 270.6 448.72 
164 Chesterfield Borough Council 36.30 270.7 425.37 
165 Durham City Council 22.99 270.7 359.57 
166 Worthing Borough Council 26.11 271.4 370.60 
167 Salisbury District Council 27.11 272.8 375.83 
168 Preston Borough Council 30.35 272.9 391.46 
169 Restormel Borough Council 23.89 273.3 362.92 
170 Hastings Borough Council 23.74 274 359.76 
171 Wychavon District Council 23.97 274.3 363.27 
172 Harrogate Borough Council 25.28 274.6 369.81 
173 Harrow LB 39.55 275.3 455.48 
174 Ealing LB 28.94 275.9 386.91 
175 Shrewsbury and Atcham Borough Council 37.20 276.2 441.27 
176 Blyth Valley Borough Council 27.69 276.2 382.42 
177 South Derbyshire District Council 36.64 276.3 442.84 
178 Epsom and Ewell Borough Council 29.69 276.4 400.52 
179 Richmond upon Thames LB 36.14 277.1 435.12 
180 Haringey LB 25.68 277.2 366.08 
181 Ribble Valley Borough Council 26.19 277.6 379.4 3 
182 Great Yarmouth Borough Council 26.73 278.9 382.71 
183 Alnwick District Council 34.14 280.1 429.32 
184 Christchurch Borough Council 26.92 281.1 388.10 
185 Spelthorne Borough Council 24.70 281.2 375.09 
186 Tameside MBC 27.09 281.3 385.85 
187 Derbyshire Dales District Council 39.83 281.5 470.56 
188 High Peak Borough Council 31.11 283 414.13 
189 Norwich City Council 23.60 283.8 379.22 
190 Eastbourne Borough Council 25.32 283.8 382.87 
191 Castle Point Borough Council 27.06 284.6 392.87 
192 Newark and Sherwood District Council 26.19 285.3 389.70 
193 Copeland Borough Council 34.28 285.6 435.26 
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194 Sevenoaks District Council 31.90 287.1 423.76 
195 Hertsmere Borough Council 29.64 287.1 412.32 
196 North Devon District Council 38.98 287.3 473.92 
197 Allerdale Borough Council 36.51 287.4 453.66 
198 Welwyn Hatfield Council 31.09 288.1 422.91 
199 East Staffordshire Borough Council 35.83 288.7 452.47 
200 Carrick District Council 36.24 288.8 458.32 
201 Runnymede Borough Council 23.29 288.8 382.81 
202 Chester City Council 31.69 289.3 424.29 
203 Bolton MBC 30.57 290.7 418.50 
204 East Hertfordshire District Council 29.87 290.9 419.15 
205 Wealden District Council 32.76 291.5 433.87 
206 Sedgemoor District Council 24.18 291.7 388.84 
207 Kerrier District Council 30.14 292.9 422.63 
208 Boston Borough Council 28.53 292.9 410.58 
209 Hackney LB 22.38 292.9 379.78 
210 Wansbeck District Council 30.10 293.2 419.42 
211 Islington LB 26.33 294.1 404.21 
212 Tynedale District Council 29.00 294.9 415.28 
213 Mansfield District Council 32.61 295.2 438.99 
214 Stafford Borough Council 33.55 295.8 447.29 
215 Oldham MBC 20.04 296.1 370.13 
216 Stevenage Borough Council 27.90 296.9 412.25 
217 Ashford Borough Council 21.68 297.4 384.16 
218 Wirral MBC 31.95 297.8 436.29 
219 Basingstoke and Deane Borough Council 22.98 299.6 392.35 
220 Harlow District Council 22.45 301.1 389.20 
221 Swale Borough Council 27.29 301.4 420.40 
222 Bassetlaw District Council 24.49 302.5 401.65 
223 Barnet LB 30.68 303.2 438.68 
224 Chelmsford Borough Council 34.83 303.3 470.36 
225 Enfield LB 28.19 303.5 422.38 
226 West Somerset District Council 25.87 304.2 411.51 
227 Basildon District Council 32.06 304.4 451.14 
228 Trafford MBC 28.00 304.6 425.01 
229 Dover District Council 22.28 305.3 393.95 
230 Tewkesbury Borough Council 29.42 305.7 435.31 
231 Newcastle-under-Lyme Borough Council 26.79 306.2 419.97 
232 Scarborough Borough Council 28.80 306.7 431.23 
233 Derwentside District Council 26.92 310.8 428.75 
234 Cheltenham Borough Council 31.31 310.9 455.88 
235 Bury MBC 26.36 313 426.02 
236 Redbridge LB 22.38 313.6 408.02 
237 Broxbourne Borough Council 29.83 314.2 450.80 
238 Berwick-upon-Tweed Borough Council 24.74 315.6 419.08 
239 Rochford District Council 19.00 316.3 395.83 
240 Gloucester City Council 25.17 316.8 428.17 
241 West Oxfordshire District Council 28.41 317.2 449.30 
242 Hillingdon LB 33.76 317.8 481.14 
243 Maidstone Borough Council 24.54 318 425.59 
244 Chester-Le-Street District Council 18.70 318.3 391.48 
245 Waltham Forest LB 29.74 318.5 454.59 
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246 Brent LB 20.98 318.7 401.19 
247 Teesdale District Council 35.31 320.5 495.37 
248 Bedford Borough Council 30.81 321.5 465.31 
249 Dartford Borough Council 22.08 321.7 416.11 
250 Craven District Council 31.45 322.4 474.54 
251 Selby District Council 32.23 324.9 485.37 
252 St Helens MBC 25.79 325.5 438.19 
253 Sedgefield Borough Council 18.30 326.7 399.39 
254 Salford City Council MBC 23.85 328.7 434.03 
255 Nuneaton and Bedworth Borough Council 26.89 329 451.84 
256 Wear Valley District Council 21.74 332.2 429.93 
257 Manchester City Council MBC 21.56 336.9 435.35 
258 Liverpool City Council 22.00 342 437.78 
259 North Warwickshire Borough Council 28.28 344.3 479.28 
260 Rugby Borough Council 26.00 347.7 474.03 
261 Knowsley MBC 18.40 350 427.76 
262 Bolsover District Council 25.81 351.6 475.76 
263 Penwith District Council 28.89 353.1 501.14 
264 Hounslow LB 21.75 358.3 462.08 
265 Easington District Council 20.19 359.2 453.43 
266 Havering LB 23.98 370.5 489.52 
267 Barrow-in-Furness Borough Council 20.01 373.3 466.63 
268 Newham LB 14.40 404.3 474.64 
269 Barking and Dagenham LB 20.41 416.3 526.81 
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Table A1b: League of residual waste per head (by WD A, 2007/08) 

��� � Authority 
Authority 

Type 

Recycling 
& 

composting 
% 

Residual 
hh waste 

per 
person 
p.a. (kg) 

BVPI 84a – 
kilograms 
of waste 
collected 

per head of 
population  

� � Lincolnshire County Council Disposal 50.55% 241.40 492.97 
� � Cambridgeshire County Council Disposal 50.30% 251.60 512.91 
� � Somerset County Council Disposal 50.90% 252.90 519. 23 

� �
Bath and North East Somerset 
Council Unitary 42.94% 254.20 452.33 

� � Bristol City Council Unitary 36.27% 258.60 411.56 

� �
Redcar and Cleveland Borough 
Council Unitary 41.22% 259.30 440.84 

� � Denbighshire County Council W 34.03% 262.90 404.88 
� � Leicestershire County Council Disposal 48.44% 270.00 528.56 
	 � Westminster City Council Unitary 22.72% 273.50 357.32 

�
 � Omagh District Council NI 38.08% 273.90 431.91 
�� � Leicester City Council Unitary 33.46% 275.20 417.70 
�� � Dorset County Council Disposal 45.29% 279.10 514.85 
�� � Western Riverside Waste Authority Disposal 26.14% 279.60 381.00 
�� � Norfolk County Council Disposal 40.35% 280.20 474.47 
�� � Suffolk County Council Disposal 45.85% 280.40 523.26 
�� � Bexley LB Unitary 41.64% 281.60 483.60 
�� � Conwy CBC W 45.34% 283.50 518.69 
�� � Armagh City & District Council NI 37.28% 285.80 449.76 
�	 � Devon County Council Disposal 47.06% 286.00 546.96 
�
 � York City Council Unitary 43.37% 287.80 512.25 
�� � Buckinghamshire County Council Disposal 41.93% 288.30 499.71 

�� �
Blackburn with Darwen Borough 
Council Unitary 33.83% 289.30 436.18 

�� � Oxfordshire County Council Disposal 40.13% 290.50 487.81 
�� � Newport City Council W 35.66% 290.90 454.65 
�� � Merton LB Unitary 27.08% 292.90 404.95 
�� � Lancashire County Council Disposal 41.24% 293.00 499.64 
�� � Northamptonshire County Council Disposal 42.27% 293.50 515.45 
�� � Sutton LB Unitary 32.48% 296.30 442.32 
�	 � Wokingham Council Unitary 37.10% 296.70 480.39 
�
 � Barnsley MBC Unitary 32.01% 297.40 439.50 
�� � Derby City Council Unitary 40.57% 297.40 503.78 
�� � Bracknell Forest Borough Council Unitary 39.70% 297.50 499.14 
�� � Bournemouth Borough Council Unitary 41.01% 298.30 511.98 
�� � Castlereagh Borough Council NI 37.69% 298.80 475.79 
�� � Banbridge District Council NI 46.76% 299.40 556.09 
�� � Nottingham City Council Unitary 29.00% 300.30 426.29 
�� � Essex County Council Disposal 39.80% 301.40 506.22 
�� � Worcestershire County Council Disposal 38.35% 302.30 492.60 
�	 � Portsmouth City Council Unitary 24.48% 303.00 403.73 
�
 � Bedfordshire County Council Disposal 39.46% 303.30 504.86 
�� � West Lothian S 39.49% 303.90 499.99 
�� � South Gloucestershire Council Unitary 42.27% 303.90 530.79 
�� � Hampshire County Council Disposal 39.84% 304.10 509.80 
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�� � Peterborough City Council Unitary 46.61% 304.70 570.79 
	
 � Stirling S 42.90% 304.80 533.83 
�� � Derbyshire County Council Disposal 37.26% 305.20 489.03 
�� � Rotherham MBC Unitary 35.04% 305.50 470.48 
�� � Magherafelt District Council NI 38.09% 306.00 482.92 
�	 � Staffordshire County Council Disposal 42.31% 306.10 532.57 
�
 � Shropshire County Council Disposal 43.44% 306.50 544.90 
�� � Hertfordshire County Council Disposal 38.55% 307.80 504.38 
�� � Ceredigion County Council W 44.15% 307.90 537.72 
�� � Croydon LB Unitary 22.71% 308.30 401.79 

�� �
Royal Borough of Kingston upon 
Thames  Unitary 25.62% 308.30 419.83 



 � Down District Council NI 31.56% 308.40 437.01 
�� � Swindon Borough Council Unitary 34.79% 309.00 481.23 

� � Flintshire County Council W 37.77% 309.40 511.04 
�� � Brighton and Hove Council Unitary 28.39% 309.50 435.82 

�	 �
Newcastle-upon-Tyne City Council 
MBC Unitary 31.94% 310.70 458.37 

�
 � Bromley LB Unitary 34.46% 313.60 481.07 
�� � Blackpool Borough Council Unitary 33.89% 314.50 475.02 

�� �
Windsor and Maidenhead Borough 
Council Unitary 32.55% 315.80 475.63 

�� � Orkney Islands S 33.99% 316.10 478.83 
�� � Greater Manchester WDA (MBC) Disposal 29.28% 316.50 510.08 
�� � Wiltshire County Council Disposal 36.85% 317.00 505.08 
�� � Reading Borough Council Unitary 34.03% 317.20 483.83 
�� � Southampton City Council Unitary 27.13% 317.90 441.26 
�� � Derry City Council NI 31.93% 319.10 485.71 
�	 � Sheffield City Council Unitary 27.27% 320.50 444.44 
�
 � Nottinghamshire County Council Disposal 39.27% 320.80 530.17 
�� � Greenwich LB Unitary 30.52% 321.10 463.21 
�� � Leeds City Council MBC Unitary 25.93% 321.30 440.03 
�� � Southwark LB Unitary 20.02% 323.70 412.50 
�� � Craigavon Borough Council NI 34.67% 324.50 479.24 
�� � Walsall MBC Unitary 31.15% 324.80 471.79 
�� � Cumbria County Council Disposal 38.51% 325.30 529.00 
�� � Newry & Mourne District Council NI 30.09% 327.40 474.98 
�� � Sandwell MBC Unitary 25.29% 327.90 438.78 
�	 � Wrexham CBC W 39.85% 329.30 555.12 
�
 � Gloucestershire County Council Disposal 36.18% 329.60 519.98 
�� � East Ayrshire S 40.74% 330.60 557.86 
�� � Southend-on-Sea Borough Council Unitary 33.67% 331.10 505.76 
�� � Calderdale MBC Unitary 24.92% 331.30 444.89 
�� � Coventry City Council Unitary 25.83% 333.00 449.08 
�� � North Lincolnshire Council Unitary 43.30% 333.00 588.83 
�� � Cheshire County Council Disposal 41.04% 333.20 567.18 
�� � Slough Borough Council Unitary 24.10% 333.80 442.05 
�� � East Sussex County Council Disposal 32.85% 334.80 500.69 
�	 � Northumberland County Council Disposal 36.44% 335.40 528.32 
	
 � Bradford City MDC (MBC) Unitary 23.77% 335.60 444.11 
	� � North Yorkshire County Council Disposal 38.38% 335.70 548.44 
�� � Rhondda Cynon Taff CBC W 29.97% 336.10 484.66 
	� � West Sussex County Council Disposal 37.45% 336.30 541.41 
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	� � Torfaen CBC W 34.67% 338.10 515.66 
	� � Dudley MBC Unitary 27.10% 339.00 465.14 
�
 � Milton Keynes Council Unitary 35.69% 339.10 535.74 
	� � Vale of Glamorgan Council W 32.68% 339.40 511.27 
	� � Plymouth City Council Unitary 31.18% 339.60 498.58 
		 � Luton Borough Council Unitary 31.94% 339.80 504.55 

�

 � Herefordshire Council Unitary 30.26% 339.80 488.91 
�
� � Cookstown District Council NI 36.28% 340.10 519.58 
�
� � North Somerset Council Unitary 34.15% 340.10 524.93 
�
� � Scottish Borders S 34.80% 340.20 521.83 
�
� � Ballymoney Borough Council NI 26.20% 340.30 446.87 
�
� � Antrim Borough Council NI 48.75% 340.50 677.86 
��
 � Birmingham City Council Unitary 26.43% 340.50 464.5 5 
�
� � Kirklees MBC Unitary 25.97% 340.80 463.55 
�
� � Solihull MBC Unitary 30.87% 341.10 494.95 
�
	 � South Tyneside MBC Unitary 28.20% 341.70 475.86 
��
 � Gwynedd Council W 31.18% 342.10 499.02 
��� � Kent County Council Disposal 35.82% 342.90 538.81 
��� � Poole Borough Council Unitary 39.10% 343.70 569.32 
��� � Stockton-on-Tees Borough Council Unitary 26.22% 344.00 468.95 
��� � Warwickshire County Council Disposal 35.39% 345.20 538.88 
��� � Carrickfergus Borough Council NI 33.16% 345.80 535.77 
��� � Torbay Council Unitary 28.08% 346.00 484.72 
��� � Doncaster MBC Unitary 34.73% 346.80 531.46 
��� � Surrey County Council Disposal 35.06% 347.70 541.80 
��	 � Thurrock Council Unitary 27.61% 347.70 483.87 
��
 � Telford and Wrekin Council Unitary 34.95% 347.70 533.92 
��� � Edinburgh, City of S 26.85% 348.20 476.03 
��� � Lewisham LB Unitary 21.99% 348.30 451.37 
��� � Moray S 42.16% 349.50 604.19 
��� � Tower Hamlets LB Unitary 13.04% 349.70 406.91 
��� � Moyle District Council NI 34.46% 353.50 468.51 
��� � Hartlepool Borough Council Unitary 32.12% 353.90 523.05 
��� � Medway Borough Council Unitary 31.73% 354.80 520.75 
��� � Bridgend CBC W 34.60% 355.80 566.75 
��� � Cardiff City Council W 27.64% 356.20 498.89 
��
 � Caerphilly CBC W 28.70% 356.90 500.37 
��� � Lisburn City Council NI 31.94% 357.00 501.98 
��� � Kingston-upon-Hull City Council Unitary 24.81% 357.20 476.59 
��� � Rutland County Council Unitary 28.80% 358.00 504.12 
��� � City  and County of Swansea  W 29.05% 358.00 511.06 
��� � Larne Borough Council NI 37.40% 358.10 550.05 
��� � Warrington Borough Council Unitary 32.77% 358.10 535.92 
��� � Monmouthshire CC W 35.38% 358.90 561.94 
��� � Limavady Borough Council NI 35.95% 360.70 562.63 
��	 � Sunderland City Council Unitary 26.85% 362.00 494.29 
��
 � Isle of Anglesey CC W 32.82% 363.80 553.72 
��� � Cornwall County Council Disposal 34.40% 365.50 565.10 
��� � Middlesbrough Borough Council Unitary 19.22% 365.50 453.52 
�	� � Wakefield City MDC Unitary 26.07% 365.70 495.26 
��� � Carmarthenshire County Council W 25.38% 366.50 500.07 
��� � East Renfrewshire S 34.62% 368.30 563.37 
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��� � Stoke-on-Trent City Council Unitary 24.63% 368.40 487.31 
��� � North Down Borough Council NI 38.06% 370.20 610.75 
��� � Darlington Borough Council Unitary 25.01% 370.30 497.30 
��	 � Fife S 37.72% 370.70 595.09 
��
 � Pembrokeshire County Council W 29.53% 371.40 529.93 
��� � Fermanagh District Council NI 28.84% 372.80 492.68 
�
� � West Dunbartonshire S 29.78% 373.10 531.31 
��� � North Tyneside Council Unitary 26.46% 374.20 511.47 
��� � East London Waste Authority Disposal 19.96% 376.70 473.75 

��� �
Dungannon & South Tyrone Borough 
Council NI 32.31% 377.90 554.70 

��� � Inverclyde S 23.87% 378.20 496.82 
��� � North Ayrshire S 34.41% 380.50 580.02 
��� � Midlothian S 37.06% 382.30 607.44 
�
� � East Riding of Yorkshire Council Unitary 31.32% 382 .30 560.19 
��
 � Neath Port Talbot CBC W 27.67% 382.40 582.11 
��� � Wolverhampton MBC Unitary 26.62% 382.60 520.09 
��� � Wigan MBC Unitary 26.34% 384.70 522.42 
�
� � Gateshead MBC Unitary 25.06% 385.50 514.40 
�
	 � Powys County Council W 34.06% 385.50 591.87 
��� � Renfrewshire S 27.54% 389.10 537.06 
��� � Durham County Council Disposal 23.98% 391.40 519.15 
��� � Ballymena Borough Council NI 26.30% 391.70 533.07 
��� � Merseyside WDA (MBC) Disposal 29.30% 392.20 553.33 
��	 � South Ayrshire S 35.41% 393.60 608.65 
��
 � Highland S 33.84% 393.90 595.39 
��� � Dundee City S 19.88% 397.40 495.99 
��� � Newtownabbey Borough Council NI 30.27% 399.40 563.13 
��� � Angus S 33.32% 401.10 601.60 
��� � Falkirk S 34.07% 404.30 613.48 
��� � Isle of Wight Council Unitary 36.79% 405.60 601.77 
��� � Strabane District Council NI 23.00% 408.00 506.18 
��� � North East Lincolnshire Council Unitary 26.54% 410.90 557.65 
��� � Clackmannanshire S 37.07% 412.30 655.18 
��� � Belfast City Council NI 22.46% 415.40 514.50 
��
 � Perth & Kinross S 34.28% 416.10 633.91 
��� � South Lanarkshire S 28.53% 419.40 585.34 
��� � West Berkshire District Council Unitary 22.80% 420.10 550.50 
��� � Halton Borough Council Unitary 25.47% 423.20 585.69 
��� � Glasgow City S 14.49% 423.60 495.41 
��� � Ards Borough Council NI 27.58% 426.90 583.46 
��� � North Lanarkshire S 32.83% 429.00 636.70 
��� � Shetland Islands S 19.22% 432.80 535.78 
��� � Coleraine Borough Council NI 29.86% 436.50 552.75 
��	 � Eilean Siar S 34.93% 438.30 651.11 
�	
 � Blaenau Gwent CBC W 17.24% 440.10 534.56 
�	� � Argyll & Bute S 25.87% 452.00 581.53 
�	� � City of London Unitary 33.39% 454.70 700.09 
�	� � Aberdeenshire S 27.33% 458.10 621.31 
�	� � Merthyr Tydfil CBC W 20.80% 462.10 590.52 
�	� � East Dunbartonshire S 31.17% 476.20 691.82 
�	� � East Lothian S 29.75% 481.40 685.25 
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�	� � Dumfries & Galloway S 33.45% 487.60 592.78 
�	� � Aberdeen City S 20.78% 494.30 623.90 
�		 � Council of the Isles of Scilly Unitary 14.12%   957.57 
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Appendix 2: Summary graphics from 26 case studies, arranged 

by policy group 

GROUP 1 examples: Refuse collected on alternate wee ks, garden waste 
charged/restricted, bulky waste charged, high level s of home composting: all prosperous 
non-London authorities 

Figure A2.1: Somerset Waste Partnership: overall mu nicipal waste arisings 2000/01-
2007/08 
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The Somerset data provides a consistent time series, with collection rounds data analysed 
alongside HWRC statistics. Figure A 2.2 below, derived from the Somerset Waste Partnership’s 
analysis of arisings trends, shows the interaction between changing collection system 
characteristics (AWC refuse, addition of separate food waste collections across three districts: 
‘Sort It!’) and the knock-on impact on HWRC arisings.  

Overall, despite the increase in households across the SWP area, the total arisings has remained 
stable (tonnes per year) and the amount per household has fallen. 
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Figure A 2.2: Somerset Waste Partnership: compariso n of trends between ‘Sort It!’ 
districts 2000/01-2007/08 
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Figure A2.3: Hart District Council 
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Figure A2.4: Mole Valley District Council 
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Figure A2.5: Broadland District Council 
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Figure A2.6: South Norfolk District Council 
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GROUP 2:  Charged/restricted garden waste collectio ns and bulky waste, refuse 
weekly 
 

Figure A2.7: Rother District Council 
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Figure A2.8: Powys County Council 
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GROUP 3: Free garden waste collections, weekly refu se, free bulky waste, low 
levels of home composting participation (mostly urb an authorities) 
 

Figure A2.10:  Birmingham City Council 
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Figure A2.11: Wakefield City MDC 
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Figure A2.12: London Borough of Sutton 
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Figure A2.13: Cardiff City Council 
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Figure A2.14: London Borough of Islington 
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Figure A2.15: West Dunbartonshire Council 
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Figure A2.16: Ribble Valley Borough Council 
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Figure A2.17: Basildon District Council 
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Figure A2.18: Rhondda Cynon Taf County Borough Coun cil 
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GROUP 4: Free garden waste collections, weekly refu se, bulky waste charged 

Figure A2.19: East Riding of Yorkshire Council 
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Figure A2.20: Gateshead Metropolitan Borough Counci l 
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Figure A2.21: Sandwell Metropolitan Borough Council  
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Figure A2.22: Flintshire County Council 
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Figure A2.9: Milton Keynes Council 
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GROUP 5: AWC for refuse, garden waste collection fr ee 

Figure A2.23: Hambleton District Council 
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Figure A2.24: Tonbridge and Malling Borough Council    
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Figure A2.25: Down District Council 
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Figure A2.26: Hyndburn Borough Council 
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Figure A2.27: Stirling Council 
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Figure A2.28: Derby City Council 
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Figure A 2.29: Belfast City Council 
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