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Salisbury District Council:  Environment and Transport Overview and Scrutiny Panel 

Waste Management Targets: An examination of refuse collection and recycling in Salisbury 

District 

__________________________________________________________________________ 

 

Introduction by Councillor Paul Clegg  

Lead Member: Waste Management Targets Review Group 

___________________________________________________________________________ 

 

The management of household waste is one of the most important public services provided by 

the District Council.  This is a service which is operated in tandem with our partner Wiltshire 

County Council. The management of household waste has come under increasing government 

scrutiny over the last ten years, and councils nationwide are now set targets for reducing the 

amount of waste sent to landfill.  

 

Salisbury District Council is responsible for the collection of household waste.  Therefore 

encouraging recycling to reduce the amount of waste collected is an important priority for the 

Council and we are set annual targets to achieve. As the waste disposal authority, Wiltshire 

County Council have targets to reduce the overall amount of waste being sent to landfill, and 

again recycling is one of the most important ways to achieve this. 

 

Following a previous scrutiny review in 2003, the Council adopted a “Reduce, Reuse and 

Recycle” strategy. Many of the principles of the strategy remain unchanged today. To further 

this strategy, a kerbside recycling scheme was introduced in May 2004, which envisaged 

increasing recycling rates substantially by 2008.  However, over the last 12 months concern 

has been growing that the Council will not meet these estimated rates.  Therefore I have 

commissioned this review to investigate the current position in respect of recycling and how 

the Council can best adapt its programme to meet the targets set. 

 

We have taken evidence from those receiving the service and from council officers.  We have 

examined current best practice and the methodology employed by those councils successfully 

meeting and exceeding their targets. 
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All of the information we have gathered during the 5 months that it has taken to complete the 

review is now published as part of this report.  May I thank all those who have given their 

time and energy to support us in our work. 

 

The report discusses the issues and draws conclusions based on our findings - it has the 

unanimous support of the review group. The recommendations contained here aim to address 

the issues faced by the Council and the desires of local residents and we hope this report will 

lead to the provision of a better service. 

 

 

 

 

 

Councillor Paul Clegg 

 

Lead Member,  

Waste Management Targets Review Group 
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Report of the Waste Management Targets Scrutiny Review Group: 8 December 2005 

An examination of refuse collection and recycling in Salisbury District. 
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Terms of Reference and Scope of the Waste Management Targets Scrutiny Review 

 

1 The Waste Management Targets Review Group was commissioned by the Council's 

Environment & Transport Overview & Scrutiny Panel in May 2005 to undertake a review of 

refuse collection and recycling in the District focusing on the best way to adapt the current 

service to meet the targets set by the government.   

 

The terms of reference and scope of the review are set out below: 

 

� To examine the current position in respect of the refuse and recycling services in South 

Wiltshire. 

� To assess how effectively the current collection services assists the Council to achieve its 

recycling targets. 

� To identify the public attitudes towards refuse collection and recycling. 

� To identify how the Council should adapt its recycling programme in the long-term to 

better achieve targets and evaluate any changes this may mean for the refuse collection 

service. 

� To recommend modifications to the services to better achieve the Council’s aims. 

 

Membership of the Waste Management Targets Scrutiny Review 

 

2 Councillor Paul Clegg (Labour, St Paul Ward) was appointed by the Environment and 

Transport Overview and Scrutiny Group to lead the Waste Management Targets Review. 

Councillors Christopher Devine (Conservative, Winterslow Ward), and Simon Howarth 

(Labour, St Martin and Milford Ward), were appointed to serve on the Review Group.  

 

Sara Draper and Gill White in the Council's Democratic Services Unit supported the Scrutiny 

work. 

 

This cross-party consensual approach was an important factor in the success of the review.  
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Methodology 

 

3 The review was undertaken in accordance with the council's new scrutiny arrangements and 

included the following research methods: 

 

4 A Planned Approach 

The Review group was working to a clear project plan agreed by the Environment & 

Transport Overview and Scrutiny Panel.  The project plan proved a useful tool by which 

progress could be monitored and it also provided the basis for progress reports to the 

Environment & Transport Overview and Scrutiny Panel.   

 

5 Desk Research:  

A list of publications, papers and documents was assembled by the scrutiny support officer 

and bibliography can be found at page 24.   

 

6 Interviews:  

Interviews were conducted with: John Vaughan (Internal Auditor and author of the Internal 

Audit Report); Geoff Silver (Head of Environmental Services); Bob Chequer (Waste 

Minimisation Officer); and David Crook (Policy Director).  The transcripts of the interviews 

have been included in the supporting papers which can be accessed by contacting Democratic 

Services on the telephone number on page 26.  Questions were submitted to the participants in 

advance of the interviews and the transcripts were approved by the interviewees prior to 

publication in accordance with Council's normal scrutiny procedures. 

 

7 Other Local Authorities: 

The Review Group analysed the performance of other similar and best performing authorities 

as part of the review process. The group used statistics gathered by the Office of the Deputy 

Prime Minister and DEFRA (Department for Environment, Food and Rural Affairs) to select 

local authorities and then followed this up by research and telephone interviews with best 

performing councils. The evidence gained helped to shape the conclusions and 

recommendations contained in this report. 

 

8 Consultation: 

A series of questions on recycling were devised as part of the Autumn 2005 People’s Voice 

questionnaire. This questionnaire was submitted to 534 local residents. 
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In addition, the views of local residents ascertained for earlier reports were analysed and 

taken into account during the review. 

 

The National Context 

 

9 Policies on waste management in South Wiltshire are driven by European and National 

legislation. In order to successfully implement various EU Directives, the Government has 

developed various strategies, including Waste Strategy 2000, which defined national targets to 

recycle or compost at least 25% of household waste by 2005, at least 30% by 2010 and at 

least 33% by 2015.  

 

10 To ensure these targets are achieved, the Government has set Statutory Performance 

Standards for each local authority, which are shown in table 1 below.  In October 2005 

DEFRA published a paper which proposes the extension of existing Statutory Performance 

Standards to the year 2007/08, which is currently open for consultation.  The target for 

recycling and composting for 2007/08 for Salisbury DC will be 30% or 36% depending on 

which option is adopted.  It should be noted that targets have not been set for 2006/07 in order 

to give local authorities sufficient time to plan for the new targets. 

 

Table 1 – Targets for household recycling and composting rates set nationally and 

locally. 

 National target for 
percentage of 
household waste 
recycled or 
composted (a) 

Statutory 
Performance 
Standard target for 
Salisbury District 
Council (b) 

Estimated rates of 
household waste 
recycled, envisaged 
in report to 
Cabinet May 2004 
(d) 

2003/04  16% 16% (baseline) 
2004/05   22% 
2005 25%   
2005/06  30% 28% 
2006/07   31% 
2007/08  30% or 36% (c) 34% 
2010 30%   
2015 33%   
Sources: 
(a) Set out in the Waste Strategy 2000, published by DEFRA. 
(b) Set out in the Best Value Performance Indicators (DEFRA) in 1999. Note that the SPSs were 
originally set at 26% by 2003 and 36% by 2005, but were amended following the successful county-
wide pooled targets bid made by Wiltshire Waste Partnership to DEFRA. 
(c) Options 2 and 4 proposed in Consultation on options for local authority statutory performance 
standards on recycling and composting in 2007/08, published by DEFRA in October 2005. 
(d) Improving Waste Management and Meeting Recycling Targets, report to SDC Cabinet 5 May 2004. 
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11 In addition to these targets, a further driver for increasing the amount of waste recycled is the 

Landfill Allowance Trading Scheme (LATS), introduced by government in conjunction with 

the EU Landfill Directive, which allocates tradable landfill allowances to waste disposal 

authorities (of which Wiltshire County Council is one) with the aim of diverting 

biodegradable municipal waste away from landfill.  The incentive to meet the LATS targets is 

provided in the form of financial penalties for non-compliance. 

 

12 For a full review of the European, national and regional policy drivers, see chapter 4 of the 

Draft Joint Municipal Waste Management Strategy: An Overview 2005 published by the 

Wiltshire Waste Partnership, included as one of the background papers listed on page 26. 

 

Council Policies on Waste Management  

 

13 The Council’s policy on waste management has evolved in response to government targets, 

county-wide strategies and the findings of local reviews: 

 

December 2001 – Cabinet considered a draft Waste Strategy put forward by the Head of 

Environmental Services in order to accommodate the requirements of the governments Waste 

Strategy 2000.  Cabinet agreed that it should be submitted to the Environment and Transport 

Overview and Scrutiny Panel for consultation, which subsequently set up a panel to scrutinise 

the draft strategy. 

 

March 2002 - The Best Value Review of Environmental Stewardship 2001/2002, accepted by 

Cabinet in March 2002, set the objective to “achieve the household waste 

recycling/composting targets of 26% by 2003 and 36% by 2005.”  These were the original 

Statutory Performance Standard targets for Salisbury, which were subsequently reduced 

following the successful county-wide pooled targets bid made by Wiltshire Waste Partnership 

to DEFRA. 

 

March 2003 - The report of the Environment and Transport Overview and Scrutiny Panel 

review of the Strategy for Waste Minimisation, Re-use and Recycling was accepted by 

Cabinet as the strategy upon which future initiatives should be based.  The report 

recommended that the Council “set the minimum target and timetable for diverting materials 

from the waste stream as set by the Government.  The Council’s continuing aim should be to 

achieve and maintain a position of being in the top 5% of the upper quartile in the Audit 
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Commission performance tables (currently those Councils recycling 25% or more of their 

household waste)”.  This has been interpreted in subsequent reports as a target recycling rate 

of 31% by 2010.2 & 1 

 

May 2004 – Cabinet accepted the Best Value Review of Street Services which identified that 

residents in the area would support further improvements to the recycling service. 

 

May 2004 – the Comprehensive Performance Assessment Inspection Report was published, 

which concluded that whilst recycling performance was good (within the best 25% of 

councils in England), the council had not committed itself to a programme to meet future 

targets, or made the necessary financial provision to implement a scheme without relying on 

external funding. 

 

May 2004 – In response to the CPA report, the Cabinet approved a plan for expanding waste 

recycling services from 2004 to 2008, which included establishing a kerbside collection of dry 

recyclable and compostable waste from households in the main settlements of the district 

(report to cabinet titled “Improving Waste Management and Meeting Recycling Targets” 

presented by the Head of Environmental Health).  This plan predicted that the Council could 

achieve a recycling rate of 34% by 2007/08 through expansion of the kerbside scheme over 

the four-year period.  

 

August 2005 – an Internal Audit report on Waste Management was published, which found a 

number of weaknesses in the service including that the plan adopted in May 2004 was not 

delivering the levels of performance it had anticipated. 

 

                                                            
1 Report to Cabinet 5 May 2004 “Improving Waste Management & Meeting Recycling Targets” 
presented by the Head of Environmental Services. 
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Current position in respect of the refuse and recycling services in South Wiltshire. 

 

Services provided to residents of SDC 

14  At present refuse is collected from households across the district on a weekly basis, under a 

contract with Hills Waste, using a fleet of refuse compaction vehicles and a crew of drivers 

and loaders.  For the vast majority of households, refuse is collected from the kerbside, but 

under special circumstances back-door and long-drives collections are made. (It should be 

noted that the majority of these special collections will cease in the near future in order to 

achieve cost savings.  The cessation was agreed by Cabinet in December 2005.) 

 

15 A kerbside recycling scheme commenced in June 2004, and now covers approximately 

27,000 households.  Dry recyclables (glass, cans, paper, textiles and foil) are collected in 

black boxes, and compostable waste (garden waste and cardboard) is collected in sacks 

supplied to households at a charge. Collections are made on alternate weeks under a contract 

with Hills Waste.  Households not covered by this scheme receive a paper/cardboard 

collection on alternate weeks, provided by SDC staff and vehicles.  

 

16 ‘Bring to’ mini recycling centers facilities are provided in 55 locations across the district, and 

household recycling centers are operated by Hills Waste in Salisbury and Amesbury.  
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Identifying the public attitudes towards refuse collection and recycling. 

 

17 A Best Value Review of Street Services undertaken in 2004 indicated that at the time the 

review was compiled there was a 72% satisfaction rate with the doorstep recycling service 

amongst residents of Salisbury District (see table 3 below – sum of very satisfied and fairly 

satisfied respondents to the final question). Officers felt that this was a low score given that 

the Council was, at that time, in the top 30% of authorities nationally for recycling2. The 

scrutiny review completed in 2003 indicated that single material collections did not meet 

people’s expectations. 

 

Table 3 – Results of MORI Survey, Question 6 - Doorstep Recycling Collection.  

Are you satisfied or dissatisfied with each of the following elements of the service that we provide? 

 Very 
satisfied 

Fairly 
satisfied Neither 

Fairly 
dissatisfied 

Very 
dissatisfied 

The place you have to leave your 
items for recycling awaiting collection 

50% 34% 8% 4% 4% 

The reliability of the collections of 
items for recycling 53% 32% 8% 4% 4% 

How clean and tidy the street is 
following the collection of items for 
recycling 

50% 36% 10% 3% 1% 

The service for the collection of items 
for recycling overall 39% 33% 12% 8% 9% 

Source: Best Value Review of Street Services, presented to Cabinet on 5 May 2004. 

 

18 The 2004 Best Value report also highlighted pressures on the refuse collection service and it 

was noted that an expansion of the doorstep recycling service would reduce this pressure. It 

was further noted that a separate collection for green household waste would also reduce the 

pressure on the loads. 

 

19 The report discussed the use of wheeled bins and concluded that many members of the public 

had purchase their own wheeled bins and that they are becoming the accepted container for 

waste across the UK and Western Europe. Surveys conducted in 1998 and 2000 demonstrated 

that the public considered wheeled bins to be the preferred Council supplied container for 

waste. 

 

                                                            
2 Best Value Review of Street Services, presented to Cabinet on 5 May 2004. 
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20 The Comprehensive Performance Assessment completed in May 2004 indicated that while 

public satisfaction levels with waste collection were generally high, the levels for the 

recycling service were below national average.3  

 

21  The scrutiny panel commissioned a public survey of attitudes to recycling through the 

People’s Voice Panel. A full set of the results are attached as appendix 7. When considering 

the results it must be noted that only 33% of those residents questioned are currently served 

by the black box scheme.  

 

22  The results show that 52.9% of those who responded recycled more waste since the 

introduction of the black box kerbside collection service (question 21b). However, 37.1% of 

respondents stated that they did not. 79.1% of respondents stated that the black box was easy 

to use and only 31.1% felt it was too heavy (questions 21a and 21d). 69.7% of respondents 

felt the black box scheme was an improvement over the previous recycling service (question 

21c). However, 46.7% felt that the black box was too small for the amount of recyclables that 

they collect and this was reflected by 41.2% of respondents who felt that the black box should 

be collected every week (questions 21e and 21g). 

 

23 As part of the questionnaire residents were also asked questions about other aspects of 

recycling. 47.6% of all respondents found it easy to recycle garden waste using the brown 

paper bags although 64.7% of respondents felt that they should not have to pay for the bags 

(questions 21h and 21 I). Opinion was divided over the use of wheelie bins with 41.4% of 

respondents stating that they would prefer to use a wheelie bin and 44.9% stating that they 

would not (question 22a). Only 28.2% of people would be willing to pay something towards 

the cost of a wheelie bin (question 22b). 65.1% of respondents were not happy to have their 

residual household waste collected every two weeks instead of weekly (question 22c). 

 

24 In addition to the questions asked the residents were given the opportunity to raise any 

general comments in relation to recycling. The general comments raised were: 

• The kerbside recycling system is inadequate because it does not allow for the 

collection of plastic.  

• The brown bags for green waste are not acceptable because they start to 

decompose before they are collected. 

                                                            
3 Comprehensive Performance Assessment - Inspection report, Audit Commission, May 2004. 
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• Many residents felt that it is unacceptable that the black box service is not 

available in the rural areas. 

• Many positive views were expressed about the mini recycling centres 

particularly in the rural areas. 
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Current Performance  

 

25 Waste management performance is measured by a series of Best Value Performance 

Indicators which local authorities calculate and submit to central government, as shown in 

table 2 below.  The Statutory Performance Standard is then calculated from the sum of BVPI 

82a and 82b. 

 

Table 2 – Best Value Performance Indicators and the Statutory Performance Standard 

for Salisbury District Council 

 2002/03 2003/04 2004/05 

BVPI 82a Household waste – percentage recycled 16.10% 17.40% 17.38% 

BVPI 82b Household waste – percentage composted 0.00% 0.00% 1.22% 

Statutory Performance Standard 

Recycling and composting rate (%) (Sum of BVPI 82a and 82b) 
16.10% 17.00% 18.60% 

BVPI 84 Kilograms waste collected per head 395.0kgs 395.3kgs 401.0kgs 

BVPI 86 Cost of waste collected per household £30.00 £40.12 £41.98 

BVPI 91 Percentage of population served by kerbside collection or 

within 1km of recycling center 
97.8% 98.0% 98.0% 

Sources: 
• BVPIs – Table 1, Internal Audit Report on Waste Management, August 2005.   
• Statutory Performance Standard – Local authority recycling performance and targets 2003-04 and 

targets 2005-06, DEFRA website 
http://www.defra.gov.uk/environment/waste/localauth/perf_mgmt.htm 

 

26 The Internal Audit report expressed concerns about SDCs performance compared to other 

local authorities.  For an audit completed in 1996, a comparison of household recycling rates 

had been made across 12 local authorities in a ‘family’ group4. Salisbury District Council was 

ranked 1st out of 12 authorities, with 11% of household waste being recycled at that time.  By 

2003/04 the council had dropped to 8th place in the group, with only 17% of household waste 

being recycled compared to 30% for the highest ranking authority (Canterbury City Council). 

(See Internal Audit report, table 7, appendix 1). 

 

27 For further analysis, internal audit drew up a comparison with other local authorities of 

similar size, area and population (see Internal Audit report, table 2, appendix 2).  For 

                                                            
4 According to the Senior Internal Auditor the ‘family’ group was some form of benchmarking group 
used in 1996, although the basis of the group is not known (see interview question 1, in background 
paper 4).  
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recycling and composting rates for 2003/04, Salisbury ranked 5th out of the 8 local authorities, 

the best performing of which achieved a recycling and composting rate of 28% (Breckland 

Council, Norfolk). 

 

28 Internal Audit also expressed concerns about the cost of waste collected per household (BVPI 

86) for SDC.  Compared to seven other local authorities of similar size, area and population, 

Salisbury ranked 8th based on cost per household (see Internal Audit report, table 5, appendix 

3).  Whilst SDC reported a figure for £40 per household for BVPI 86, the best performing of 

the eight authorities, West Wilts District Council, achieved their waste collection service at a 

cost of £27 per household.  The Internal Audit report concluded that Salisbury’s performance 

has fallen behind in terms of value for money. 

 

29 It should be noted that during an interview held with the scrutiny panel, the Policy Director 

identified a number of problems with the comparison of BVPI 86 (Cost of waste collected per 

household) as local authorities report costs in different ways (see background papers 3 and 4). 

Therefore when analysis of value for money has been undertaken by Environmental Services 

Salisbury’s costs have been average rather than below average when compared with other 

local authorities.  

 
30 The Internal Audit on Waste Management (background paper 2) completed in August 2005 

concluded that “on the basis of current performance and targets it seems increasingly likely 

that the council will not achieve the Government [national] target for household waste 

recycling.”  It draws this conclusion based on the very small improvement made in the 

recycling and composting rate between 2002/03 and 2003/04 - an increase of just 1% (see 

table 2 above).   BVPI figures calculated for 2004/05 show that the recycling and composting 

rate has again only marginally improved, increasing by 1.6% between 2003/04 and 2004/05.5   

 Therefore a substantial change in the levels of recycling and composting are needed in order 

to meet this SPS.   

 

31 The Internal Audit report contained a table of the ten local authorities with the greatest 

improvement in their Statutory Performance Standard recycling and composting rate between 

2002/03 and 2003/04, known as the “top ten improvers (table 4 of appendix 4). As shown in 

the table several of the ‘top ten improvers’ do use basket/box systems for collecting recycling 

                                                            
5 BVPIs for 2004/05 are given in table 1 of the Internal Audit report on Waste Management.  They do 
not yet appear on the governments BVPI website (www.bvpi.gov.uk) so could still be subject to change 
via the Audit Commission’s verification process.   
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materials from households. However, there were operational problems when the system was 

first introduced which created a negative public impression of the scheme. This meant that the 

take-up has been well below that projected. In addition this negative public impression has 

created a reluctance among the providers of the service to promote the scheme to increase 

take-up. However, many of the initial operational issues have now been overcome and 

therefore Wiltshire County Council is providing additional funding in 2006/7 to increase the 

promotion of the service, which should result in a rise in participation rates.   

 

32 In the scrutiny interview held with the Head of Environmental Services and the Waste 

Management Officer (background paper 4), they reported that if all of the collection rounds 

were producing the same as the best performing rounds, the target of 31% could just about be 

met.  This would, however, be reliant on a full roll out of the scheme to all areas and would be 

reliant on sustaining maximum performance levels.  The officers identified a number of reasons 

why some rounds were not producing as much recyclable and compostable materials as others 

(see question 8, background paper 4) and concluded that whilst there problems could be 

overcome, it would be difficult to encourage householders to maintain maximum levels of 

recycling and composting over a sustained time period. Furthermore the People’s Voice survey 

indicated that some householders consider that there is insufficient capacity in the black boxes 

to allow them to recycle as much material as they would like. Therefore the black box scheme in 

isolation is very unlikely to enable Salisbury District Council to achieve recycling rates (see 

question 8, appendix 4). 

 

33 In addition to the inability of the scheme to achieve recycling targets, the Health and Safety 

Executive has recently expressed concern about the scheme in terms of the physical weight and 

manual handling difficulties of the boxes both for householders and operators of the service. It is 

likely that black box schemes nationally will be the subject of a health and safety review in the 

near future. Although it should be noted that the public survey indicated that the majority 

(62.9%) of respondents did not find the black box system difficult to use (question 21d appendix 

7) 

 

34 Therefore it is recommended that an alternative scheme for collecting dry recyclates be 

introduced for Salisbury District either by offering a greater number of black boxes to 

households or by introducing reuseable bags which have a greater capacity than the 

current black boxes. Furthermore it is recommended that flexibility be built into the 
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system to allow householders to select whether they would prefer a box or a bag for dry 

recyclates. 
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How should the Council adapt its recycling programme in the long-term to better achieve 

targets?  

 

Best Practice in other Local Authorities: 

 

35 Table 4 appendix 4 identifies that: 

• 80% of the top improvers used wheeled bins for household refuse collection and 60% 

combined wheeled bins for household refuse with wheeled bins for kerbside recycling. 

• 60% offered alternate two weekly collections of refuse and recycling.  

• 40% used baskets or boxes for kerbside recycling however, one of those also used 

wheeled bins and sacks and therefore only 30% relied exclusively on baskets or sacks to 

collect kerbside recycling.  

• Only one authority relied on the use of baskets or boxes in combination with traditional 

householder refuse bins. The other authorities operating a basket system used wheeled 

bins for household refuse. 

• The top improver, Fylde District Council, used all of the methods analysed by Internal 

Audit for collecting kerbside recycling including wheeled bins, baskets or boxes and 

sacks. This indicates that the best strategy involves adapting the recycling programme 

depending on the circumstances within each local authority area. 

 

36 To expand on this analysis, the review panel drew together a list of the ten district councils with 

the highest recycling rates reported under BVPI 82a for 2003/04, known as the “top ten 

performers” (see appendix 5).  Each of these local authorities was then approached to ascertain 

their collection methods and receptacles used. (Note that this comparison does not take 

composting rates or methods into account). 

 

37 The analysis of this information indicates that:   

• 50% of the top performing authorities used wheeled bins as the method of collecting both 

refuse and dry recyclates and one further authority trialled wheeled bins to a limited 

number of households in 2004/5.  

• 50% used a method of sacks for refuse and sacks/boxes for collecting dry recyclates.  

• There is a rough divide in the top ten performing authorities with those higher ranking 

authorities operating a wheeled bin service and the lower ranking authorities operating a 

system based on sacks/boxes.  
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38 The surveys conducted also indicated that the top performing authorities do not collect excess 

refuse from the roadside, and several of the authorities surveyed that do collect excess refuse 

were reviewing the practice with a view to phasing out its collection. Excess recyclates are 

collected if they are placed in sacks next to the wheeled bin. 

 

Use of wheeled bins and other receptacles 

 

39 Based on best practice in other local authorities, and new systems being implemented by 

authorities in Wiltshire, the introduction of wheeled bins was identified as being a priority in 

the interview with the Policy Director on 2nd November (background paper 3). 

 

40 Previous evidence gathered by Salisbury District Council has indicated that there were two 

main concerns expressed over the introduction of wheeled bins as a system for collecting 

household refuse and recycling in the past. The first concern related to the capital costs of 

such a system (e.g. the purchase of wheeled bins). The figures attached in appendix 6 indicate 

that each wheeled bin costs £23 whereas there are cheaper options in the form of bags and 

boxes at a cost of £4 each. The second concern related to the narrow street geography in parts 

of the major settlements. The view was expressed that it would be difficult to find space for 

wheeled bins in narrow streets in the city centre and that it may cause the streets to look 

cluttered. In addition concerns were expressed about how wheeled bins would operate in flats. 

(see background paper 5, paragraph 4.5.2, and appendix 2 paragraph 4.5.1).  

 

41 However, many of the ‘top ten improvers’ have similar geography to Salisbury and are 

successfully operating wheeled bin systems.  In addition, West Wiltshire have recently piloted 

a study of a two weekly alternate collection strategy using wheeled bins and black boxes and 

are reporting recycling rates of 26% of all household waste when the scheme is not fully 

rolled out (see background paper 3). This strategy uses a wheeled bin for household refuse, a 

wheeled bin for green waste and a black box for dry recyclates. 

 

42 During his interview the Policy Director identified that the main operational problem 

experienced by other local authorities was the reluctance from householders to use wheeled 

bins in certain areas due to lack of space. To overcome this, households could be provided 

with sacks to the same volume as wheeled bins. This type of flexible, mixed strategy has been 

employed by Fylde District Council, who achieved the greatest increase in recycling and 

composting rate between 2002/03 and 2003/04 (see table 4, appendix 4). 
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43 Within the broad concept of introducing a wheeled bin system for the entire District, different 

combinations of wheeled bins and other receptacles can be used.  Possible combinations 

include: 

 

44 Option 1 - Three wheeled bins – one each for waste, dry recyclates and green waste:  

Three wheeled bins would be likely to cause considerable problems in terms of householders 

not having enough space to store the bins on their properties.  In addition, the capital costs of 

supplying three wheeled bins to each household would be considerably higher than supplying 

sacks or boxes.  

 

45 Option 2 - Wheeled bin for waste, wheeled bin for green waste, black box for dry recyclates: 

Using a wheeled bin for the collection of green material could encourage householders to put 

out a greater volume of garden waste and cardboard for composting.  The volume of material 

collected is likely to be seasonal, as householders generate less garden waste in winter. In 

addition using wheeled bins for green waste would overcome the manual handling issues of 

lifting sacks of garden waste both for householders and operators. Continuing to use the black 

boxes for dry recyclates would not overcome the health and safety issues associated with 

manual handling heavy boxes. Furthermore the size of the box limits the amount of dry 

recyclates householders can store – householders are able to put additional materials out for 

recycling beside their black boxes under the current scheme, but having the space to store the 

materials can be problematic for people in small properties. 

 

46 Option 3 - Wheeled bin for waste, wheeled bin for dry recyclates, reuseable/paper sacks for 

compostable waste:  

Using a wheeled bin for dry recyclates would overcome the health and safety issues 

associated with the black boxes, and would allow householders to store a greater volume of 

materials for collection.  However, operationally it would be very difficult to sort the 

recyclates at the kerbside (which currently happens with the black box scheme), and at 

present there are no facilities to separate out the dry recyclates at the transfer station (see 

paragraph 4.5.1, background paper 2).  The waste cannot be taken to an alternative transfer 

station which does have the facilities to sort recyclates without the agreement of Wiltshire 

County Council. As Wiltshire County Council is the disposal authority for Wiltshire it can 

instruct the district councils as to where waste is to be disposed of. Therefore it is unlikely 

that any strategy based on wheeled bins for dry recyclates could be implemented in Salisbury. 
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Paper sacks are currently used for green garden waste collection across parts of the district, 

where householders have to purchase the sacks from the Council.  Officers highlighted 

problems with waxed cardboard being deposited in these bins. In addition officers estimate 

that over a two year period it is more cost efficient to provide householders with wheeled bins 

for green waste than providing householders with two sacks each fortnight. However, 

providing a reusable sack for green waste is potentially a more cost effective option. 

 

47 Option 4 - Wheeled bin for waste, separate reusable sacks/boxes for dry recyclates, 

reuseable/paper sacks for green waste:  

Using separate reusable sacks for dry recyclates would overcome many of the health and 

safety issues associated with the manual handling of black boxes, and would make it easier 

for materials to be sorted at the kerbside. Whilst there would still be some manual handling 

involved with using sacks for recycling they would not be as heavy as the black boxes which 

are heavy even when empty. As outlined in option 3 using a reuasable sack for garden waste 

would be a much more cost effective option than using a wheeled bin and if provided to all 

households free of charge should lead to an increased rate of recycling. 

 

48 Therefore on the basis of the above analysis it is recommended that wheeled bins be 

provided for household refuse, a separate box/reusable sack be provided for dry recyclates, 

and reuseable sacks be provided for green waste as outlined in Option 4 above.  

 

49 Wheeled bins should be used as the priority method of collecting refuse from households 

and the presumption should be in favour of wheeled bins. However, alternative methods 

should be used in those areas not suited to wheeled bins.  

 

50 It is understood that officers are proposing that in flats separate wheeled bins for each type 

of recyclable material be introduced and the Panel endorses this approach. The Panel also 

recommends that a different colour bin be provided for each type of recyclable material to 

enable householders to easily differentiate between them.  

 

51 The scrutiny review in 2003 identified that the introduction of wheeled bins has caused an 

increase in the weight of waste collected by some local authorities, and that “unless the bin 

size was restricted and a ‘no-excess’ policy adopted there would be little positive impact on 

recycling”. The “no-excess” policy is designed to encourage householders to be diligent about 

sorting recyclable material from residual household waste. It is anticipated by officers that 
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any introduction of wheeled bins for household waste would be coupled with a “no excess” 

policy to ensure that recycling rates increase. However, enforcement of this could be seen as a 

negative approach, which may cause public resistance to the whole scheme (see appendix 3). 

In addition a study commissioned by DEFRA indicated that there is a lack of statistical 

evidence about the success of so-called “stick” mechanisms to increase recycling rates.6  

 

52 Therefore it is recommended that whilst a restriction on the amount of refuse collected be 

imposed initially, that this be coupled with use of the Council’s powers under section 46 of 

the Environmental Protection Act 1990 to prevent householders placing recyclable 

materials in their residual waste as part of an education programme. This has been utilised 

by Eastleigh Borough Council with great success and officers have found few households 

are not able to reduce their rubbish to be contained within the bin provided. 
 

Weekly or Alternate weekly collections 
 

53 According to the Internal Audit report, 6 out of the 10 ‘top improving’ local authorities use  

alternate weekly collections of household waste and recyclables (see table 4, appendix 4).  Of 

the ‘top ten performing’ authorities analysed for this review, five use alternate weekly 

collections for household waste and recyclables, whilst three use weekly collections.  One 

authority collected household waste weekly and recyclables on alternative weeks, whilst the 

final authority collected recycling weekly and household waste on alternate weeks (appendix 

5). 

 

54 A strategy of alternate week collections is deemed by officers to be crucial to an increase in 

recycling rates. Without a “no-excess” policy to reduce the amount of residual waste collected 

and a reduced frequency of collection the incentives for householders to recycle a larger 

percentage of their waste is much reduced. Indeed many of the ‘top improvers’ and ‘top 

performers’ use an alternate weekly collection of refuse and recyclates with associated high 

recycling performance rates.  

 

55 Therefore it is recommended that the Council employ a strategy of alternate weekly 

collections of household waste and dry recyclates. 

 

                                                            
6 Evaluation of Local Authority Experience of Operating Household Waste Incentive Schemes, AEA 
Technology plc on behalf of DEFRA, April 2005. 
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56 It is recommended that the status quo be maintained with regards to the collection of green 

waste, in that green waste be collected on a fortnightly basis on the same week as dry 

recyclates are collected. 

 

57 The Panel were aware that there was a concern amongst householders that fortnightly 

collections of refuse as confirmed by the People’s Voice results. Anecdotal evidence indicates 

that one of the main reasons for public opposition to fortnightly collections is the concern that 

the bins would smell due to the decomposition of food waste. A solution to this problem 

would be to couple the fortnightly collection of residual household refuse with a weekly 

collection of compostable waste. However, this strategy would be very expensive to operate 

as it would require additional crews and vehicles. The ideal solution would be to promote 

home composting to all households with gardens. However, a compromise solution could be 

the creation of more community composting sites and the People’s Voice results (appendix 7) 

demonstrate support for the Alderbury community composting site and “bring to” sites in 

general. 

 

58 It is therefore recommended that the introduction of alternate weekly collections of 

household refuse and dry recyclates be combined with the increase and promotion of home 

composters. It is recommended that leaflets advertising special rates for home composters 

be distributed to all households in the months before the introduction of the alternate 

weekly collection system in partnership with Wiltshire Wildlife Trust. It is further 

recommended that wherever possible, this strategy be consolidated by the introduction of 

community composting sites in villages. 

 

59 It is recommended that the new strategy be first rolled-out to those households not served 

by the black box scheme to increase the percentage of households served by a kerbside 

recycling collection service. 

 

60 The cost implications of adopting different collection strategies are considered under 60 - 65 

below. 

 

Costs of different options 

61 The costs of introducing scheme with alternate weekly collections are attached as appendix 6. 

This strategy is based on the West Wilts District Council model of a wheeled bin for residual 

household refuse, a wheeled bin for green waste and a black box/sack for dry recyclates.  
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62 The total capital cost of equipment to run the new system is calculated at £2,911,000. This 

strategy has been fully costed and therefore interest charges have also been taken into 

account. This has been split over seven years although no allowance for inflation has been 

made. The current budget is £1,755,540 for refuse collection and £540,780 for recycling. The 

future investment growth currently built into the Medium Term Financial Strategy to fund 

improvements in the recycling service can be seen in column D of table 1. The investment 

amount required, on top of that already accounted for in the Council’s Medium Term 

Financial Strategy is outlined in column F of table 1.  Under the current contract with Hills 

Waste the Council pays £125,000 per annum to Wiltshire County Council (who also provide 

an additional subsidy) for the recycling service which serves approximately 26,000 

households. The costs attached as an appendix cover the costs of providing a kerbside 

recycling service to all households. This strategy assumes that on the week during which the 

refuse collectors are not collecting rubbish that they will use the same vehicles to collect 

green waste. 

 

63 The costings for this strategy are based on Salisbury District Council operating its own 

recycling service to all those households not currently served by the black box scheme under 

the contract with Hills Waste. This assumption has been made because without a base in 

Salisbury, Hills Waste would not be able to serve the necessary number of households in a 

day to fully implement a kerbside recycling service to all households. However, it is 

understood that Hills Waste may be creating a depot in Salisbury in the near future and should 

this occur it is likely that Hills Waste would be able to operate the service for all households 

in Salisbury. This would remove the need for the District Council to purchase additional 

vehicles and therefore the capital costs to the Council are likely to be reduced. 

 

64 The costs of options 1-4 (paragraphs 44-47) can be calculated from the costs attached in 

appendix 6. Each wheeled bin costs £23 and each sack/box has been coasted at around £4. 

Therefore the capital costs of equipment purchases will vary depending on the ratio of 

wheeled bins to sacks which are purchased. However, by moving to alternate weekly 

collections of residual household waste and dry recyclates with green waste collected on the 

same week as reyclates, the operating costs of options 1 –4 are broadly the same. Therefore it 

can be calculated that option 4, as endorsed by the Panel, requires a reduction in capital 

investment by the Council compared to that outlined in appendix 6. 
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65 The Panel have been informed that when Kennet District Council moved to a new system to 

increase recycling rates Wiltshire Waste Partnership made a financial contribution towards 

the purchase of capital items. However, no such agreement has been reached for Salisbury to 

date and therefore the figures attached assume that the District Council will have to fund the 

whole scheme. 

 

66 The Medium Term Financial Strategy is designed to migrate money from low Council 

priorities to high Council priorities. Therefore recycling is identified as a future investment 

priority for the Council in the current draft Medium Term Financial Strategy. The Panel wish 

to endorse the level of spending currently identified and note that this would have the effect of 

making recycling and waste management the Council’s top investment priority and the only 

area of budget growth in the coming years. 

 

Promotion of Scheme 

67 A problem with the existing black box scheme was the lack of promotion. The negative public 

reaction to the teething problems encountered created a reluctance on the part of the Council 

to promote an unpopular scheme. This in turn led to a poor take-up on some rounds. 

The experience of the scheme demonstrated that participation in recycling schemes is to an 

extent dependent on the level of promotion they are given.  

 

68 DEFRA commissioned a study of incentives to promote recycling schemes in local 

authorities. Whilst much innovative work has been done around creating “carrots” to increase 

participation in recycling schemes, there has been little statistical evaluation of the 

effectiveness of such schemes in increasing participation in kerbside recycling when 

measured against the costs of their implementation.6 

 

69 A planned programme of publicity and promotion should be developed in tandem with any 

new recycling system. This programme should be continued on an annual basis and should 

focus on those areas with a poor take up of the scheme. Such a programme could include 

individual inspections of householder bins to educate residents about the type of materials 

that can be recycled in line with the strategy employed by Eastleigh Borough Council. A 

programme could also be tailored to those specific materials being recycled in lower than 

expected proportions. This publicity programme should give consideration to “carrots” 

designed to increase recycling rates. 
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Note: Members are aware that the current receptacles for recyclates do not have a 

telephone number to enable residents to contact someone for advice on the scheme. 

Therefore members would like to see a helpline number on any new recepticles    

 

Establishment of the scheme 

70 During interviews with officers it was identified that one of the reasons for the poor 

performance with some ‘black-box’ rounds was the very short lead-in time to the introduction 

of the scheme.  The Internal Audit report states that “…a number of issues and teething 

problems have been experienced.  The boxes are not universally popular in replacing what 

was seen as an efficient kerbside paper and cardboard collection…” 

 
71 The interview with the Head of Environmental Services indicated that a lead in time would be 

required to ensure that any new system is rolled out effectively. In light of this, it would be 

prudent to ensure that a sufficient lead-in time is given for any new scheme, so that it can be 

set-up in a thorough and planned manner.  This is particularly important when considering the 

establishment of a flexible scheme, where the appropriate combination of wheeled bins, 

receptacles and sacks is delivered to best suit the space available to each household.  

 
72 It is therefore recommended that a project team be established in early 2006, and that a 

period of twelve months is allowed for preparatory work prior to the launch of the scheme. 
 

73 It is also recommended that the wheeled bins be dark green in colour to be inconspicuous 
in the rural areas. 


