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Summary

The Waste Management Service took the opportunity to include questions in the second survey of ‘Sounding
Board’ the South Hams citizens’ panel. The survey received 665 responses or 80%, however 84 responses
were not entered for this analysis as they were returned beyond the closing date.

Results
The following is a summary of the results from the questionnaire. More detailed results can be found in the
full report.

Recycling
96% of those who answered said that they did recycle some of their household waste

99% of those with doorstep collections said they recycle some household waste, compared with 81% of
those who do not have that service

The types of household waste most commonly recycled are ‘newspapers’ (93%) and ‘magazines’ (91%)

Those who have doorstep collections are more likely to say they recycle all types of household waste
than those who do not with the exceptions of ‘glass bottles’ and ‘clothes’

For the majority of waste types, respondents who did not recycle were most likely to say that there were
‘no facilities available’, followed by ‘unaware that | could recycle’.

71% of respondents said that they did have doorstep collection of recycled waste.

Overall satisfaction (‘very satisfied’ or ‘satisfied’) with the information received about doorstep collection
was over half at 59%.

Overall satisfaction with the reliability of the doorstep collection service is 93%.
53% of the respondents were ‘very satisfied’ or ‘satisfied’ with the ‘...quality of information...’

Recycling Banks
87% of Sounding Board members indicated that they did use recycling banks.

More than twice as many respondents said they used ‘glass’ banks (78%) than any other type of
recycling bank.

Overall satisfaction with the amount of information received about recycling banks was 28% with 32%
who said they were ‘dissatisfied’ or ‘very dissatisfied’.

25% of respondents expressed overall satisfaction with the quality of information received about
recycling banks. 31% said they were ‘dissatisfied’ or ‘very dissatisfied’.

71% of respondents expressed overall satisfaction with the distance to their nearest recycling bank.
18% said they were ‘dissatisfied’ or ‘very dissatisfied’.

61% of respondents expressed overall satisfaction with the cleanliness of the recycling bank. 17% said
they were ‘dissatisfied’ or ‘very dissatisfied'.

53% of respondents expressed overall satisfaction with the overall appearance of the recycling bank.
19% said they were ‘dissatisfied’ or ‘very dissatisfied’.

42% of respondents expressed overall satisfaction with the appearance of the recycling bank. 22% said
they were ‘dissatisfied’ or ‘very dissatisfied’ with a further 14% who said they ‘did not know’.
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Garden and Food Waste
49% said that they compost their garden waste through "home composting'

Men (31%) were more likely to use recycling centres than women (19%) for garden waste
Under 35s were far more likely than others to say they do not do any composting (38%)
93% said they did not have a wormery for composting food waste.
Normal Household Waste Services
62% said that they would prefer to get information about waste management and recycling services

through leaflet drops.

51% were satisfied overall with the amount of information received about doorstep collection of ‘normal’
household waste

48% were satisfied overall with the quality of information received about doorstep collection of ‘normal’
household waste

90% were satisfied overall with the reliability of the doorstep collection of normal' household waste

Street Cleansing
44% said they were ‘very satisfied' or ‘satisfied' with the number of litter bins in the South Hams

44% said they were ‘very satisfied' or “satisfied' with the location of litter bins in the South Hams

45% said they were ‘very satisfied' or “satisfied' with the frequency that litter bins are emptied in the
South Hams

36% were “dissatisfied' or very dissatisfied' with the number of dog bins
29% were Tdissatisfied' or very dissatisfied' with the location of dog bins
36% said they 'did not know' whether dog bins are emptied frequently
62% were satisfied overall with street cleansing in town centres

55% were satisfied overall with street cleansing in town centres

55% were satisfied overall with street cleansing on roads

Beach Cleanliness
Overall satisfaction with the cleanliness of beaches was 56%

Older respondents (over 65) were more likely to say they didn't know'

44% thought there were ‘not enough bins' on beaches with younger groups more likely to say there were
not enough bins than older groups
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1.0 Introduction / background

The Waste Management Service took the opportunity to include questions in the first survey of ‘Sounding
Board’ the South Hams citizens’ panel, which is run and maintained in partnership between SHDC and
Marketing Means.

The panel has been put together to be a representative group of South Hams residents who can be called
upon at regular intervals to express their opinions on issues regarding SHDC.

2.0 Method

The questionnaire was administered by post, sent out to all 840 panel members. Panel members have
already supplied their names and a number of personal details, making the administering and analysing
questionnaires easier.

3.0 Scope & Limitations

There are a number of limitations to this method that must be taken into account.

Y% Quantitative surveys that force respondents to answer by ticking boxes force people to answer within
the limitations of those who design the questionnaire.

% Quantitative surveys can simplify issues in order to reduce them to numbers

% Following on from the above limitation, quantitative surveys can only give general trends, not specific
opinions

% Also quantitative surveys can activate an opinion or behaviour that was not necessarily present
before by giving the respondent an idea through the provision of answers.

% Citizens’ panels, although set up to be an accurate cross section of the population in question have
to be considered as somewhat different in that a large proportion of people will not take part even
when actively asked.

There are some positive aspects of this survey
% The survey received a good response rate (74%) at the time of analysis, which adds to its reliability
% Internal validity was proved by similarities amongst a number of questions
% The Sounding Board is closer to an accurate reflection of the wider community than is normally
found in response to a survey sent out to a random sample of the whole population

4.0 Response
The analysis of this survey is based on 579 responses from the Sounding Board or 70% of the entire board.

The final number of responses received from the Sounding Board was 665 or 80%, however these additional
84 responses were not entered for this analysis they were returned beyond the closing date.
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5.0 Waste Management Services

N.B. All tables not included in the report will be included the Appendix, and will be footnoted accordingly.

5.1 Recycle any household waste

Respondents were first asked whether they recycle any of their household waste at all, with a simple ‘yes' or
no' scale.

Almost all (96%) of those who answered said that they did recycle some household waste. With such a
high number there were unsurprisingly no significant differences by demographic groups. (Table 1)

Recycle any household waste

Percent

Yes Mo

There were no significant differences by demographic groups. There were, however, significant differences
by those who do and do not have doorstep collections.

Almost everyone (99%) of those with doorstep collections said they recycle some household
waste, compared with 81% of those who do not have that service. (Table 1a)



SHDC — Waste Management
Sounding Board Results October 2002

5.2 Types of waste currently recycled

Sounding Board members were then asked what types of household waste they presently recycle from a list
11 types of waste.

The types of household waste most commonly recycled are ‘newspapers’ (93%) and ‘magazines’ (91%),
followed by ‘glass bottles’ (84%) and ‘paper’ (82%). ‘Books’ (42%) and ‘aluminium foil’ (41%) are the least
commonly recycled types of waste. (Table 2)

Types of Waste presently Recycled

New spapers
Magazines
Glass Bottles
Paper
Cardboard

Plastic Bottles

Aluminium Cans

Other Food Cans

Types of Waste

Clothes B Yes

O No

Books

Aluminium Foil

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

There are no significant differences by demographic groups in the amounts of waste recycled. However,
there were differences between those who have doorstep collections and those who do not.

Those who have doorstep collections are more likely to say they recycle all types of household
waste more than those who do not with the exceptions of ‘glass bottles', which those without
doorstep collections (93%) recycle more than those who do not (81%) and ‘clothes' (63% compared to
57%). (Table 2a)
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5.3 Waste not currently recycled

Respondents were then asked why they do not currently recycle different types of waste. Five options were
given for each type of waste: ‘Do not wish to'; ‘no facilities available'; reuse'; ‘'unaware that | could recycle’;
and ‘other reason'.

For the majority of waste types, respondents were most likely to say that there were "no facilities

available', followed by ‘unaware that | could recycle'. The two categories that varied from this pattern the
most were ‘newspapers’ and ‘books’ which had larger numbers saying they ‘reuse’ them. (Table 3)

Reasons for not Recycling Household Waste

B0.00 -
40.00-
) . Mersespapers %
E B Aluminium cans %
z ] Atuminium foil %
g . Cardboard %
e |:| Books %
[ ] Plastic bottles %
.00 -
T T T T T
DO not wish to LInaware that | could recycle
Mo Facilities available Cither reason
Reuse

N.B. Not all categories are
Reasons included in this graph.
See table for full results
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5.4 Doorstep collection

The questionnaire went on to ask how many people did have doorstep collection of recycling waste.

Nearly three quarters of respondents (71%) said that they did have doorstep collection. (Table 4)

5.5 Satisfaction with doorstep collection of household waste
recycling
Those with doorstep collection were then asked to say how satisfied they were with three aspects of the

service. The aspects were: ‘the amount of information received about the service'; reliability of the service';
and ‘the quality of information received about the service'

5.5.1 Amount of information received about the service
Overall satisfaction (‘very satisfied' or ‘satisfied') with the information received about doorstep

collection was over half at 59%. A further quarter (25%) indicated they were "neither satisfied nor
dissatisfied'. (Table 5.1)

Amount of information received about doorstep collection

Percent
]
*

0% -

Very satisfied Dissatisfied
Satisfied Very dissatisfied
Meither satisfied nor dissatisfied Don't know

There was a significant difference when analysed by gender:

& Men were less likely to express satisfaction (50%) with Yainformation received¥s' than

women (67%), and nearly twice as likely to say they were neither satisfied nor dissatisfied'
(33% compared to 18%). (Table 5.1a)

10
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5.5.2 Reliability of doorstep collection

Only 3% of respondents were dissatisfied / very dissatisfied with the reliability of the service, with an
overall satisfaction rate of 93%. (Table 5.2)

Reliability of doorstep collection

Percent
¥

:

Very satisfied Dhissatisfied
Satisfied Wery dissatisfied
Meithier satisfied nar dissatisfied Don't know

There were no differences by demographic groups.

11
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5.5.3 Quality of information received about the service
Just over half (53%), of the respondents were ‘very satisfied' or ‘satisfied' with the "...quality of

information...', with a further quarter (27%) saying they were ‘neither satisfied nor dissatisfied'.
(Table 5.3)

Quality of information received about doorstep collection

Percent

YVery satizfier Dissatisfied
Satisfied Very dissatizfied
Meither satisfied nor dissatisfied Don't know

Again there were differences by gender:

E Like before, men (43%) were less likely than women (63%) to express ‘overall

satisfaction’, with more saying they were ‘neither satisfied nor dissatisfied’ (34% compared
to 21%) with the service. (Table 5.3)

12
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5.6 Use Recycling Banks

Sounding Board members were then asked whether they use recycling banks.

The majority of respondents (87%) indicated that they did use recycling banks. There were no
differences by demographic groups. (Table 6)

Use recycling banks

Valid Cumulativ
Frequency Percent Percent e Percent
Valid | Yes 505 87% 87% 87%
No 74 13% 13% 100%
Total 579 100% 100%

5.7 Recycling Banks Used

The next question asked what recycling banks were actually used by respondents. Six banks were listed
including: ‘glass’; ‘paper’; ‘cans’; ‘textiles’; ‘books’; and “foil’.

More than twice as many respondents said they used ‘glass’ banks (78%) than any other type of
recycling bank. Paper' banks, which were the second most frequent, were used by about a third (34%), as
were ‘textiles' (33%). (Table 7)

Again, there were no significant differences by demographic groups.

Recycling Banks Used

75
| [

50 - WF=per =
= B Tediles <
o Bl cans %
b [Books %
o CIFail o

H -

Uged

Banks used

13
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5.8 Satisfaction with Recycling Banks

Respondents rated six aspects of the recycling bank service. The aspects rated were ‘the amount of
information received about recycling banks'; ‘the quality of information received about recycling banks'; the
distance to your nearest recycling bank'; ‘the cleanliness of the recycling bank'; the overall appearance of
the recycling bank'; the frequency that the recycling bank is emptied'.

5.8.1 Amount of information received about recycling banks

Just over a quarter (28%) of respondents expressed overall satisfaction with the amount of
information received about recycling banks. Nearly a third (32%) said they were ‘dissatisfied’ or
‘very dissatisfied’. (Table 8.1)

There were no significant differences by demographic groupings.

Amount of information - recycling banks

Percent

Wory satisficd Diszatisficd
Satisficd Vory digsatisficd
Mzithor satisficd nor digsatisficd Don't know

14
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5.8.2 Quality of information received about recycling banks
A quarter (25%) of respondents expressed overall satisfaction with the quality of information

received about recycling banks. Nearly a third (31%) said they were “dissatisfied' or ‘very
dissatisfied'. (Table 8.2)

There were no significant differences by demographic groupings.

Quality of information - recycling banks

40%

20% -

Percent

10% -

Wery satisfied Dissatizfied
Satisfied Very dissatisfied
Meither satisfied nor dissatisfied Don't know

15
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5.8.3 Distance to nearest recycling banks

Nearly three quarters (71%) of respondents expressed overall satisfaction with the distance to
their nearest recycling bank. Nearly a fifth (18%) said they were ‘dissatisfied’ or ‘very
dissatisfied’. (Table 8.3)

There were no significant differences by demographic groupings.

Distance to nearest recycling bank

4%

0%~

Very satisfied Dissatisfied
Satisfied Yery diszarisfied
heither satisfied nor dissatisfied Con't krow

16
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5.8.4 Cleanliness of the recycling bank

Over half (61%) of respondents expressed overall satisfaction with the cleanliness of the

recycling bank. Less than a fifth (17%) said they were “dissatisfied' or ‘very dissatisfied'. (Table
8.4)

There were no significant differences by demographic groupings.

Cleanliness of the recycling bank

Percent

WVery salislied Dissalised

Salisled Very dissalislied
Meilher salishied nor diszalishiad Don'l ko

17
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5.8.5 The overall appearance of the recycling bank
Just over half (53%) of respondents expressed overall satisfaction with the overall appearance
of the recycling bank. A fifth (19%) said they were ‘dissatisfied’ or ‘very dissatisfied’. (Table 8.5)

There were no significant differences by demographic groupings.

QOverall appearance of recycling bank

Yery satisfied Dissatisfied
Satisfied Yery dissatisfied
Meither satisfied nor dissatisfied Cron™t koo

18
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5.8.6 Frequency of emptying the recycling bank

Two fifths (42%) of respondents expressed overall satisfaction with the overall appearance of
the recycling bank. A fifth (22%) said they were “dissatisfied' or very dissatisfied' with a further
14% who said they “did not know'. (Table 8.6)

There were no significant differences by demographic groupings.

Frequency that the recycling bank is emptied

Very satisfied Dissatisfied
Satisfied Yery diszatisfied
Meither satisfied nor dissatisfied Crom't knoew

19
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5.9 Disposal of Garden Waste

The questionnaire then asked how respondents dispose of any garden waste that they have. Five closed
responses were given: ‘home composting’; ‘through a community composting scheme’; ‘weekend skips’;
‘recycling centre’; and ‘do not compost garden waste’.

Half of the respondents (49%) said that they compost their garden waste through ‘home composting’

with a further quarter (25%) who indicated that they use ‘recycling centres’. There were also 16% of
respondents who said that they ‘do not compost garden waste’. (Table 9)

Disposal of Garden Waste

Harme eomposling Recyeling cenlne
Carnmunily composling scheme Do nal campasl garden wasle
Weekend skips

There were significant differences by both gender and age:

Men (31%) were more likely to use recycling centres than women (19%), with women more likely to
say they did not compost garden waste (19% compared to 11%). (Table 9a)

Those under 35 were far more likely than others to say they do not do any composting (38%)
(Table 9b)

20
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5.10 Use of Womery for Food Waste

Respondents were asked a simple ‘yes/no’ question as to whether they use a wormery to recycle food

waste.

The majority (93%) said they did not have a wormery. There were no differences by demographic groups.

Have wormery

Valid Cumulativ
Frequency | Percent Percent e Percent
Valid Yes 37 6% 7% 7%
No 531 92% 93% 100%
Total 568 98% 100%
Missing | System 11 2%
Total 579 100%

5.11 Sources of Information for Waste Management and
Recycling

People were asked to say where they would most like to get information on waste management and
recycling. Six options were given: ‘leaflet drops at home’; ‘adverts in local press’; ‘information in South Hams
Matters; ‘notices in supermarkets or local shops’; ‘notices at recycling centres’; and ‘notices on parish notice
boards’.

Nearly two thirds (62%) said that they would prefer to get information through leaflet drops. (Table 11)

There were no significant differences by demographic groups.

Source of Information about Waste Management

.Leaflet drops

Dﬂ.dverts in local press

.Sl:uuth Hams Matters

|:|Nu:|ti|:es in supermarkets and shops
.Nu:ltices at recycling centres
%Nmices on parizh notice bhoards

21
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5.12 Encouragement of more recycling

An open question was included asking people what would encourage them to recycle more.

There were 413 comments covering a range of topics. (Table 12)

5.13 Satisfaction with aspects of Waste Collection Service

Respondents were asked to say how satisfied they were with three aspects of their normal waste collection
service. The three aspects were: ‘the amount of information received about waste collection'; ‘the quality of
information received about waste collection'; and ‘the reliability of the service'.

5.13.1 Amount of information received about waste collection
Overall satisfaction with the amount of information received was 51%, with 15% saying they
were ‘dissatisfied' or ‘very dissatisfied'. (Table 13.1)

There were no differences by demographic groups.

5.13.2 Quality of information received about waste collection
Overall satisfaction with the quality of information received was 48%, with 15% saying they
were “dissatisfied' or very dissatisfied'. (Table 13.2)

There were no differences by demographic groups.

5.13.3 Amount of information received about waste collection

Overall satisfaction with the reliability of the service was 90%, with 2% saying they were
‘dissatisfied' or very dissatisfied'. (Table 13.3)

There were no differences by demographic groups.

22
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5.14 Satisfaction with aspects of Waste Collection Service

Respondents were asked to say how satisfied they were with nine aspects of street cleansing in the South
Hams. The nine aspects were: ‘number of litter bins'; location of litter bins'; frequency that litter bins are
emptied’; number of dog bins'; Jlocation of dog bins'; frequency that dog bins are emptied’; ‘street cleansing
in town centres'; 'street cleansing in villages'; “street cleansing in roads throughout the District'.

5.14.1 Number of litter bins
Under a half (44%) said they were ‘very satisfied' or “satisfied' with the number of litter bins in
the South Hams. Nearly a third (30%) said they were ‘dissatisfied’ or very dissatisfied’. (Table 14.1)

There were no differences by demographic groups.

Number of litter bins

Percent

Yeary satisfied Dissatisfied
Satisfiad Yery dissatisfied
Meithar satisfisd nor diszatisfied Dan't know

23
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5.14.2 location of litter bins
As with the number of litter bins under a half (44%) said they were ‘very satisfied' or “satisfied'

with the location of litter bins in the South Hams. Over a quarter (29%) said they were
‘dissatisfied' or very dissatisfied'. (Table 14.2)

There were no differences by demographic groups.

Location of litter bins

Yery catisfied Dissatisfied
Satisfied Yery dizsatisfied

MNeither satisfied nor dissatisfied Cront know

24
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5.14.3 location of litter bins

Similarly under a half (45%) said they were ‘very satisfied’ or ‘satisfied’ with the frequency that
litter bins are emptied in the South Hams. A fifth (19%) said they were ‘dissatisfied’ or very
dissatisfied’. (Table 14.3)

There were no differences by demographic groups.

Frequency that litter bins are emptied

Percent

Vory satisficd Ciszatisficd
Satisficd Yory dissatisficd
Meithor satisficd nor dissatisfied Dan't knouw

25
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5.14.4 Number of dog bins

Over a third of respondents (36%) were “dissatisfied' or "very dissatisfied' with the number of
dog bins with a further quarter (23%) who said they 'did not know'. Overall satisfaction was
therefore 19%. (Table 14.4)

There were no differences by demographic groups.

MNumber of dog bins

Wery aatisfied DHsaatixfied
Eatinfied Wery digaatisfierd
Meither satisfied nar dissatisfied Dion't knicw

26
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5.14.5 Location of dog bins

Similarly, nearly a third of respondents (29%) were “dissatisfied' or ‘very dissatisfied' with the
location of dog bins with a further quarter (24%) who said they 'did not know'. Overall satisfaction
was 20%. (Table 14.5)

There were no differences by demographic groups.

Location of dog bins

Yery satisfied Dissatisfied
Satisfied Yery dissatisfied
Meither satisfied nor dissatisfied Cron't know

27
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5.14.6 Frequency that dog bins are emptied

A third of respondents (36%) said they 'did not know"' whether dog bins are emptied frequently
enough. ‘Overall satisfaction was 17% as overall dissatisfaction. (Table 14.6)

There were no differences by demographic groups.

Frequency that dog bins are emptied

Percent

Very salislied Dissalis/ied
Salislied Yery dissalishied
Meilher salished nor dissatishiad Don'l ko

28
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5.14.7 Street Cleansing in Town Centres
Nearly two thirds (62%) were satisfied overall with street cleansing in town centres, with a
further fifth (19%) saying they were ‘neither satisfied nor dissatisfied'. (Table 14.7)

There were no differences by demographic groups.

Street cleansing in town centres

Percent

Very satisfied Cissatisfied
Satisfied Yery dissatisfied
Meither satisfied nor dissatisfied Dan't know

29
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5.14.8 Street Cleansing in Villages
Over half (55%) were satisfied overall with street cleansing in town centres, with 15% saying
they were dissatisfied and 10% who ‘didn’t know. (Table 14.8)

There were no differences by demographic groups.

Street cleansing in villages

Percent

YVery salislied Dhssalislied
Salished Wery dissalisiied
Meilher salishied nar dissalislied Don'L koo

30
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5.14.9 Street Cleansing on roads throughout the District
Similarly over half (55%) were satisfied overall with street cleansing on roads, with a further 28%
who said they were neither satisfied nor dissatisfied'. (Table 14.9)

There were no differences by demographic groups.

Street cleansing on roads throughout the District

Yery satisfied Dissatisfied
Satisfied Very dissatisfiad
Meither satisfied nor dissatisfied Crn™ knony

31
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5.15 Satisfaction with cleanliness of Beaches in the South
Hams

Respondents were asked to say how satisfied they were with the cleanliness of beaches in the South Hams.
The scale was the normal ‘satisfaction’ scale used in the questionnaire.

Overall satisfaction with the cleanliness of beaches was 56%, with a further 19% being ‘neither satisfied
nor dissatisfied. (Table 15)

Satisfaction with the Cleanliness of beaches in the South Hams

B0%

40% -

0%

Parcent

20%-

10% -

Very satizfied Dissatisfied
Satisfied Yery dissatisfied
Meither satisfied nor dissatisfied Don't know

There was a difference between age groups:

Older respondents (over 65) were more likely to say they ‘didn't know' than younger respondents.
However when ‘don't knows' were removed from the analysis satisfaction levels were similar across the
age ranges. (Tables 15a & b)

5.16 Number of Bins on Beaches

Respondents were then asked to say whether they thought the number of bins on beaches to be ‘too many’,
“about right', ‘not enough' or ‘don't know'.

Over two fifths of respondents (44%) thought there were "not enough bins' on beaches in the South
Hams, with 30% thinking there number was “about right'. Only 1 respondent said there were ‘too many', but a
quarter (26%) said they didn't know'. (Table 16)

Again the over 65age group were more likely to say they ‘didn't know' than others. However when they

were removed there were still differences between age groups, with younger groups more likely to
say there were not enough bins than older groups. (Tables 16 a & b)
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Table 1

Table la

Table 2

SHDC — Waste Management

Sounding Board Results October 2002

Recycle any household waste

Valid Cumulativ
Frequency | Percent Percent e Percent
Yes 545 94 96 96
No 24 4 4 100
Total 569 98 100
Did not
answer 10 2
Total 579 100

Doorstep collection * Recycle any household waste Crosstabulation

Recycle any household
waste
Yes No Total
Doorstep | Yes Count 397 6 403
collection % within Doorstep
collection 99% 1% 100%
No Count 146 18 164
% within Doorstep
collection 89% 11% 100%
Total Count 543 24 567
% within Doorstep
collection 96% 4% 100%
Types of waste recycled
Yes
Recycle Newspapers % 93%
Recycle Magazines % 91%
Recycle Glass Bottles % 84%
Recycle Paper % 82%
Recycle Cardboard % 76%
Recycle Plastic Bottles % 68%
Recycle Aluminium cans | % 67%
Recylcle Other Food % 60%
Recycle Clothes % 59%
Recycle Books % 42%
Recycle Aluminium Foil % 41%
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Table 2a

Types of Waste by Doorstep Collection

Yes

Doorstep | Yes Recycles Newspapers % 96%
collection Recycles Magazines % 95%
Recycles paper % 94%
Recycles cardboard % 93%
Recycles Plastic bottles % 89%
Recycles glass bottles % 81%
Recycles Aluminium cans | % 79%
Recylcles Other food cans | % 73%
Recycles Clothes % 57%
Recycles Aluminium foil % 51%
Recycles Books % 46%

No Recycles glass bottles % 93%
Recycles Newspapers % 86%
Recycles Magazines % 82%
Recycles Clothes % 63%
Recycles paper % 53%
Recycles Aluminium cans | % 36%
Recycles cardboard % 33%
Recycles Books % 32%
Recyicles Other food cans | % 25%
Recycles Aluminium foil % 16%
Recycles Plastic bottles % 13%
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Table 3
Reasons for not Recycling
Unaware
Do not No facilities that | could Other
wish to available Reuse recycle reason
Newspapers | Count 7 10 13 7 16
% 13% 19% 25% 13% 30%
Magazines Count 7 20 7 10 16
% 12% 33% 12% 17% 27%
Aluminium Count 12 90 29 47
cans % 7% 51% 16% 26%
Other food Count 20 89 1 56 34
cans % 10% 45% 1% 28% 17%
Aluminium Count 16 106 21 114 38
foil % 5% 36% 7% 39% 13%
Glass bottles | Count 10 37 3 7 36
% 11% 40% 3% 8% 39%
Cardboard Count 8 72 14 22 10
% 6% 57% 11% 17% 8%
Paper Count 10 39 13 12 11
% 12% 46% 15% 14% 13%
Books Count 39 61 49 60 6&
% 14% 22% 18% 22% 25%
Clothes Count 24 42 22 42 74
% 12% 21% 11% 21% 36%
Plastic Count 10 100 7 40 15
bottles % 6% 58% 4% 23% 9%
Table 4
Doorstep collection
Valid Cumulativ
Freguency Percent Percent e Percent
Yes 408 70% 71% 71%
No 167 29% 29% 100%
Total 575 99% 100%
Do not answer 4 1%
Total 579 100%
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Table 5.1
Amount of information received about doorstep collection
Valid Cumulative
Frequency [ Percent Percent Percent
Very satisfied 81 14% 21% 21%
Satisfied 143 25% 38% 59%
Neither satisfied
0, 0,
nor dissatisfied 96 1% 25% 84%
Dissatisfied 52 9% 14% 98%
Very dissatisfied 6 1% 2% 99%
Don't know 3 1% 1% 100%
Total 381 66% 100%
Did not answer 198 34%
Total 579 100%
Table 5.1a
Crosstab
Amount of information received about doorstep collection
Neither
satisfied
nor Very
Very dissatisfi | Dissatisfi | dissatisfi
satisfied | Satisfied ed ed ed Don't know Total
Gender | Male Count 32 61 60 28 2 1 184
% within Gendel 17% 33% 33% 15% 1% 1% 100%
Female | Count 49 82 36 24 4 2 197
% within Gendef 25% 42% 18% 12% 2% 1% 100%
Total Count 81 143 96 52 6 3 381
% within Gende| 21% 38% 25% 14% 2% 1% 100%
Table 5.2
Reliability of doorstep collection
Valid Cumulative
Frequency [ Percent Percent Percent
Very satisfied 212 37% 55% 55%
Satisfied 143 25% 37% 93%
Neither satisfied
0, [0)
nor dissatisfied 1 3% 4% 9%
Dissatisfied 6 1% 2% 99%
Very dissatisfied 2 0% 1% 99%
Don't know 2 0% 1% 100%
Total 382 66% 100%
Did not answer 197 34%
Total 579 100%
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Table 5.2a
Crosstab
Reliability of doorstep collection
Neither
satisfied
nor Very
Very dissatisfi | Dissatisfi | dissatisfi
satisfied | Satisfied ed ed ed Don't know| Total
Gender| Male Count 87 82 8 5 1 183
% within Gendg 48% 45% 4% 3% 1% 100%
Female | Count 125 61 9 1 2 1 199
% within Gendg 63% 31% 5% 1% 1% 1% 100%
Total Count 212 143 17 6 2 2 382
% within Gendg 55% 37% 4% 2% 1% 1% 100%
Table 5.3
Quality of information received about doorstep collection
Valid Cumulative
Freguency Percent Percent Percent
Very satisfied 74 13% 20% 20%
Satisfied 125 22% 33% 53%
Neither satisfied
0, 0,
nor dissatisfied 102 18% 27% 80%
Dissatisfied 60 10% 16% 96%
Very dissatisfied 6 1% 2% 98%
Don't know 8 1% 2% 100%
Total 375 65% 100%
Did not answer 204 35%
Total 579 100%
Table 5.3a
Crosstab
Quality of information received about doorstep collection
Neither
satisfied
nor Very
Very dissatisfi | Dissatisfi | dissatisfi
satisfied | Satisfied ed ed ed Don't know | Total
Gender | Male Count 25 52 62 34 4 5 182
% within Gende 14% 29% 34% 19% 2% 3% 100%
Female | Count 49 73 40 26 2 3 193
% within Gende 25% 38% 21% 13% 1% 2% 100%
Total Count 74 125 102 60 6 8 375
% within Gende 20% 33% 27% 16% 2% 2% 100%
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Table 6
Use recycling banks
Valid Cumulativ
Frequency [ Percent Percent e Percent
Valid | Yes 505 87% 87% 87%
No 74 13% 13% 100%
Total 579 100% 100%
Table 7
Recycling Banks Used
Used
Glass % 78%
Paper % 34%
Textiles | % 33%
Cans % 18%
Books % 11%
Foil % 4%
Table 8.1
Amount of information - recycling banks
Valid Cumulativ
Frequency | Percent Percent e Percent
Very satisfied 27 5% 6% 6%
Satisfied 106 18% 23% 28%
Neither satisfied
nor dissatisfied 172 30% 37% 65%
Dissatisfied 123 21% 26% 91%
Very dissatisfied 27 5% 6% 97%
Don't know 13 2% 3% 100%
Total 468 81% 100%
Did not answer 111 19%
Total 579 100%
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Quality of information - recycling banks

Valid Cumulativ
Frequency Percent Percent e Percent
Very satisfied 20 3% 4% 4%
Satisfied 96 17% 21% 25%
r'\lfr'tgi ;Zﬁgﬁgﬁd 179 31% 39% 64%
Dissatisfied 117 20% 25% 90%
Very dissatisfied 27 5% 6% 95%
Don't know 21 4% 5% 100%
Total 460 79% 100%
Missing | System 119 21%
579 100%
Distance to nearest recycling bank
Valid Cumulativ
Frequency Percent Percent e Percent
Very satisfied 106 18% 23% 23%
Satisfied 228 39% 49% 71%
ot dssatsied. R
Dissatisfied 62 11% 13% 94%
Very dissatisfied 24 4% 5% 99%
Don't know 3 1% 1% 100%
Total 470 81% 100%
Did not answer 109 19%
Total 579 100%
Cleanliness of the recycling bank
Valid Cumulativ
Frequency [ Percent Percent e Percent
Very satisfied 60 10% 13% 13%
Satisfied 220 38% 48% 61%
Dissatisfied 58 10% 13% 95%
Very dissatisfied 18 3% 4% 99%
Don't know 6 1% 1% 100%
Total 462 80% 100%
Did not answer 117 20%
Total 579 100%
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Table 8.6

Table 9
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Overall appearance of recycling bank

Valid Cumulativ
Frequency Percent Percent e Percent
Very satisfied 45 8% 10% 10%
Satisfied 204 35% 44% 53%
r'\"()er'tgli ;Zﬁg;gid 124 21% 27% 80%
Dissatisfied 69 12% 15% 95%
Very dissatisfied 17 3% 4% 98%
Don't know 7 1% 2% 100%
Total 466 80% 100%
Did not answer 113 20%
Total 579 100%
Frequency that the recycling bank is emptied
Valid Cumulativ
Frequency Percent Percent e Percent
Very satisfied 28 5% 6% 6%
Satisfied 167 29% 36% 42%
r':';'tgz ;zfl‘gﬁgﬁd 105 18% 23% 65%
Dissatisfied 86 15% 19% 83%
Very dissatisfied 15 3% 3% 86%
Don't know 63 11% 14% 100%
Total 464 80% 100%
Did not answer 115 20%
Total 579 100%
Disposal of Garden Waste
Valid Cumulativ
Frequency Percent Percent e Percent
Home composting 213 37 49 49
g:nr?;]):glrg scheme o s 4 53
Weekend skips 28 5 6 60
Recycling centre 107 18 25 84
e o w| s w
Total 432 75 100
Did not answer 147 25
Total 579 100
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Table 9.1
Crosstab
Disposal of Garden Waste
Communit Do not
Home y compost
composti compostin Weekend Recycling garden
ng g scheme skips centre waste Total
Gender | Male Count 96 8 12 63 23 202
% within Gender 48% 4% 6% 31% 11% 100%
Female | Count 117 9 16 44 44 230
% within Gender 51% 4% 7% 19% 19% 100%
Total Count 213 17 28 107 67 432
% within Gender 49% 4% 6% 25% 16% 100%
Table 11
Source of Information about Waste Management
Valid Cumulativ
Frequency Percent Percent e Percent
Leaflet drops 298 51% 62% 62%
Adverts in local press 67 12% 14% 76%
South Hams Matters 58 10% 12% 88%
Notices in supermarkets
0, 0,
and shops 20 3% 4% 92%
Notices at recycling 0 0
centres 22 4% 5% 97%
Notices on parish notice
0, 0,
boards 14 2% 3% 100%
Total 479 83% 100%
Did not answer 100 17%
Total 579 100%
Table 11.1
Crosstab
Source of Information about Waste Management
Notices in Notices
South [ supermar |Notices at | on parish
Leaflet [Advertsin | Hams | kets and | recycling | notice
drops |local press | Matters shops centres boards Total
Age (4 18to 34 | Count 27 4 5 3 2 41
groups) % within Age (4 grouf] 66% 10% 12% 7% 5% 100%
35to0 49 | Count 101 31 16 10 8 5 171
% within Age (4 grou( 59% 18% 9% 6% 5% 3% 100%
50 to 65 | Count 90 19 22 2 7 3 143
% within Age (4 grou( 63% 13% 15% 1% 5% 2% 100%
Over 655 Count 80 13 20 3 4 4 124
% within Age (4 grou( 65% 10% 16% 2% 3% 3% 100%
Total Count 298 67 58 20 22 14 479
% within Age (4 grou( 62% 14% 12% 4% 5% 3% 100%
Table 12
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. Comment_______________________|
A collection weekly instead of fortnightly

A community compost scheme would work, green waste composted and sold back to customer to
cover cost

A compost bin for food waste

A council tip which open in evening at a couple times a week.

A doorstep collection

A doorstep collection of separated items

A financial incentive & info on what can be recycled

A larger green bin. A belief that it actually does any good, that the waste really is recycled
A larger recycle bin

A larger recycling bin

A larger recycling bin and more information and how to recycle

A more convenient recycling centre. A service for plastics

A purpose built area allocated to all be made available and collected/emptied wkly
A recycle bin. This is not available in our street to narrow for the collection truck
A recycling collection

A small payment which | could give directly to a nominated charity

A visit from S H D C recycling advisor- if they don't exist create them

A visit to help set it up-food waste community composting system

Ability to sort into separate containers

Access

Actually receiving less packaging around products

IAdditional collection for garden waste

Adequate containers for different types of waste to suit a large family of 6
Almost all recycled

An alternative to a wormery

IAn update on items suitable for recycling-especially plastic items.

Another bin

Appropriate bins at house

Attention to items in Q8

Availability

Availability & reasonable distance

Availability of bank for plastic bottles, cardboard, foil and paper

Availability of recycling banks

Availability of recycling bins

Availability of recycling depots & containers & doorstep servicing

Availability of skips? Banks etc in Wembury

Available bins for items as Q3

Available facilities for paper and cardboard

Awareness of appropriate local recycling banks information on what to recycle
Bags additional to recycling green bam. Or weekly collections

Being able to recycle envelopes etc. Wkly collection rather than fortnightly
Being able to recycle more things in recycle bin provided by council

Better & more convenient system for disposing of garden waste that we currently burn
Better facilities for garden waste.

Better information

Better instructions

Better local facilities

Better recycling facilities. Better house collection services. Certain collections at school entrance
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Better service for garden waste i.e. collection service

Bigger bins - could recycle more

Bigger bins. With a family of 4 bins are not big enough

Bigger garden

Bigger green bins

Bigger recycling bin

Bigger recycling bin. Garden waste skip/lorry at car park

Bins etc provided for home use or nearby

Bins provided

Bottle collection

Broadcast info in local press & radio. Leaflets delivered by waste collection service

By the many plastics that can be recycled. Tax on plastic carrier bags (Irish Style)

Cardboard & plastics recycling facilities

Cleaner easier to reach facilities and a sense that the extra effort is worthwhile.

Clear advice on all product packaging. Manufacturers to state not suitable for recycling

Clear instructions, clear targets, and feedback on progress towards targets.

Clear precise information of what can go in a green bin

Clear process set up

Clearer information that is easily available

Closer amenities

Collect bottles from home

Collection

Collection at door of farm

Collection but not at expense of a weekly normal collection

Collection facilities

Collection from door

Collection from house

Collection from house of tin, plastic. Cardboard

Collection from house rather than having to take it to the tip

Collection from the door

Collection of bottles & clothes & garden waste

Collection of glass bottles from home

Collection of glass in green bins would be helpful

Collection of individual types of waste

Collection of more hedge clippings etc that are to big to compost from home

Collection service particularly far out of the way country areas.

Collections of glass from home

Compost bin, which is collected by LA.

Containers for glass, bottles at home

Convenience no more additional bins. If it can be made simple and effective | would start

Convenience of doorstep collection

Convenience of facilities-recycling bank nearby

Distribution of different colour bags

Don't know

Door collection

Door collection

Door collection

Door collection of glass and more info

Door step collection

Door step collection

Door step collection
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Door step collection

Door step collection recycling bank in village

Doorstep Collection

Doorstep collection

Doorstep collection

Doorstep collection

Doorstep collection

Doorstep collection

Doorstep collection

Doorstep collection & more local facilities

Doorstep collection for kitchen waste recycle e.g. can, plastic etc & bin to put it in provided

Doorstep collection for recycling

Doorstep collection of bottles & garden waste

Doorstep collection of household waste for recycling

Doorstep collection of more types of waste

Doorstep collection of recyclable waste

Doorstep collection. Additional recycling in village

Doorstep collection. Banks in Holne village

Doorstep collection. Information on banks for mags, cardboard, aluminium foil

Doorstep collection/provision of recycling facilities

Doorstep collection; levy charged on regular refuse collection with max 1 bin/household/week

Doorstep collections of glass & garden waste

Doorstep collections.

Doorstep recycling

Doorstep recycling

Ease availability and information that it really was doing good

Ease of doing so

Ease of recycling

Ease with which the facility could be employed

Easier access to recycling banks

Easier access to recycling centres or areas

Easier access. Doorstep collection for all recycling

Easy access & doorstep collection

Easy access to and adequate skip space-especially for paper waste

Easy access to info & sites

Easy access to information and advice

Ecology of the planet | would like to recycle most of my waste with recycle bins at home

Either glass bank in village or arrangements made for collecting glass regularly

Facilities as in the USA for waxed cartons & plastic plant pots

Facilities at existing recycling sites for cans, plastic bottles

Facilities for oil. Batteries, paint & other chemicals

Facilities in village (Newton Ferrers or Noss Mayo)

Facilities to recycle plastic e.g. milk bottles

Facilities to undertake recycling. Lack of space within the property

Facility for separating the paper, foil, & plastic into colour coded bags.

Facility to recycle more plastic. Biodegradable nappies.

Finding a use for carrier bags

Follow Germany, 4 sacks to sep the waste. Penalties to those who do not comply

Free bins (Multi-coloured) Info car/poster to keep in kitchen

Free green compost bins to each home. | already run 2 which | had to purchase myself

Free recycle bins
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Freq collection. Collection of glass from house.

Garden waste collection at the house

Give us the means to recycle

Given facilities to do so i.e. green bins given to all

Glass collection service. Food compost

Glass recycling bank in Marldon.

Having a collection for garden waste & vegetable matter

Having a general composting area

Having a larger receptacle or indeed a second green dustbin

Having facilities living in Cornworthy is very restricted.

Having more containers into which we can separate various recyclable waste

Having space and facilities to do so

Higher volume of facilities, easily accessible

Home collection

Home collection

Home collection

Home collection by council

Home collection especially as we live in a rural area

Home collection of items not already collected

Home collection with correct bins

Home collection, but containers provided.

Home collection, supply of appropriate bins

Home collection, with other waste material

Home collections

Home pick up

Home pick up

Household collection

| am satisfied with status quo

| do not think | could do more except for polythene

| don't need encouraging3

| feel recycling in villages needs to be addressed homes not having a household collection on
offer

| recycle everything recyclable. Maybe collect garden waste once a mth to recycle

If a local collection service was available | would recycle moor of my rubbish

If a service was available from the home

If banks were closer to use

If compost bins were allocated to households like recycle bins are

If composting bins were on sale at waste recycling centre

If council dropped leaflets to all homes requesting all homes to recycle & explain how.

If | had a bin near house

If I had room in my kitchen for separate storage systems.

If I knew exactly what was to be done with it

If | knew more about recycling the availability & facilities

If it was cleaner and easier

If it was possible to have it collected and taken away from my doorstep

If more bins were provided for paper, glass etc

If more could be re-used e.g. yoghurt cartons, containers fruit/ veg comes in

If other waste was recyclable | would recycle

If plastic/polystyrene were eliminated or could be recycled, returnable bottles

If someone came to my front door to pick it up

If South Hams had a green waste collection point for local households.
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If the collection was weekly as | have to much

If the recycling bins were collected every week as we have an overflow

If there was more of a range of recycle banks in my area

If there were more facilities available- other items paper, bottles, tins & cloths

If we knew how & had more information

If we new which kinds of plastic to recycle

If you saw the good that was happening because of it

Info about what | could recycle

Info and success rates of the benefits to SHDC and community

Info/feedback of what happens to recycled green bins we already do. Boxes for glass etc

Information

Information

Information & advertising

Information about cost savings to the council

Information about exactly what is accepted community compost scheme

Information about the benefits to me, to you, to the community.

Information about the re use of waste. Who benefits from the recycled products?

Information as to what happens to it when it leaves the property.

Information on cost of recycling by local authority and savings to be made by home recycling

Information on how recycling helps local environment, and how to save money by recycling

Information on recycling waste. Compartmented bins- a section for each waste

Introduction of doorstep collection

It would be better if society didn't produce so much waste i.e. packaging etc

It would help if there were more doorstep collection services available

Just need knowledge of how and where.

Kerbside facilities

Knowing how it is going to be recycled & knowing that it does not end up on a land fill site

Knowing where and when available

Knowing where to go & why we recycle

Larger bins, garden waste collection to be reinstated

Larger recycle bins. Or a wkly rather than fortnightly collection

Larger recycling bins. Collection once a week

Legal sanctions

Less packaging of goods, less junk mail, more advertising to increase awareness

Local facility in We bury

Local recycling facilities. Larger recycling bin e.g. wheelie bin

Make area rat & pest free

|Make it convenient segregate rubbish at bins for collection

|Make it easier

|Make the facility more available and at a local area

|Maybe more frequent collections from home

|More awareness of what can be recycled and where to do it. Home collection

|More banks around the town

|More banks in a convenient place

More bins for specific items, weekly collections. Solutions for households with one or few
persons.

|More bins/recycling bags. System (coloured bins) for in the house

|More collection from home

|More collection skips at Hill Head

|More convenient locations-currently have to transport recyclables more than 4 1/2 miles

|More doorstep council facilities
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|More effort by food producers to source recyclable food containers, packaging etc

|More facilities close to home

|More facilities for plastics, clarity about textiles, what happens to them, what can be included

|More facilities in Dartmouth for recycling

|More facilities in village

|More facilities to do so

|More facilities to do so, egg compartmental bins to recycle newspapers, glass, clothing etc.

|More facilities to take items not currently collected plastics items, blue glass etc.

|More facilities, i.e. for batteries and engine oil

|More facilities-sorting at home into different bins.

|More frequent collection

|More frequent collection of recycling waste, larger recycling bin, bin for glass

|More frequent collections including glass

|More frequent collections Weekly not Fortnightly & more re-cycling bins

|More frequent collections, second bin or separate bins for different items

|More green bins at my home

|More help with composting. More help with wormery

|More home collection

|More household pick ups

|More info

|More info about recycling and easier access to household waste recycling centre

|More info and easier availability

|More info on suitably what plastics can or can't be recycled

More info on what how & where to recycle those items not included in recycled waste collection

|More info provision of segregation facilities

|More information

|More information

|More information

|More information

|More information

|More information

|More information

|More information

|More information

|More information

|More information

|More information & education coupled with subsidised facilities

|More information i.e. cost of waste use of waste

|More information of where bottle banks, clothing banks, etc are located

|More information on frequency of collection & types you can leave.

|More information on how to

|More information on how waste is processed & benefits

|More information on items to be recycled

|More information on recycling centres

|More information on sites & items

|More information on what and how the banks being more local

|More information on what and how we can do more

|More information on what plastics can be recycled and the ability to recycle polystyrene

|More information on what we can out in the green hins

|More information on what we can put in our recycle bin and recycling centre
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|More information on what you can recycle. More bins to collect more material at home

|More information on where, what, when, & how

|More information please

|More information regarding locations

|More information telephone support

|More information via leaflets to refer to when required

|More information. Collection

|More leaflets so Husband & Teenagers know all about it

|More local collection centres

|More local recycling stations in rural areas & being supplied with recycling containers

|More manufacturers using recyclable containers & marking it as such

|More on bigger bin (1 bin for papers, mages & books, & 1 bin for plastic/foil/tins etc)

|More precise definitions of what is acceptable

|More proper bins provided

|More publicity/interest shown by SHDC

|More readily available information & doorstep collection for each area of recycling

|More recycling bags. Frequent collection of recycled material. More recycling centres

|More recycling banks i.e. bottle banks & green waste banks in villages

|More recycling banks nothing between Kingsbridge & Stokenham

|More recycling centres. Info about where to buy wormery/home composter

|More recycling facilities

|More space at home to house all the separate bins.

[More storage space

|More support & encouragement from S H Council, better facilities, increase recycling choices.

|More time

|More to be collected

|More types collected by refuse team

|More types of waste subject to doorstep collection

More updates, more reminders, more info via leaflets, plastic bottles where do they go

Nearby facilities & info on new facilities. More household collection by type of waste

Neared to home

Need a weekly collection

Need glass in particular to be collected use virtually no cans

Need the space (limited in size of yard)

None-limited space

Not having to store inside. A bin outside would be better

Not having to wash cans & bottles first

Not having to wash it

Not having to wash them not having to get labels off

Nothing

Nothing

Nothing since we recycle all we can

On site recycling for cans, clothes, cardboard i.e. in village

Once a week collection maybe a glass collection from home

Once weekly collection, not once fortnightly

One clearly advising simple leaflet that could be easily put on pin board

Opportunity

Our green recycle bin gave even more incentive to recycle

Perhaps recycling could be incorporated into weekly collection

Possibly home collection.

Prompting
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Provide subsidy so that green cone can be bought for £20

Provision i.e. facilities or recycle- at present limited (no doorstep collection)

Provision of collection boxes for cans etc.

Provision of facilities for plastic i.e. bottles, bags, sheets, wrapping

Provision of recycling facilities near by

Provision of recycling for home collection by refuse collector

Provision of the means to do it

Put a bin in the village

Recyclable bins collected

Recycle all my household waste | can

Recycling banks for bottles and materials in a more convenient place.

Recycling centres open until later during the week

Recycling collection (rural areas)

Recycling containers nearer to home

Recycling facilities nearer to home

Reg provision of local facilities for disposal of bulky garden waste, e.g. once wk in local c/park

Regular reminders, info on its success, update on nhumber of people recycling

Req weekend skip in my area

Segregated bins

Separate bins (household) i.e. glass, nhewspaper, cans etc or 1 bin with sep compartments

Separate collection

Simplicity

Some forms of plastic not currently recycled by South Hams other councils do

Some stats to indicate extent of problems: how what | do impacts

South Hams Council to provide bigger recycling bins (green bins)

Space in which to store until you collect fortnightly

Supermarkets to take more responsibility on not using so much packaging.

Tax breaks or better services e.g. weekly collection

Television programs, school visits & explanatory videos

Tell more people on what happens to this matter

The facilities to do so

The issue of garden waste. A well publicised collection point would be useful

The knowledge that everyone was included, plus more frequent collection from those that do

The knowledge that it was a worthwhile procedure

The knowledge that something beneficial is really being achieved.

The separate bag trial will help

Thinking of getting composting bin

To be given containers for the waste which would be collected

To have a recycling bank within a reasonable distance of my home.

To have bottle bank in Salcombe

To have collections from home

To have more and varies centres available for easier access

To have proper wheelie bins for collection

To make plastic pots e.g. ice cream & plastic bags e.g. bread bags recyclable

Up to date information as to what is acceptable

Up to date information on what can be recycled. Use schools to teach children

\We already recycle | think as much as we are able

\We do our utmost to recycle most of the waste. Ways to dispose of bulk items, ie doors, wood etc

\We need the facilities for this

\We would recycle more household waste if there were separate bins to segregate it
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\Weekend skips in this area

\Weekly collection

\Weekly collection

\Weekly collection of recycled waste rather than every 2 weeks

\Weekly collection of recycling (Currently every 2 weeks)

\Weekly collections. More choices locally i.e. books, textiles etc. Garden waste collections

\Weekly collections. More information on benefits to the environment

\Wider range of recyclable materials collected from doorstep-clear indication of what collect

\WWormer

\Would like a collection of twiggy garden waste to be clipped or a clipper come to me

\Would like a community composting scheme

Yes but not in bags

Table 13.1
Amount of information received about waste collection
Valid Cumulativ
Frequency Percent Percent e Percent
Very satisfied 79 14% 14% 14%
Satisfied 210 36% 37% 51%
Neither satisfied
nor dissatisfied 173 30% 31% 82%
Dissatisfied 70 12% 12% 94%
Very dissatisfied 19 3% 3% 97%
Don't know 15 3% 3% 100%
Total 566 98% 100%
Did not answer 13 2%
Total 579 100%
Table 13.2
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Table 13.3

Table 14.1

Table 14.2

SHDC — Waste Management

Sounding Board Results October 2002

Quality of information received about waste collection

Valid Cumulativ
Frequency | Percent Percent e Percent
Very satisfied 70 12% 13% 13%
Satisfied 201 35% 36% 48%
r'\"()er'tgli ;Zﬁg;gid 184 32% 33% 81%
Dissatisfied 65 11% 12% 93%
Very dissatisfied 18 3% 3% 96%
Don't know 22 4% 4% 100%
Total 560 97% 100%
Did not know 19 3%
Total 579 100%
Reliability of the waste collection service
Valid Cumulativ
Frequency Percent Percent e Percent
Very satisfied 283 49% 50% 50%
Satisfied 228 39% 40% 90%
o | o] ow|  me| o
Dissatisfied 12 2% 2% 98%
Very dissatisfied 1 0% 0% 99%
Don't know 8 1% 1% 100%
Total 569 98% 100%
Did not know 10 2%
Total 579 100%
Number of litter bins
Valid Cumulativ
Frequency | Percent Percent e Percent
Very satisfied 13 2% 2% 2%
Satisfied 234 40% 41% 44%
Dissatisfied 143 25% 25% 90%
Very dissatisfied 29 5% 5% 96%
Don't know 25 4% 4% 100%
Total 564 97% 100%
Did not answer 15 3%
Total 579 100%
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Location of litter bins

Valid Cumulativ
Frequency Percent Percent e Percent
Very satisfied 13 2% 2% 2%
Satisfied 233 40% 42% 44%
Neither satisfied
nor dissatisfied 142 25% 25% 69%
Dissatisfied 123 21% 22% 91%
Very dissatisfied 21 4% 4% 95%
Don't know 29 5% 5% 100%
Total 561 97% 100%
Did not answer 18 3%
Total 579 100%
Table 14.3
Frequency that litter bins are emptied
Valid Cumulativ
Frequency Percent Percent e Percent
Very satisfied 24 4% 4% 4%
Satisfied 227 39% 41% 45%
Neither satisfied
0, 0,
nor dissatisfied 144 25% 26% 1%
Dissatisfied 95 16% 17% 88%
Very dissatisfied 13 2% 2% 90%
Don't know 57 10% 10% 100%
Total 560 97% 100%
Did not answer 19 3%
Total 579 100%
Table 14.4
Number of dog bins
Valid Cumulative
Frequency Percent Percent Percent
Very satisfied 6 1% 1% 1%
Satisfied 99 17% 18% 19%
Neither satisfied
0, 0,
nor dissatisfied 122 21% 22% 41%
Dissatisfied 142 25% 26% 67%
Very dissatisfied 58 10% 10% 7%
Don't know 126 22% 23% 100%
Total 553 96% 100%
Did not answer 26 4%
Total 579 100%
Table 14.5
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Table 14.6

Table 14.7

Table 14.8

SHDC — Waste Management
Sounding Board Results October 2002

Location of dog bins

Valid Cumulativ
Frequency | Percent Percent e Percent
Valid Very satisfied 6 1% 1% 1%
Satisfied 107 18% 19% 20%
Dissatisfied 112 19% 20% 67%
Very dissatisfied 50 9% 9% 76%
Don't know 131 23% 24% 100%
Total 552 95% 100%
Missing | System 27 5%
Total 579 100%
Frequency that dog bins are emptied
Valid Cumulativ
Frequency | Percent Percent e Percent
Valid Very satisfied 6 1% 1% 1%
Satisfied 85 15% 16% 17%
Dissatisfied 56 10% 10% 57%
Very dissatisfied 39 7% 7% 64%
Don't know 197 34% 36% 100%
Total 543 94% 100%
Missing | System 36 6%
Total 579 100%
Street cleansing in town centres
Valid Cumulativ
Freguency Percent Percent e Percent
Valid Very satisfied 50 9% 9% 9%
Satisfied 298 51% 53% 62%
r’:ffg;;f}g:gzd 107 18% 19% 82%
Dissatisfied 65 11% 12% 93%
Very dissatisfied 13 2% 2% 96%
Don't know 25 4% 4% 100%
Total 558 96% 100%
Missing | System 21 4%
Total 579 100%
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Table 14.9

Table 15

Table 15a

SHDC — Waste Management
Sounding Board Results October 2002

Street cleansing in villages

Valid Cumulativ
Frequency | Percent Percent e Percent
Valid Very satisfied 45 8% 8% 8%
Satisfied 259 45% 47% 55%
r':loe:tgles ;Zﬁgﬁ‘;’id 114 20% 21% 75%
Dissatisfied 56 10% 10% 86%
Very dissatisfied 25 4% 5% 90%
Don't know 55 9% 10% 100%
Total 554 96% 100%
Missing | System 25 4%
Total 579 100%
Street cleansing in villages
Valid Cumulativ
Frequency | Percent Percent e Percent
Valid Very satisfied 45 8% 8% 8%
Satisfied 259 45% 47% 55%
Dissatisfied 56 10% 10% 86%
Very dissatisfied 25 4% 5% 90%
Don't know 55 9% 10% 100%
Total 554 96% 100%
Missing | System 25 4%
Total 579 100%
Cleanliness of beaches in the South Hams
Valid Cumulativ
Frequency | Percent Percent e Percent
Very satisfied 39 7% 7% 7%
Satisfied 281 49% 49% 56%
Dissatisfied 51 9% 9% 84%
Very dissatisfied 14 2% 2% 87%
Don't know 76 13% 13% 100%
Total 571 99% 100%
Did not answer 8 1%
Total 579 100%
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Crosstab
Cleanliness of beaches in the South Hams
Neither
satisfied
nor Very
Very dissatisfi | Dissatisfi | dissatisfi
satisfied | Satisfied ed ed ed Don't know | Total
Age (4 18 to 34 | Count 3 23 17 7 2 1 53
groups) % within Age (4 group 6% 43% 32% 13% 4% 2% 100%
35t0 49 | Count 16 109 32 22 5 11 195
% within Age (4 group 8% 56% 16% 11% 3% 6% 100%
50 to 65 | Count 10 84 33 16 4 27 174
% within Age (4 group 6% 48% 19% 9% 2% 16% 100%
Over 65s| Count 10 65 28 6 3 37 149
% within Age (4 group 7% 44% 19% 4% 2% 25% 100%
Total Count 39 281 110 51 14 76 571
% within Age (4 group 7% 49% 19% 9% 2% 13% 100%
Table 15b
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Age (4 groups) * Cleanliness of beaches in the South Hams Crosstabulation

Cleanliness of beaches in the South Hams
Neither
satisfied
nor Very
Very dissatisfi | Dissatisfi | dissatisfi
satisfied | Satisfied ed ed ed Total
Age (4 18 to 34| Count 3 23 17 7 2 52
groups) % within Age (4 grod 6% 44% 33% 13% 4% | 100%
35 to 49| Count 16 109 32 22 5 184
% within Age (4 groJ 9% 59% 17% 12% 3% 100%
50 to 65| Count 10 84 33 16 4 147
% within Age (4 groJ 7% 57% 22% 11% 3% 100%
Over 653 Count 10 65 28 6 3 112
% within Age (4 groJ 9% 58% 25% 5% 3% 100%
Total Count 39 281 110 51 14 495
% within Age (4 groy 8% 57% 22% 10% 3% 100%
Table 16
Number of beach bins in the South Hams
Valid Cumulativ
Frequency | Percent Percent e Percent
Too many 1 0% 0% 0%
About right 169 29% 30% 30%
Not enough 247 43% 44% 74%
Don't know 148 26% 26% 100%
Total 565 98% 100%
Don't know 14 2%
Total 579 100%
Table 16a
Crosstab
Number of beach bins in the South Hams
Not
Too many | About right enough Don't know Total
Age (4 18to 34 Count 9 36 8 53
groups) % within Age (4 groups) 17% 68% 15% 100%
35t0 49 Count 57 101 36 194
% within Age (4 groups) 29% 52% 19% 100%
50 to 65 Count 1 54 71 45 171
% within Age (4 groups) 1% 32% 42% 26% 100%
Over 65s | Count 49 39 59 147
% within Age (4 groups) 33% 27% 40% 100%
Total Count 1 169 247 148 565
% within Age (4 groups) 0% 30% 44% 26% 100%
Table 16b
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Age (4 groups) * Number of beach bins in the South Hams Crosstabulation

Number of beach bins in the South
Hams
Too Not

many About right enough Total
Age (4 18to 34 | Count 9 36 45
groups) % within Age (4 groups) 20% 80% 100%
35t049 | Count 57 101 158
% within Age (4 groups) 36% 64% 100%
50 to 65 Count 1 54 71 126
% within Age (4 groups) 1% 43% 56% 100%
Over 65s | Count 49 39 83
% within Age (4 groups) 56% 44% 100%
Total Count 1 169 247 417
% within Age (4 groups) 0% 41% 59% 100%
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