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That Council:
1.	NOTES the feeback from the Community Consultation; and
2.	APPROVES:
2.1	the adoption of an 18 month trial of an on-request collection service (uncontained with a limited volume) from January 2022; and
2.2	one final scheduled collection in July 2021, 
3.	NOTES that the costs of the final collection and the trial will be included in the annual budget for 2021/22 and the Long Term Financial Plan.
4.	NOTES that Administration will prepare a further report on the progress of the trial to be presented to Council in March 2023.
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Purpose of Report:
The purpose of this report is to:

	provide results from the Community Consultation carried out in August 2020; and
	present Administration’s recommendation for Council endorsement.
Background:
The City’s Waste Strategy 2018 – 2023 has a Vision of “Zero waste to landfill by 2028”. The Strategy recognises the current collection methodology for bulk hard waste is very out dated and encourages the generation of waste.

During the bulk hard waste collection in February 2019, Council and City Administration received numerous complaints from the community, with concerns including:

	thoughtless scavenging (often overnight), creating amenity and safety issues/concerns;
	adverse impact on visual amenity – including ransacked piles and litter;
	presentation time too long, leading to further illegal dumping on existing piles; and
	verge access/obstruction issues.

At the Ordinary Council Meeting held on 2 April 2019, Council approved a Notice of Motion for Administration to provide alternative options, including financial modelling.  Initial options and modelling was provided at the 25 June 2019 Ordinary Council Meeting.  The decision was that Council:

“1.	NOTES options presented for future hard waste (junk) services, resulting from a service review undertaken as part of Waste Strategy Project 2; and

2.	DOES NOT support Option One - Cease to Provide the Service;

3.	REQUESTS further investigation of options that may be more tailored to suit the City of Vincent community, including but not limited to:

3.1	maintenance of an annual service with inclusion of meaningful ways to achieve higher diversion from landfill and reduce amenity and verge obstruction issues;

3.2	more detailed free on-demand (on-request) services options, including consideration of neighbourhood or street based collection services; and

3.3	opportunities for recyclable and reusable goods to be offered for free on verges and/or timed to coincide with events linked to recycling, such as the Garage Sale Trail weekend;

4.	REQUESTS

4.1	that further refined options are presented to the Community Engagement Panel for feedback prior to community consultation and to inform development of the Public Engagement and Communications Strategy;

4.2	that the proposed detailed Public Engagement and Communications Strategy includes objectives and rationale for any change in service and is presented to Council with the refined options for bulk hard waste collection prior to community consultation; and

4.3	that procurement of a bulk hard waste service in February 2020 be undertaken, with a shorter bulk waste presentation period to minimise dumping, visual amenity and verge access issues.”

The postponed Bulk Hard Waste (Junk) Collection service completed in July 2020 incorporated the shorter presentation period in accordance with request item 4.3.

City Administration engaged the services of Talis Consultants, to assist with the provision of further refined options, including financial modelling. As part of this modelling, various scheduled and on-request collection scenarios were considered.

An outline of the advantages and disadvantages of each of the considered bulk waste options is summarised below.

Bulk Waste Collection Options - Summary of Advantages and Disadvantages

	Type of collection – Scheduled
A scheduled collection, the existing service, involves the council and contractor working together to set dates for waste collection in each area. The households are informed of their collection date. Any compliant material placed on the verge prior to the scheduled date is collected. The existing service has minimal recovery of recyclables.  Materials are uncontained and have, historically, been permitted to be presented up to two weeks prior to collection.

	Advantages
		Operational efficiencies – i.e. no booking system required, optimising collection runs.
	Equal service for all residents.
	Administration reduced through no booking system being required.
	Residents can plan for it.

	Disadvantages
		Generates more waste and therefore generally higher cost and reduced landfill diversion.
	Set schedule/dates means that residents who are travelling/away will not be able to partake in the service.  
	Visual amenity affected by numerous properties presenting material at the verge over a number of weeks. 
	Issues near council boundary due to different approaches to bulk waste collections, has resulted in illegal dumping near boundary and properties outside of the City putting bulk waste on their verges. 
	Lack of space (verge) for some residents.

	Type of collection – On-Request

On-request collections provide a convenient service, especially where there is a high renting population such as the City (where more than 1 in 3 households are renters - Profile id, 2016). This service involves the process of residents calling the council’s/contractor’s customer service unit (CSU) or requesting the service through an online portal. The anticipated wait time for residents may vary depending on a number of factors such as number of services available and seasonal demand variables (i.e. busy summers and quiet winters). 

	Advantages
		Reduces waste collected – moving towards the City’s zero waste Vision.
	Provides convenient timing for residents.
	Generates less waste and therefore less cost incurred by the City for management of waste materials.
	Provides interaction with the resident during booking to provide alternatives for reusable, repairable or recyclable items.

	Disadvantages
		Additional administration for booking and database management.
	Can generate too many bookings for particular weeks and therefore not meet customer expectations of collection timing.

	Scheduled – limit time material is presented

The service is scheduled, as with the existing service, however materials can be presented by residents on the verge no earlier than the weekend prior to collection to maintain the street front amenity and prevent illegal dumping. The City could enforce this by sending rangers to the scheduled areas prior to the collection week and issue notices/non-conformances to properties who have not complied with the time limit.

	Advantages
		Improve street presentation.
	Reduces likelihood of illegal dumping.

	Disadvantages
		Residents may not be home the weekend prior to their collection to place material out (within timeframe).
	Additional council resources required to enforce time limit for material presentation.

	Scheduled – limit volume and time materials are presented

The WALGA Better Practice Vergeside Collection Guidelines encourage councils to move towards a 2m3 volume allowance.  Introducing a limit by number of items could also be considered, whilst still maintaining a scheduled service. The City could enforce this by sending rangers to the scheduled areas prior to the collection days and examine the presented waste. Notices / non-conformances could then be issued to properties who have not complied with the volume/number of items requirements. Alternatively, upon collection, the council/contractor can make a “judgement call” as to whether the property has exceeded the volumetric requirements and collect the allotted amount, leaving excess waste and leaving notice for the property.

	Advantages
		Reduces waste tonnage.
	Improves street presentation.
	Provides more equity in the service.

	Disadvantages
		Likelihood that households will still exceed the collection volume and the enforcement, clean up following the service will increase.
	Residents may not be able to present large bulky items out within timeframe.
	Additional council resources required to enforce volume limits.

	Scheduled – maintain limit of 1 collection
Many councils currently offer one scheduled collection per year including: 

	Town of Bassendean;
	City of Fremantle;
	City of Melville; and
	City of South Perth.
This has been reduced from two services per year in some cases. 

	Advantages
		One collection provides an affordable, fair service for all residents without generating excess waste.
	Operational efficiencies i.e. no booking system required, optimising collection runs.

	Disadvantages
		More services (i.e. higher participation) result in more waste therefore not consistent with the City’s vision of zero waste to landfill.
	If residents are away or move into a property after the annual service date, they effectively do not get a collection for the year.

	On-request Skip Bin – limit volume and time materials are presented

The WALGA Better Practice Vergeside Collection Guidelines encourage councils to move towards a 2m3 volume allowance.  A limit by number of items or containing the material within a skip bin could also be considered. Most on-request skip bin services limit the time that the skip bin is on a property to 2 business days.

	Advantages
		Reduce waste tonnages with lower participation rate.
	Provide more equity in the service.

	Disadvantages
		Likelihood that households will still overflow skip bins, which will result in an increase in administration to contact residents.
	Potential for other residents to dispose of waste, including non-compliant waste, in skip bins not allocated to them. However, this risk could be reduced by also limiting the time the skip bin is left with a resident.
	Lack of street frontage to place skip bins, affecting footpaths, parking and placement of other bins.

	On-request Skip Bin – charge per service

There is an option to move towards a user pays system, particularly for on-request services.

	Advantages
		Discourages use of the service, therefore reduces waste tonnages and increases waste diversion rates.
	User pays service, only residents that use the service pay for it.

	Disadvantages
		Increases administration.
	True cost of service may be difficult to project as uptake would be unknown.
	Potential for increase in incidence of illegally dumped waste.
	Not enough verge space at some residences, or clearance for collection vehicles for truck to safely deliver and service the vehicle via hook lift truck.

	On-request Skip Bin – include in rates (‘no charge’)

Most councils include the bulk waste service within their rates charge.

	Advantages
		Only motivated residents book ahead, therefore reduces waste tonnages and increases waste diversion rates.
	Ease of administration without needing to collect a payment.
	Equal charge for all households.

	Disadvantages
		Not a user pays system, therefore, ratepayers that don’t use the service are subsidising others.
	Not enough verge space at some residences, or clearance for collection vehicles for truck to safely deliver and service the vehicle via hook lift truck.

	On-request – Uncontained (2m3) – charge per service

Some councils have moved away from skip bins and returned to uncontained services but as an on-request collection service. This type of service usually limits the volume of materials able to be presented and the time materials are allowed to be presented prior to collection.

	Advantages
		Only motivated residents book ahead, therefore reduces waste tonnages and increases waste diversion rates.
	User pays service, only residents that use the service pay for it.
	Less street frontage and overhead lift/parking clearance required than skip bins.
	Fewer vehicle movements required to deliver and service the material

	Disadvantages
		Increases administration.
	True cost of service may be difficult to project as uptake would be unknown.
	Potential for increase in incidence of illegally dumped waste.

	On-request – Uncontained (2m3) – included in rates (‘no charge’)

Whilst the WALGA guidelines encourage a move towards 2m3, where volumes have previously been unlimited, a more conservative 3m3 restriction would be the best initial option, and easier to implement and enforce.  Many other WA local governments who have implemented an on request systems (loose or contained) have enforce a 3m3 restriction.

	Advantages
		Only motivated residents book ahead, therefore reduces waste tonnages and increases waste diversion rates.
	Reduced administration in fee collection.
	Equal charge for all households.
	Less street frontage and overhead/parking clearance required than skip bins.
	Fewer vehicle movements required to deliver and service the material.

	Disadvantages
		Not a user pays system, therefore, ratepayers that don’t use the service are subsidising others.

	On-request – Flexible service Optional Skip Bin/Uncontained and Waste voucher included in rates

A handful of councils offer residents the option of an on-request skip bin or waste voucher to self-haul their waste.

	Advantages
		Provides flexibility in service offering for residents who are unable to self-haul their waste.
	Discourages use of the service, therefore reduces waste tonnages and increases waste diversion rates.
	Increased administration.

	Disadvantages
		Not a user pays system, therefore, ratepayers that don’t use the service are subsidising others.
	Likely to be significantly more costly than other options due to requirement to subsidise waste vouchers.

	On-request – Uncontained, charity partnership

The City could look to engage in a partnership arrangement with a charity, or charities, to collect suitable, resalable items put out for collection prior to the contractor undertaking collections. This type of service would work best with an uncontained, rather than skip bin, on-request service – facilitating charities to easily view what has been presented when they arrive at properties and collect suitable items. There would be benefits in including limits of time items can be presented to reduce the time items are left on the verge.

	Advantages
		Provides flexibility in service offering for residents who are unable to self-haul their waste.
	Encourage additional diversion of waste from landfill with charity involvement.

	Disadvantages
		Cost prohibitive.
	Increased administration for bookings and collections.
	Uncertainty of degree of waste diversion from this type of service.
	Historically charity take up of this option is low as shopfront charities require quality goods.
	Time consuming engaging with charities to find the right fit.
	Contractually challenging.

	On-request – Street or neighbourhood based collections (1)

Everyone in the street/neighbourhood coordinated their collection at the same time so that all material is placed out at once.

	Advantages
		Optimise opportunities for reuse / swapping within the area;
	Collection efficiencies for council (minimal impact).

	Disadvantages
		Potentially not enough verge space for all material to be placed out at once, reduced street amenity at that time; 
	It’s likely that the selected date is not optimal for all households in the area therefore lose the advantage of an on-request date that is convenient for the householder;
	Requires the neighbours to agree and negotiate and potentially create dispute if not all households agree;
	No administrative saving for council. 

	On-request – Street or neighbourhood based collections (2)

A group of neighbours could coordinate their bookings so that effectively if 6 households rotated their bookings all neighbours could contribute a small amount of waste every 2 months, or 12 households monthly.

	Advantages
		Potentially optimising the service availability for the neighbourhood.

	Disadvantages
	This only works if all neighbours involved in the agreement act equitably. There are a large number of things that could go wrong with this model including: 
	Its highly likely that the size of the collection pile would exceed the permitted limit for some collections, in which case it is unclear who is responsible but the resident that makes the booking could be penalised
	Not all of the neighbours may make their booking at the required time leading to a shortfall in the agreement.
	Non-complying material may be placed out and it may be difficult to identify the waste owner.
Any of these issues could result in a neighbourhood dispute or dispute with council that could be avoided if only the resident that makes the booking is permitted by council to place waste on the pile.



Six refined options were subsequently taken to the Community Engagement Panel on 7 March 2020 (as per request items 4.1 & 4.2 above).

Options considered:

	1a - Scheduled – limit time material is presented 48 hours prior

	1b - Scheduled – limit time material is presented and limit volume 2m3

	2a – On-request skip bin – charged/service

	2b – On-request skip bin – no charge

	3a – On-request – uncontained 2m3, 48 hours prior, charged

	3b – On-request – uncontained 2m3, 48 hours prior, no charge



The two Street/Neighbourhood based collection options, although considered and discussed, were not specifically included in the ranking, as they cannot operate as core “stand-alone” service options and as such were considered complimentary measures to the on-request service options.

Thirteen Community Panel residents participated. Feedback was sought through small group discussions and individual participant surveys.

Three breakout groups provided feedback and reached broad consensus that the City should adopt:

	an on-request, uncontained bulk waste collection service;
	limit volume to 2m3 per collection;
	costs for the service included within the City’s annual rates (rather than a user pays service).

This outcome was also reflected as the preferred option in the individual survey responses.

Respondents also indicated that they would like the option of a second, on-request collection to be available at cost to the resident (i.e. a user pays additional service).

At the Ordinary Council Meeting held on 21 July 2020, Council received and noted the Community Engagement Panel Outcomes Report and approved the Public Engagement and Communications Strategy.

In delivering this Public Engagement and Communications Strategy, the City engaged the specialist services of CATALYSE Pty Ltd to undertake the community perception survey, which was undertaken between 7 August and 22 August 2020.  The main objective of the consultation was to seek feedback and gauge community support on the various verge collection service options presented and provide opportunity for resident concerns to be heard and responded to; the results enabling the City to gain a clearer community wide view and help inform next steps.

The baseline data was demographically weighted and will assist in tailoring marketing materials and strategies to reach the unengaged segments of our community.

CATALYSE Pty presented the findings of the community perception survey at 22 September 2020 Council Workshop.

Survey Details

To ensure a consistent approach, the community consultation was aligned with the options discussed at the Community Engagement Panel Session held on 7 March 2020.

The following six refined options were included:

1a – Scheduled – limit time material is presented 48 hours prior
1b – Scheduled – limit time material is presented & limit volume 2m3
2a – On-request skip bin – charged/service
2b – On-request skip bin – no charge
3a – On-request – uncontained 2m3, 48 hours prior, charged
3b – On-request – uncontained 2m3, 48 hours prior, no charge.

Additionally, the consultation was also aligned with the consultation run by CATALYSE on FOGO in 2019, in that it also captured baseline information on community environmental sentiment, current waste behaviours and understanding and satisfaction with the City’s core waste collection services. As such, this enables the City to directly measure and compare survey findings on waste service performance and customer satisfaction.

Survey Distribution

The survey was emailed to 3,000 randomly selected residents and 1,000 copies were posted out to randomly selected households.  Residents also had the opportunity to “Opt in” to complete the Questionnaire, which was available via the City’s Engagement.HQ.com Site and customer services.

Survey Results

1,004 respondents completed a scorecard. 601 randomly selected residents completed a scorecard reducing the sampling error to ±3.96% at the 95% confidence interval. A further 360 residents and 43 out of area respondents opted in. As responses were similar between randomly selected and opt-in residents, these responses have been analysed together. Out of area respondents have been analysed separately. 
The final dataset was weighted by age and gender to match the ABS Census population profile.

Key Findings

The survey shows that there is a strong environmental sentiment as 91% of respondents believe reducing waste helps to reduce the impact of climate change and global warming, which is a 6% increase from the last survey carried out 2019.

The preference between scheduled and on-request services is marginal – with 42% preferring on-request and 8% undecided.  It is envisaged that with further education and explanation, community views would align more closely with those of the Community Engagement Panel Workshop on 7 March, who were afforded this additional information and whose preference was for an on-request service.

Please refer to Attachment 1 for a full breakdown of the survey results.

Administration are recommending a trial of an uncontained on-request verge side collection.  This trial would offer the best environment outcome, aligned to the City’s Waste Strategy and waste targets, and would address the on-going illegal dumping, public amenity and safety concerns and complaints regarding the current system. The recommendation that the new service is offered as a trial is to allow time for residents to understand the environmental rationale for change and give them an opportunity to experience the convenience of the new collection system. The trial could then be evaluated to include resident surveys before a final decision on a new service is made.

As part of the options appraisal, Administration have looked at recent best-practice examples of on-request services and invited Western Metropolitan Regional Council (WMRC) present Council details of their on-request collection system “Verge Valet” at the Council Workshop held 23 February 2021.

Verge Valet is a pre-booked verge collection system coordinated by WMRC. Parameters of the system can be adjusted by the participating councils. The program commenced in January 2020 and was rolled out to WMRC member councils Mosman Park and Cottesloe, as well as to Town of Cambridge. It replaces the traditional scheduled bulk waste service which had been in place prior.

Since implementation twelve months ago, the system has received very positive feedback from participating residents (less than one in ten prefer the traditional system) citing their ability to choose their collection date; and its flexibility, ease of use and speed of service. The overall recovery rate for its bulk hard waste material is high currently sitting at around 65%. The online booking system also incorporates waste education information about reuse, reminding residents to explore alternative avenues (i.e. Charities or Buy Nothing Groups) prior to booking a collection; it ensures consistent communication and further guidance around waste avoidance behaviours whilst offering easy access to the service.

The service migration to trial an 18 months “free” (included in rates), uncontained, on-request verge side collection would occur as follows:

	One final ‘traditional’ bulk verge service in July/August 2021, (with time limited presentation) as per the July 2020 collection. This is intended to ensure that the trial can absorb initial demand when starting in January 2022.
	The commencement of an 18 month verge side service trial delivered by WMRC “Verge Valet” to commence from January 2022 (with an associated Community Communication and Education Campaign, inclusive of community feedback), Trial data and community feedback to be presented to Council to inform future service offering in March 2023.
Consultation/Advertising:
A promotional and marketing program will be required. This will involve a campaign delivered through the usual media channels to meet all sections of the community. 

A benefit of trialling the Verge Valet system is that it is already established with excellent supporting communications material and trained customer service personnel well versed in answering FAQ’s and any customer concerns.  

Legal/Policy:
Aligns with the City’s Waste Strategy 2018-2023 and the Waste Strategy 2030.

Legislation:  The Waste Avoidance and Resource Recovery Act 2007.
Risk Management Implications
Medium: 	Community acceptance of proposed changes. It is essential that the City undertakes an effective communications campaign. As part of the campaign, the City will inform and educate residents on the rationale for change (including addressing the information gaps on environmental impacts of the current services, as highlighted during the recent community consultation) and provide opportunities for resident concerns to be heard and responded to.  The City will subsequently continue to promote the service changes and encourage correct waste behaviours within the boundaries of the trial.

Strategic Implications:
Project 2 of the City’s Waste Strategy 2018-2023 will assist in the delivery of: the City’s Waste Strategy, the Waste Strategy 2030 and the City’s SCP objectives.

This is in keeping with the City’s Strategic Community Plan 2018-2028:

Enhanced Environment
We have improved resource efficiency and waste management.

Minimise our impact on the environment.
SUSTAINABILITY IMPLICATIONS:
This is in keeping with the following key sustainability outcomes of the City’s Sustainable Environment Strategy 2019-2024.

Waste Reduction

Will support the City’s Waste Strategy vision of sending ‘Zero Waste to Landfill’.
Public Health IMPLICATIONS:
This is in keeping with the following priority health outcomes of the City’s Public Health Plan 2020-2025:

[bookmark: _Hlk54859982]Reduced exposure to environmental health risks
Financial/Budget Implications:
Administration proposes the following budget allocations:-

One final “traditional” Bulk Verge Collection in July/August 2021 at an estimated cost of $230,000, followed by participation in an 18-month trial of the WMRC Verge Valet system, commencing from January 2022.

The estimated cost per annum for this trial is anticipated to be in the region of $245,000. This figure is based on implementation/uptake data from the existing three participating councils (i.e. Towns of Mosman Park, Cottesloe and Cambridge). Administration would therefore include an additional $122,500 in the draft budget for 2021/22 and $245,000 in the LTFP for 2022/23 to cover the anticipated costs of the trial. This is considered to be good value for money and is inclusive of the established customer service and booking service, and all communications materials.

Regulation 11(2)(e) of the Local Government (Functions and General) Regulations states that tenders do not have to be publicly invited if the goods or services are to be supplied by or obtained through the government of the State or the Commonwealth or any of its agencies, or by a local government or a regional local government.

Uptake and tonnage data will be monitored closely during the trial and any major variances reported via the City’s budget review process.

Comments:
The existing bulk hard waste verge collection methodology is out dated and encourages the generation of waste. This was identified in the Waste Strategy 2018-2013 and reconfirmed in the report presented to Council in July 2020.

Whilst current community sentiment still appears to be slightly biased towards a scheduled system (52%) there is clearly a need to change. To achieve the best environmental outcome aligned to the City’s Waste Strategy targets and also to addresses the on-going illegal dumping, public amenity/safety concerns, Administration is recommending a trial of an on-request, pre-booked system.

An on request, pre-booked system:

	Reduces waste collected – moving towards the City’s zero waste Vision and reducing costs;
	Provides convenient timing for residents;
	Provides interaction with the resident during booking process and the opportunity to discuss alternatives for reusable, repairable or recyclable items;
	Minimises presentation tim, and so the opportunity for illegal dumping and other antisocial scavenging

It is acknowledged that there is currently an information/education gap with regards to the environmental impact of the current collection methodology and so the trial will need to be combined with an effective communications campaign.

It is therefore recommended that the City of Vincent participate in the WMRC Verge Valet System, on an 18 month trial basis, commencing from January 2022.  This has a number of benefits:

	A trail with effective communications will help residents to understand the rationale for change and give them an opportunity to experience the benefits of the new collection system.
	A trial at this time will allow Administration to successfully implement and embed the FOGO and commercial waste changes; whilst also ensuring provision of the necessary community support during these service changes.  
	It will allow Administration to collate sufficient City specific data and community feedback, to enable Council to make an informed decision on the most suitable approach for the City of Vincent going forward (without committing to a long term service charge or service contract).
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Note: When the sum of the parts is 100% +/- 1% this is due to rounding errors to 0 decimal places
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Waste management processes | Importance v Effectivene

All waste management processes are considered to be important and the City is considered to be fairly
effective with all processes receiving an effectiveness score above 50 points out of 100.

Keeping white goods, televisions, computers and mattresses separate from other bulk waste is considered to
be slightly less important than recycling, removing contaminants and reducing waste to landfill.
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Importance of waste management processes

Increasing recycling is considered to be the most important waste management process with an index score of 90 out of 100,
closely followed by removing contaminants from the waste stream, with a score of 89.

Reducing the amount of waste going into landfill has dropped in importance since 2019 from 91 index points to 86.

Waste management processes | perceived importance Index Score
% of respondents mHigh (8-10) m Moderate (5-7) Low (1-4) 2019 2020

Increase recycling

Remove contaminants from the waste stream, such as 87
paint and batteries © 89

Reduce the amount of waste going into landfill 86

Keep white goods, televisions, computers and
mattresses separate from other waste during bulk
waste collections

NA 71

Q How important do you think it is to: \/
e MARKYT >
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Importance of waste management processes

Community Variances

Views are fairly similar across the community. Some of the variances include:
+ People living in West Perth are less likely to consider increasing recycling to be important.

+ Removing contaminants from the waste stream is more important for people aged 70+ years and those living in a duplex, villa or
unit.

+ Reducing the amount of waste going into landfill is more important for people ages 70+ years.

+ Keep white goods, televisions, computers and mattresses separate other bulk waste is more important to residents of
Leederville, people aged 55+ years and people living in houses on large lots.
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Q. How important do you think it is to: MARKYT@ »

Base: All respondents, excludes ‘unsure’ and 'no response’ (n = varies)
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Effectiveness of waste management processes

The City of Vincent is seen to be most effective at educating the community about how to recycle and reduce waste, with an index
score of 60. This score has increased from 55 index points in 2019.

The City is seen as less effective at encouraging community members to remove contaminants from the waste stream and
encouraging community members to keep white goods, televisions, computers and mattresses separate from other bulk waste.

Waste management processes | effectiveness Index Score
% of respondents mHigh (8-10) m Moderate (5-7) Low (1-4) 2019 2020
Educating the community about how to recycle and 32 17 55 60

reduce waste

Increasing recycling 26 19 58 56
Reducing waste going into landfill 20 19 55 54
Encouraging community members to remove 25 29 4 5

contaminants from the waste stream

Encouraging community members to keep white goods,
televisions, computers and mattresses separate from 26 28 NA 51
other waste during bulk waste collections

Q. How effective do you think the City of Vincent has been in the following areas? MARKYT @
13

Base: All respondents, excludes ‘unsure’ and ‘no response’ (n = varies)
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Effectiveness of waste management processes

Community variances

Effectiveness ratings are fairly similar across the community. Some notable variances include:
+ Older people (70+ years) rate the City’s effectiveness more highly across all waste management processes.

+ People living in an apartment rate the City more highly for educating the community about how to recycle and reduce waste,
increasing recycling and reducing waste going to landfill.

+ West Perth residents rate the City more highly for educating the community about how to recycle and reduce waste. Perth
residents rate the City more highly for increasing recycling.

+ East Perth residents and people living in a duplex, villa or unit rate the City more highly for encouraging the community to keep
white goods, e-waste and mattresses separate from other bulk rubbish.
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Q. How effective do you think the City of Vincent has been in the following areas? MARKYT @ "

Base: All respondents, excludes ‘unsure’ and 'no response’ (n = varies)
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MARKYT® Performance Scorecard

General waste collections (green lid bin)
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Q. How would you rate the following waste management services? MARKYT @
16

Base: All respondents, excludes ‘unsure’ and o response’ (n = 901). * Positive rating = excellent, good or okay
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MARKYT® Performance Scorecard

Recycling collections (yellow lid bin)
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Base: All respondents, excludes ‘unsure’ and 'no response’ (n = 903). * Positive rating = excellent, good or okay AR KYT "
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MARKYT® Performance Scorecard

Annual bulk hard waste collections

Performance ratings
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Q. How would you rate the following waste management services? MARKYT @ 1

Base: All respondents, excludes ‘unsure’ and o response’ (n = 903). * Positive rating = excellent, good or okay
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MARKYT® Performance Scorecard

Annual bulk green waste collections

Performance ratings
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Q. How would you rate the following waste management services? MARKYT @ 1o

Base: All respondents, excludes ‘unsure’ and o response’ (n = 854). * Positive rating = excellent, good or okay




image20.png
MARKYT® Performance Scorecard

On-demand, paid collection of mattresses and white goods
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Q. How would you rate the following waste management services? MARKYT @ 2

Base: All respondents, excludes ‘unsure’ and o response’ (n = 293). * Positive rating = excellent, good or okay
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Additional suggestions to improve waste management

Additional suggestions to improve waste management
% of respondents (excludes no response)

Introduce the FOGO / 3 bin system

Community workshops, education and access to information
Encourage community up-cycling, re-use and sharing initiatives
Introduce green waste bins

Local recycle centre, transfer station, community bins etc
More frequent recycling collections

Composting of green waste / FOGO waste

More recycling options e g. e-waste, soft plastics.
Encourage businesses to be more sustainable

Hazardous waste collections and drop-off points

Other

Nothing OR none

Unsure

Q. Do you have any other suggestions about how the City of Vincent could improve waste management over the next 5 years? MARKYT 2
Base: Al respondents, excludes 'no response’ (n = 625). Chart shows responses mentioned spontaneously by 5% o more respondents
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Perceived impact of waste on climate change

Do you believe reducing waste helps to reduce the
impact of climate change and global warming?

Trend Analysis

91% of respondents believe
reducing waste helps to reduce
the impact of climate change
and global warming.

There has been an increase of
6% points since 2019.

This is higher among renters and
people living in a duplex, villa or
unit.

Variances across the community
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Sustainable practices to reduce hard bulk waste

Actions taken to dispose of unwanted items
% of respondents

Gave items away to family and
friends

Nearly everycne is taking proactive steps to reduce hard Donated items to charity
bulk waste:
+ 88% gave unwanted items to friends and family and

87% donated unwanted items to charity. Used online forums or community

groups to give items away to

* 63% gave unwanted items to local community local community members

members via online networks and 61% sold items via

online market places. Sold items online via online

forums, Gumtree, Facebook, etc

+ 10% sold items to second-hand shops and 4% held

garage sales. .
Sold items to second-hand shops l

« Only 3% of respondents did not do any of the above. or antique stores

IS

Sold items via a garage sale

None of these

— — —
w

Q. Over the past 12 months, have you done any of the following to dispose of unwanted items? MARKYT @ o

Base: All respondents, excludes o response’ (n = 928)
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Sustainable practices to reduce hard bulk waste

Community variances

+ Older people (70+ years) and people living in a duplex, villa, unit, townhouse or apartment were less likely to give away items to family and
friends.

+ Opt-in respondents, Mount Hawthorn residents and younger people (18-39 years) were more likely to donate items to charity.
+ Younger people (18-39 years) were more likely to have sold items to second-hand shops or antique stores.
+ Mount Hawthorn residents and renters were more likely to have sold items online.

« East Perth residents and people living in houses on large lots were more likely to have sold items via a garage sale.
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Q. Over the past 12 months, have you done any of the following to dispose of unwanted items? MARKYT @ -

Base: All respondents, excludes ‘no response’ (n = 928)
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Usage of Bulk Waste Services
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ltems disposed of using bulk waste services

Items disposed of using bulk waste services
% of respondents

Furniture - broken or unsuitable
to be reused

The most popular use for the City’s bulk waste services
is disposing of furniture that is broken or unsuitable to be
reused, with 62% of respondents using the service for
this purpose.

General household waste
Timber products

This is followed by 42% using bulk waste services for Steel and metal waste

disposing of general household waste and 41% for

timber products. Furniture - suitable to be reused

The least popular use for the City’s bulk waste services e-Waste and electronic items
is disposing of clothes, books and toys, with 12% of
respondents using the services for this purpose. This is
followed by disposing of exercise equipment, bikes and
scooters with 13% of respondents.

White goods

Rugs and carpets

14% of respondents did not use the City’s bulk waste

services to dispose of any of the items listed. Mattresses

Exercise equipment, bikes and
scooters

Clothes, books and toys

None of these

Q. Over the past two years, which items have you disposed of using the City’s bulk hard waste collection service? v
Base: All respondents, excludes o response’ (n = 920) MARKYT 21
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Items disposed of using bulk waste services

Community variances
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Q. Over the past two years, which items have you disposed of using the City’s bulk hard waste collection service?
Base: All respondents, excludes o response’ (n = 920)

MARKYTS =
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Most recent bulk waste usage

Most recent bulk waste usage
% of respondents

71% of respondents have used the City’s bulk hard waste
collection service in the past 12 months. 11% of
respondents have never used this service.

East Perth residents are most likely to have used the service
in the past 12 months.

People living in a duplex, villa, unit or apartment are less
likely to have used the service in the past 12 months.

)

Inpast12  Inpast2 Over 2 Never
months years yearsago  used

Variances across the community
% used in past 12 months

c o o w . 5|8 ¢ B €
£ o g = £ £ o o 4 o 2 @ = 2 P
£ t 2 = g ® b 5 ® © © © 14 c = 5 & @ €
s s £ & 35 z £ T & & £ o v & £ &8 § 53 2 % B 2 5 g
s £ & c 32 8§ 8 £ %5 o 2 £ 9 g a T o 2. E A
Slg o B 2 8 Iz 5 8 o glg & 2 £|E S|g , § x E 8
w o5 L = 2 =2 e g B8 & 2 é Ig &3 § e <

T T (s}
71 66 78 8 62 71 70 65 76 72 64 69 72 71 74 70 65 ‘ 7T ‘ 79 78 68 54 69 50

Q. When did you last use the City’s bulk hard waste collection service? M AR KYT @ 2%

Base: All respondents, excludes o response’ (n = 911)
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Bulk Waste Perceptions
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Main concerns with bulk hard waste collections

The amount and type of items being disposed of through hard bulk waste collections that could be recycled or recovered is the
biggest concern for respondents, with 75% of respondents being at least moderately concerned an index score of 58.

This is followed by the environmental impacts from hard bulk waste collections with an index score of 53 and illegal dumping on
verges with a score of 45.

Bulk waste issues | level of concern Index
% of respondents mHigh m Moderate Low Score

Amount and type of items being disposed of that could

be recycled or recovered & a3 %

Environmental impacts from hard bulk waste collections 28 53

Impact on the overall appearance of the area 49 39

Non-residents being attracted to the area to search 52 36
through items on the verge =

Time taken to collect waste 52 33

Waste obstructing verge access or sight-lines 54 32

Q. Thinking about annual bulk hard waste collections, how concerned are you with the following issues? MARKYT @
31

Base: All respondents, excludes ‘unsure’ and ‘no response’ (n = varies)
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Main concerns with bulk hard waste collections

Community variances

+ West Perth residents are less concerned with the amount and type of items being disposed of that could be recycled or recovered and with
illegal dumping on verges.

+ People living in townhouses are more concerned with environmental impacts from hard bulk waste collections.
+ East Perth residents and older people (70+ years) are more concerned with impact on the overall appearance of the area.

+ East Perth and West Perth residents, renters and people living in a duplex, villar or unit are less concerned with non-residents being
attracted to the area to search through items on the verge.

+ Older people are more concerned with time taken to collect waste.

+ People living in a duplex, villar or unit are more concerned with waste obstructing verge access or sight-lines.
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Q. Thinking about annual bulk hard waste collections, how concerned are you with the following issues? v
Base: All respondents, excludes ‘unsure’ and 'no response’ (n = varies) MARKYT 32
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Perceptions | 15% of bulk verge waste is recycled

15% of bulk verge waste can be recovered and

recycled. Is this acceptable?
% of respondents

54% of respondents believe that the current rate at which
bulk verge waste is recovered and recycled is not acceptable.

Only 26% consider this to be acceptable.

Responses were fairly similar across the community.

Variances across the community
% Yes, it is acceptable to recover and recycle 15% of bulk verge waste.
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Q. Currently, around 15 percent of material collected through the bulk verge collection service can be recovered and

recycled. Do you think this is acceptable? MARKYT @ 33

Base: All respondents, excludes o response’ (n = 909)
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Perceptions | Sufficient verge space for a skip bin

Do you have sufficient verge space for a skip bin that

is up to 3 cubic metres where you live?
% of respondents

61% of respondents have sufficient verge space for a skip bin
up to 3 cubic metres at their home.

East Perth and Mount Hawthorn residents are most likely to
have enough room for a skip bin, while Highgate and Perth
residents are least likely.

People living in a duplex, villa, unit, townhouse or apartment
are less likely to have room for a skip bin on their verge.

Variances across the community
% Yes | have sufficient verge space for a skip bin that is up to 3 cubic metres
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Q. Do you have sufficient verge space for a skip bin that is up to 3 cubic metres where you live? MARKYT @ w

Base: All respondents, excludes o response’ (n = 910)
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Perceptions | Additional charges for excess bulk waste :

Should residents be required to pay additional costs
if they exceed a limit of 2 cubic metres of hard bulk

waste per household?
% of respondents

47% of respondents believe that residents should not have to
pay an additional cost if they exceed a limit of 2 cubic metres
of hard bulk waste.

44% of respondents believe that residents should pay an
additional cost for excess bulk waste.

East Perth residents and people living in houses on large lots
are most likely to oppose additional costs for excess bulk
waste.

Leederville residents are most likely to support additional
costs for excess bulk waste.

Variances across the community
% Yes, residents should be required to pay additional costs if they exceed a limit of 2 cubic metres of hard bulk waste
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Q. Should residents be required to pay additional costs if they exceed a limit of 2 cubic metres of hard bulk waste per

household? MAR KYT@ 35

Base: All respondents, excludes o response’ (n = 909)
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Preferences | Scheduled vs On-request

Preferences | Scheduled vs On-request
% of respondents

52% of respondents prefer to keep hard bulk waste collections
on a scheduled basis.

West Perth residents and people living in a duplex, villa or unit
are most likely to prefer the current scheduled service.

Mount Lawley residents are most likely to prefer an on-request
service.

Scheduled On-request Unsure
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Q Would you prefer to keep hard bulk waste collections on a scheduled basis where they occur at the same time of year for all residents g
OR change to an on-request service where residents can choose to have their collection at different times of the year? MARKYT 37

Base: Al respondents, excludes ‘no response’ (n = 910)
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Preferences | Loose, uncontained vs skip bin

Preferences | Loose, uncontained vs Skip bin
% of respondents

49% of respondents prefer a skip bin versus 40% preferring
loose, uncontained hard bulk waste collections.

Renters, people living in houses on larger lots and people
living in a duplex, villa or unit are most likely to prefer loose,
uncontained hard bulk waste collection.

Loose, o
uncontained Skip bin Unsure
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Q. If the City of Vincent changed to an on-request hard bulk waste collection service, would you prefer that residents continue to put g

waste out on the verge loose and uncontained OR used skip bins (when there is sufficient space to use this option)? MARKYT @ 38

Base: Al respondents, excludes ‘no response’ (n = 910)
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Preferences | Unlimited volumes vs Limit of 2 cubic métres
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Preferences | Unlimited volumes vs Limit of 2 cubic metres
% of respondents

49% of respondents prefer no limit on volume of hard bulk
waste collection versus 38% who prefer a limit of two cubic
metres to be imposed.

East Perth residents and people living in houses on larger
lots are most likely to prefer unlimited bulk waste.

Leederville residents are most likely to prefer a limit of two
cubic metres for hard bulk waste collections.

Unlimited 2 cubic metres

Unsure
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Q Should the City of Vincent continue to collect unlimited volumes of waste OR introduce a limit of 2 cubic metres per 8
household to help achieve the City’s waste target of zero waste to landfill by 20282 MARKYT 30

Base: All respondents, excludes o response’ (n = 910)
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Preferences | User pays vs Council rates

Preferences | User pays vs Council rates
% of respondents

64% of respondents prefer the cost of hard bulk waste
collections to be included in Council rates versus 30% who
prefer a user pays system.

East Perth residents and people living in houses on larger
lots are most likely to prefer the cost be included in Council
rates.

People living in townhouses are most likely to prefer a user
pays system.

User pays Council rates Unsure
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Q In principle, do you think that only residents who use the hard bulk waste service should pay for the service when 8
they use it (a user pays model) or do you think that the cost of the service should be included in Council rates? MARKYT 40
Base: Al respondents, excludes ‘no response’ (n = 909)
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Ranking of Bulk waste options

Bulk waste options | Ranking from

most preferred (1) to least preferred (6)
% of respondents

A. Retain current bulk hard waste collection service — an
annual, scheduled service with costs included in Council rates.

B. Retain current service but introduce limit on amount of waste
and time waste permitted on the verge.

E. Change to a skip bin on request with a limit of 2m3. Costs
would continue to be included in Council rates.

C. Change to on-request service with a limit of 2m3
uncontained, loose waste. Costs would continue to be included
in Council rates.

F. Change to a skip bin on request with a limit of 2m3 (as per
option E) but with a user pays pricing model.

D. Change to on-request service with limit of 2m3 uncontained,
loose waste (as per option C) but with a user pays pricing
model.

Most preferred

m

10 |6 14
_ 25 27 19

Q The City held a Community Panel Session to discuss in detail different service options and to refine the options for wider community
consultation. This discussion resulted in six options for hard bulk waste collections. We would like to understand which options you
prefer. Please RANK your preferred choices by placing a number from 1 to 6 in each box. 1= most preferred and 6 = least preferred
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Ranking of bulk waste options | Most preferred
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costs included in Council rates.

B. Retain current service but introduce limit
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on the verge.

C. Change to on-request service with a limit

of 2m3 uncontained, loose waste. Costs
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rates.

D. Change to on-request service with limit of
2m3 uncontained, loose waste (as peropton | 8 |11 4 |4 5 7 4 6 11 7 18 8 7 10 6 4 7 8 5 3 7 8 11 1210
C) but with a user pays pricing model.

E. Change to a skip bin on request with a limit
of 2m3. Costs would continue to be included |19 |17 21|22 6 20 25 14 17 8 19 22 16 20 22 12 12 19 19 10 20 23 9 13 21
in Council rates.

F. Change to a skip bin on request with a limit
of 2m3 (as per option E) but with a userpays (12|14 9 | 0 14 17 8 9 14 18 14/15 9 13 10 12 10 13 2 0 10 11 11 20 20
pricing model.

Q The City held a Community Panel Session to discuss in detail different service options and to refine the options for wider community
consultation. This discussion resulted in six options for hard bulk waste collections. We would like to understand which options you v
prefer. Please RANK your preferred cholces by placing a numberfrom 1to 6 in each box. 1 = most preferred and 6 = least preferred MARKYT 2

Base: All respondents, excludes ‘no fesponse’ (n = varies)




image43.png
Ranking of Bulk waste options | Least preferred
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costs included in Council rates.

B. Retain current service but introduce limit
on amount of waste and time waste permitted 10 8 11 4 5 8 8 11 15 7 512 7 1010 7 8 10 6 16 10 9 6 10 5
on the verge.

C. Change to on-request service with a limit

of 2m3 uncontained, loose waste. Costs
would continue to bs included in Council 18 3|617 2 4 3 5 4 8 5 5|5 4 5 6|86 2|2 4 3 2 518

rates.

D. Change to on-request service with limit of
2m3 uncontained, loose waste (as per option |19 |16 23|18 8 17 22 23 21 21 13 21 18 22 20 14 10 19 18 10 20 21 14 19 24
C) but with a user pays pricing model.

E. Change to a skip bin on request with a limit
of 2m3. Costs would continue to be included |10 (12 7 |0 3 2 13 4 8 27 16 10 10 10 10 11 11 10 7 17 9 9 18 9 M
in Council rates.

F. Change to a skip bin on request with a limit
of 2m3 (as per option E) but with a user pays |42 |40 44 |61 55 48 41 45 38 36 40 36 46 37 41 52 53 39 60 54 43 41 57 35 29

pricing model.

Q The City held a Community Panel Session to discuss in detail different service options and to refine the options for wider community
consultation. This discussion resulted in six options for hard bulk waste collections. We would like to understand which options you v
prefer. Please RANK your preferred cholces by placing a numberfrom 1to 6 in each box. 1 = most preferred and 6 = least preferred MARKYT 43

Base: All respondents, excludes ‘no fesponse’ (n = varies)
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Reasons for ranking | Most preferred

A. Retain current bulk hard waste collection service —an
annual, scheduled service with costs included in Council
rates.

Allows waste to be repurposed

Scheduled service, same time for everyone, can plan around it

Skip bins are unsuitable (take up too much space, discourage recycling,
encourage fly tipping)

Is effective / efficient / has been shown to work / works in other places

B. Retain current service but introduce limit on amount of
waste and time waste permitted on the verge.

Encourages people to reduce their waste (sell / give items away, recycle etc)
Allows waste to be repurposed
Scheduled service, same time for everyone, can plan around it

C. Change to on-request service with a limit of 2m3
uncontained, loose waste. Costs would continue to be
included in Council rates.

Flexibility, can be arranged when it suits the individual
Encourages people to reduce their waste (sell / give items away, recycle etc)
Convenience / accessibility

D. Change to on-request service with limit of 2m3
uncontained, loose waste (as per option C) but with a
user pays pricing model.

Prefer user pays option (will reduce rates, better for people with less waste)
Encourages people to reduce their waste (sell / give items away, recycle etc)
Flexibility, can be arranged when it suits the individual

I don't use the service (often), don't create a lot of waste

E. Change to a skip bin on request with a limit of 2m3.
Costs would continue to be included in Council rates.

Limits amount of waste out on verge (unsightly, messy, disruptive, damage to
verges)

Flexibility, can be arranged when it suits the individual

No additional cost / included in rates

F. Change to a skip bin on request with a limit of 2m3 (as
per option E) but with a user pays pricing model.

Prefer user pays option (will reduce rates, better for people with less waste)
Encourages people to reduce their waste (sell / give items away, recycle etc)
Limits amount of waste out on verge (unsightly, messy, disruptive, damage to
verges)

Q. Thinking about the option you ranked #1, why is this your most preferred option?

Base: All respondents, excludes o response’ (n = varies)
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Reasons for ranking | Least preferred

A. Retain current bulk hard waste collection service —an
annual, scheduled service with costs included in Council
rates.

Uncontained waste creates mess, makes the streetscape look bad
Creates waste, encourages people just to throw things out
Don't want to pay for others' waste, prefer user pays system

B. Retain current service but introduce limit on amount of
waste and time waste permitted on the verge.

No accountability, control of what people put out
There shouldn't be limits on amount of bulk rubbish
Uncontained waste creates mess, makes the streetscape look bad

C. Change to on-request service with a limit of 2m3
uncontained, loose waste. Costs would continue to be
included in Council rates.

Don't want to pay for others' waste, prefer user pays system
On demand will lead to mess year round
No accountability, control of what people put out

D. Change to on-request service with limit of 2m3
uncontained, loose waste (as per option C) but with a
user pays pricing model.

Disagree with user pays - will be too expensive, inequitable
Cost should be included in rates, rates are already high
Encourages illegal dumping and "fly tipping" (unfair if user pays)

E. Change to a skip bin on request with a limit of 2m3.
Costs would continue to be included in Council rates.

Don't want to pay for others' waste, prefer user pays system
| never / rarely use it, differences in levels of use
Creates waste, encourages people just to throw things out

F. Change to a skip bin on request with a limit of 2m3 (as
per option E) but with a user pays pricing model.

Encourages illegal dumping and "fly tipping" (unfair if user pays)
Disagree with user pays - will be too expensive, inequitable
Cost should be included in rates, rates are already high

Q. Thinking about the option you ranked #6, why is this your least preferred option?

Base: All respondents, excludes o response’ (n = varies)
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