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1 Purpose of report 

1.1 To advise Committee on the outcomes of the waste collection pilots in the city 
centre. 

1.2 To make recommendations on which methods of waste collection are the most 
effective and appropriate. 

2 Summary 

2.1 The report provides details on the outcomes of the Modernising Waste project 
which sought to identify more effective and appropriate methods of waste 
collection in the city centre.  Currently waste collection in the city centre is by 
the kerbside collection of black bags. The use of black bags for presenting 
waste leads to problems with gulls, vermin and litter. 

2.2 Following extensive public consultation a number of different methods of waste 
collection were piloted at a variety of locations within the city centre.  These 
included communal containers, gull proof bags, food waste and evening 
collections. 

2.3 The report gives details on the outcome of the different pilots and makes 
recommendations on those which would provide the most effective and 
appropriate method for roll out across the rest of the city centre. 

3 Main report 

Modernising Waste Project 

3.1 The city centre is the last area in Edinburgh that relies on black bags for refuse 
collection. This method of the collection causes a number of problems 
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particularly in relation to littering as the bags are vulnerable to being ripped 
open by seagulls and vermin in search of food waste.  The use of black bags is 
also associated with low rates of recycling and is not a sustainable way of 
collecting waste. Consultation on alternatives to black bag collections was 
previously carried out in 2003.  This consultation exercise predominantly 
focused on the introduction of wheelie bins and on-street communal bins but it 
ran into sustained opposition from some local residents who questioned the 
compatibility of containerisation within the Edinburgh World Heritage Site and 
as a result the majority of households therefore remained with black bag 
collections.   

3.2 The Modernising Waste Project was set up in September 2010, with the aim of 
identifying appropriate alternative methods of waste collection for the city 
centre, taking into account the issues associated with its World Heritage site 
status.  The project involved staff from Waste Services, the City Centre and 
Leith Neighbourhood Team, Planning, Historic Scotland and Edinburgh World 
Heritage (see Appendix 1). 

3.3 The main objectives of the project were to: 

• Identify a range of alternative options for refuse collection in the city 
centre. 

• Consult and seek the views of residents, Residents Associations, 
Community Councils, elected members and other relevant stakeholders 
on alternative methods of refuse collection. 

• Pilot/ trial alternative collection methods in different parts of the city 
centre and evaluate the effectiveness of these against the following 
criteria: 

o Alignment with the Councils Waste Management and Recycling 
Strategy and effectiveness in contributing towards recycling 
targets. 

o Visual impact on the built environment. 
o Cost efficiency and value for money. 
o Compliance with Scottish Government’s Zero Waste Plan and 

current and future legislation. 
o Compatibility with customer views and preferences. 
o Impact on reducing litter and improving cleanliness in the city 

centre. 

3.4 The work of the project fell into three main phases: 

• Phase 1 - Consultation with residents and other stakeholders; 

• Phase 2 - Developing and implementing the trials based on the 
consultation; 

• Phase 3 - Evaluation and recommendations. 
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Consultation  

3.5 The consultation was carried out between October 2010 and January 2011. 
This included meetings with Community Councils, Residents Associations, 
Historic Scotland and Edinburgh World Heritage.  Individual residents also had 
the opportunity to give their views through an on-line survey.  

3.6 Detail on the feedback received from the consultation can be found in Appendix 
2, the key points that arose were: 

• A widespread dissatisfaction with black bag collections. 

• Concerns about the visual impact of on-street communal containers 
remained in some areas. 

• Recognition of the need to improve recycling and a desire for more 
recycling services. 

• A demand for more enforcement action on poorly presented waste. 

• Concerns over potential loss of resident or other parking spaces from 
using on-street containers. 

• A willingness to try other methods of waste collection, although there 
was no overall consensus on a preferred alternative. 

•  A requirement for local flexibility and an avoidance of a ‘one size fits all’ 
approach to waste collection. 

Pilots  

3.7 Following the consultation exercise a number of alternative waste collections 
methods were identified for inclusion in the pilots: 

• Gull proof reusable bags in which to present black bins bags. 

• On-street communal containers including recycling containers for 
packaging (cardboard, cans, plastic bottles) and paper. 

• Evening collections to minimise the amount of time black bags were on 
the street during day time hours. 

• Separate collection of food waste (this was part of a wider trial of food 
waste recycling collections across the city). 

3.8 In identifying locations for the pilots the project team aimed to get an even 
distribution across both the Old and New Town and took into account the 
different property types and street design. The views of residents and their 
willingness to participate in a pilot also helped determine which methods of 
waste collection would be piloted in which areas. Details of the locations of the 
pilots can be found in Appendix 3. 
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3.9 In areas where on-street containers were being piloted, the project team aimed 
to site them in a way that would minimise the disruption to parking.  The siting 
of the bins did not require a planning application as they are classed as a 
“permitted development” although temporary traffic regulation orders were 
required. Consultation and discussions took place with Planning, Parking, 
Historic Scotland and Edinburgh World Heritage on the siting of all on-street 
bins in the pilots.  

3.10 Evening collections were also introduced for black bag collections in the city 
centre as this would help reduce the amount of time that black bags were left 
on the street during day light hours and thereby reduce the likelihood of their 
being attacked by gulls. For the residents in the areas who moved to evening 
collections, 50% changed their days of collection to a Tuesday and a Friday, all 
were asked to present their waste in the evening.  

3.11 The gull proof bags, on-street communal bins and food waste pilots collections 
remained on a day time collection. A small number of streets remained on day 
time black bag collections.  

3.12 The pilots were introduced on a phased basis; food waste trials introduced in 
April 2011, gull proof bags in May and communal containers and evening 
collections in June 2011.  The roll out of all the pilots were supported by a 
communication campaign to inform all residents of the changes including; 
letters to all households, posters, local press and radio campaigns and the 
Council website. 

Evaluation  

3.13 An evaluation of the impact of the all the pilots was carried out between 
September and October 2011. Each pilot collection method was assessed 
against the following criteria: 

• Impact on improving street cleanliness including effectiveness in 
reducing or eliminating scavenging of waste by gulls and vermin. 

• Visual impact on streetscape, built environment and the World 
Heritage Site. 

• Customer satisfaction. 

• Impact on recycling behaviours and rates. 

Street Cleanliness 

3.14 The project team kept a visual record of the impact of the waste collection 
methods on street cleanliness before and during the pilots (see Appendix  4). 
Before the pilots commenced street cleanliness in all areas of city centre 
suffered an adverse impact on black bag collection days. Previously black bags 
were collected twice a week, mostly in the morning. Most householders would 
present their black bags at the kerbside the evening before or early in the 
morning on the day of collection. The longer that bags are left out on the street 
the higher the likelihood of them being attacked by gulls and other animals. 
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This likelihood increases significantly during the spring and summer. The 
extended daylight hours and the increased foraging for food by gulls during 
their nesting season leads to a high incidence of burst bags. By the time bags 
are collected many will have been burst with and their contents scattered 
across the pavement. There were also incidents of waste being mis-presented 
by some households and left out on the street for two or three days. 

3.15 In those areas that participated in a containerisation or gull proof bag pilot there 
was a significantly reduced incidence of waste spilling on to the street and in 
most areas there was no incidence of refuse derived street litter.  

3.16 The customer survey (see 3.19 – 3.25 below) also indicates a beneficial impact 
on street cleanliness particularly in the communal bin and gull proof bag pilots 
where over 90% of respondents reported an increase in street cleanliness. The 
impact of the food waste pilots on street cleanliness is, perhaps surprisingly, 
more mixed with only half of the 45 respondents who used the food waste 
collection service reporting an increase in street cleanliness. This is probably 
due to other residents in the street still using black bags to dispose of food 
waste rather than the lockable food waste bins. 

3.17 An assessment of street cleanliness in the areas where black bag collections 
remained was also carried out. Cleanliness was assessed through a count of 
burst bags on the street across 100 streets between 7.00am and 9.00am in the 
morning and in the evening between 7.00pm and 9.00pm over 6 days.  The 
assessment showed that there were incidents of burst bags regardless of 
whether bags were presented in the evening for evening collection or in the 
morning awaiting daytime collection (some of the bags on the street in the 
morning were in areas that received evening collections). However as table 1 
below shows the incidence of burst bags presented for evening collections is 
significantly less than when bags are presented in the morning  

 Table 1. Count of waste bags on streets (September 26h to  October 1st  2011) 

Total bags on streets 5063 

Bags on street in the evening  3870 

Bags on street in morning 1193 

Number & % of burst bags in the morning  79 (6.62%) 

Number & % of burst bags in the evening 64 (1.65%) 

Number of burst bags in total 143 

  

Visual Impact Assessment 

3.18 The visual impact survey was carried out by Edinburgh World Heritage and 
Historic Scotland (see Appendix 5). The key findings are: 
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• Gull proof bags are a good solution for palace frontage buildings and 
those that follow the contours of the geography in the New Town. This is 
particularly important in the areas where there is no alternative location 
for bins such as gable walls, on lanes or lesser streets. Their matt black 
colour blends with black painted iron work (railings) in front of buildings 
so long as it is well maintained. Where appropriate they should be 
located in front of tenement entrances.  

 
• Locating bins within bays of parked cars, rather than the end of parking 

bays is generally more successful because it reduces the visual impact 
of the bin.  

 
• The position of containers in each street has to be carefully considered 

to ensure that all alternatives are explored in relation to their spatial 
attributes (such as how they might work in flat platt areas, or how they 
affect shopfronts, the use of alleys). 

 
• Locating bins on sloped areas reduces their visual impact when 

considering them from the main streets. However, the effect can be 
reversed when looking from a lesser street towards the main one.  

 
• Communal bins do work well when positioned against parks and 

gardens on straight roads or concave curves, when amongst the parked 
cars and, especially, when coloured green. 

 
• The opportunities for placing bins within side streets or mews streets 

(especially blank gables) should be investigated in the first instance 
before placing them on the main street. 

 
• Bins combined with recycling units are often considerably more visible. 

 
• A lack of overarching architectural set-pieces or similar architecture 

allows more scope for placing, within the parameters outlined above. 
 

• Where possible, an area based approach should be considered, where 
the provision of containers is rationalised for more than just one street. 
This requires careful explanation to the users. 

 

Customer Feedback 

3.19 Customer satisfaction was primarily gauged through an on-line survey (see 
appendix 6) which received 208 responses. This has been supplemented by an 
independent survey carried out by Fettes Row Association which received 42 
responses. Of the 208 CEC on-line survey respondents 109 were on evening 
collections, 33 were on were in communal on-street containers pilots and 15 
were in gull proof bags pilots. In addition 46 were also participating in the food 
waste pilot. The majority of the 42 respondents in the Fettes Row Association 
survey were in a communal on- street container pilot with the remainder on 
evening black bag collection.  
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3.20 Overall the majority (57%) of respondents were satisfied with their method of 
waste collection although satisfaction was lowest amongst those who were on 
the evening black bag collections (42%) and highest in the communal container 
pilots (91%). Satisfaction was also high (87%).amongst those who used gull 
proof bags  

3.21 The survey also asked if they thought that street cleanliness had improved as a 
result of the pilot.  Of the 32 respondents in the communal container pilots 94% 
thought that street cleanliness had improved, while 91% of the respondents in 
the gull proof bag pilots and 51% in the black bag evening collections reported 
an improvement in street cleanliness.  

3.22 A survey of residents in Fettes Row and Royal Crescent was carried out by the 
Fettes Row Association, 93% of the 42 residents who responded reported that 
they were satisfied with the communal on-street bins including their 
appearance, ease of use and impact on street cleanliness. Residents were also 
asked about the on-street recycling points that were provided as part of the 
containerisation pilot and 83% wished to retain the provision whilst 64% asked 
for the provision to be increased and 14% indicated that they would prefer for 
the containers to be removed. 

3.23 A record of complaints received about waste collection Modernising Waste 
pilots has been kept. In total 124 complaints were received from households 
within the city centre. Of these 49% were about evening collections with the 
majority complaining about the inconvenience of not being able to present 
waste until 6.45pm. The rest of the complaints about evening collections were 
concerned with noise and burst bags. At 49% problems or failures in 
communicating the changes in waste collection arrangements was the next 
highest source of complaints. Two people complained about gull proof bags; 
one about passers by depositing rubbish in them and the other regarding odour 
and cleanliness of the bag. No complaints were received about on-street 
communal bins. 

3.24 In addition to the surveys and analysis of complaints, a number of meetings 
were held with Residents Associations and Community Councils in the New 
Town to find out their views on the pilots. Generally speaking the meetings held 
to date have clearly indicated that residents who were in the communal 
container and gull proof bag pilots would prefer to retain these methods of 
collection. Furthermore residents who remained on black bag collections many 
of who had moved to an evening collection expressed support for changing to 
communal waste collections or gull proof bags. There was also positive 
feedback given about the way the Modernising Waste project had been 
managed including the consultation process. 

3.25 Feedback was also sought from refuse collection crews and focused on the 
different collection methods. This indicated that containerised waste is the 
quickest and easiest type of waste to collect. Gull proof bags took longer to 
service (particularly when unsealed waste was sometimes placed in them) and 
were cumbersome to empty compared to containers and black bags left at the 
kerbside although they did acknowledge that burst black bags were a problem. 
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Impact on Recycling 

3.26 The impact on recycling has been harder to gauge as it is not possible to 
separately measure what volumes of recycled materials have been collected in 
the pilot areas and if there has been any increase in the amount collected. The 
only data that is available to assess the impact on recycling is the responses 
from the customer survey where 31% of respondents reported that the new 
collection methods lead to them increasing the amount of waste that they 
recycled. However for most residents, with the exception of those in the food 
waste pilots, recycling arrangements remained unchanged. In the communal 
bins pilots where residents were also provided with on-street recycling 
containers 53% of survey respondents reported that they had increased the 
amount they recycled. 

3.27 The impact of food waste pilot on recycling behaviour on the basis of the 
survey results has been lower than anticipated with only 36% of respondents in 
the areas where food waste collection were being piloted reported that they 
were recycling more. A more detailed independent survey of the wider food 
waste pilot has been commissioned and this should provide more detailed and 
robust data on customers experience of this service. 

 Next Steps 

3.28 On the basis of the evaluation and subject to approval by this Committee it is 
intended that black bag collections should be phased out completely and 
replaced with either on-street communal bins or gull proof bags as both have 
proved effective in reducing litter from household waste. In terms of overall 
effectiveness, on-street communal containers are the preferred option as they 
are easier and quicker to service and have a bigger impact on recycling 
behaviour. However communal bins may not be appropriate for all streets 
because they may have an adverse visual impact or because there is strong 
resident preference for gull proof bags.  

3.29 Further consultation will be held with residents through meetings with 
community councils and residents associations on the outcome of the 
evaluation and on identifying which of the two options for waste collection - 
communal bins or gull proof bags - would be most appropriate for their area. 
Consultation will also take place with Edinburgh World Heritage, Historic 
Scotland and residents groups on the siting of communal bins  

4 Financial Implications 

4.1 The cost of the Modernising Waste Project was contained within the waste 
services budget.  This included £47,000 of capital for the purchase of on-street 
containers. 

4.2 The cost of replacing black bag collections with on-street containers and gull 
proof bags will be funded from waste services capital budget. 

5 Equalities Impact 

5.1 A pre-equalities assessment was carried out and scored 3, this did not require 
a full assessment.  The project carried out a full consultation with all 
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stakeholders to encourage participation in finding suitable waste solutions for 
their area. 

6 Environmental Impact 

6.1 The recommendations of this report, if approved, will help contribute to 
improved street cleanliness, increased recycling and a reduction in waste being 
sent to landfill. There has also been a positive impact on the built environment 
by promoting cleaner and safer streets. 

7 Conclusions 

7.1 The Modernising Waste project has proved successful in identifying effective 
alternatives to black bag collection of waste. The pilots of different methods or 
arrangements for collecting waste showed that on-street communal bins and 
gull proof bag were the most successful in terms of the impact on street 
cleanliness and customer satisfaction. 

7.2 The visual impact assessment has also shown that gull proof bags are a good 
solution for some of the more sensitive parts of the built environment within the 
World Heritage site and with careful consideration to the precise locations, 
communal bins can also successfully replace black bag collections. 

8 Recommendations 

8.1 It is recommended that Committee approve the following: 

a) Note the successful pilots which through consultation with residents 
have shown it is possible to replace black bag collections with on–street 
containers or, in limited and exceptional circumstances with gull proof 
bags; 

b) Approve a roll out programme to replace black bag collections based on 
the above principles across the remainder of the city centre; 

c) Notes the importance of intensive consultation with key stakeholders 
throughout this roll out programme; 

d) To provide a progress report to Committee in 1 year. 
 

Mark Turley
Director of Services for Communities 
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Appendices 1. Project structure 
2. Modern waste consultation survey 
3. Trial area details 
4. Trial photographs 
5. Visual assessment 
6. Modern waste evaluation survey 
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Modern Waste Collection 

1. How do you currently get your rubbish and recycling collected? (Please tick all that apply)

 
Response 

Percent

Response 

Count

Black bags 46.7% 259

Your own bin / wheelie bin 23.8% 132

Communal bins 30.6% 170

Recycling boxes 40.5% 225

Garden waste / brown bin 19.1% 106

Communal recycling bins 30.6% 170

Other (please specify) 

 
46

  answered question 555

  skipped question 7

2. Do you have space and facilities to store waste in your property until collection time

 
Response 

Percent

Response 

Count

Yes 53.4% 282

No 43.8% 231

Don't know / non-applicable 3.0% 16

  answered question 528

  skipped question 34
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3. When do you normally put your rubbish / recycling out for collection?

 
Response 

Percent

Response 

Count

The day before collection 2.9% 15

The evening / night before 

collection
25.9% 134

The morning the collection is 

due
44.7% 231

When it suits you / any time 26.5% 137

  answered question 517

  skipped question 45

4. Which, if any of the following actions / facilities do you use to prevent your rubbish being scattered across 

the street?

 
Response 

Percent

Response 

Count

Hang bags on railings 26.2% 70

Communal bins 71.5% 191

Seagull-proof bags 3.7% 10

Helium balloons (seagull deterrent) 0.7% 2

Other (please specify) 

 
142

  answered question 267

  skipped question 295

Appendix 2
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5. What do you think is the best way of collecting general waste (not recycling) in your neighbourhood?

 
Response 

Percent

Response 

Count

Black bags 8.9% 46

Your own bin / wheelie bin 26.2% 135

Communal bins (above ground) 38.4% 198

Seagull-proof bags 17.7% 91

Communal bins (below ground) 31.7% 163

Other (please specify) 

 
44

  answered question 515

  skipped question 47

6. How far do you walk or travel to dispose of your rubbish?

 
Response 

Percent

Response 

Count

up to 10m 75.5% 382

up to 50m 19.0% 96

up to 100m 3.4% 17

up to 200m 1.0% 5

more than 200m 1.2% 6

  answered question 506

  skipped question 56

Appendix 2
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7. How far do you walk or travel to deposit your recycling?

 
Response 

Percent

Response 

Count

up to 10m 41.6% 201

up to 50m 17.2% 83

up to 100m 7.7% 37

up to 200m 5.0% 24

more than 200m 28.6% 138

  answered question 483

  skipped question 79

8. Would you be prepared to travel further than this to access more / better recycling facilities?

 
Response 

Percent

Response 

Count

Yes 48.7% 241

No 41.8% 207

Don't know 9.5% 47

  answered question 495

  skipped question 67

Appendix 2
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9. If YES - how much farther would you be prepared to travel to access this facility?

 
Response 

Percent

Response 

Count

up to 10m 5.9% 15

up to 50m 20.9% 53

up to 100m 21.3% 54

up to 200m 16.1% 41

more than 200m 35.8% 91

  answered question 254

  skipped question 308

10. Would you be prepared to travel further than this to dispose of your rubbish in communal bins?

 
Response 

Percent

Response 

Count

Yes 30.3% 147

No 63.1% 306

Don't know 6.6% 32

  answered question 485

  skipped question 77

Appendix 2
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11. If YES - how much farther would you be prepared to travel to access this facility?

 
Response 

Percent

Response 

Count

up to 10m 11.0% 19

up to 50m 36.0% 62

up to 100m 29.1% 50

up to 200m 9.3% 16

more than 200m 14.5% 25

  answered question 172

  skipped question 390

12. Which of the following items do you normally recycle? (Please tick all that apply)

 
Response 

Percent

Response 

Count

Glass 93.1% 430

Card / paper 95.7% 442

Cans / foil 80.5% 372

Garden waste 31.0% 143

Textiles 38.5% 178

Plastic 63.0% 291

Food waste 15.8% 73

  answered question 462

  skipped question 100

Appendix 2
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13. Which of the following would help you to recycle more frequently / more items? (Please tick all that apply)

 
Response 

Percent

Response 

Count

Facilities closer to your home 54.8% 224

If it was easier to do 38.9% 159

If you received a reward for doing 

it
20.3% 83

You had more information about 

the environmental benefits of 

recycling

7.6% 31

You knew what to recycle and when 31.8% 130

Collections were more frequent 38.4% 157

If you didn't have to store items in 

your house
37.9% 155

Other (please specify) 

 
128

  answered question 409

  skipped question 153

14. Edinburgh is planning to introduce a food waste collection. We plan to accept a wide range of foods 

including cooked and uncooked fruit and vegetables, bread, pasta, meat, fish, egg shells, tea bags and coffee 

grounds. Food is in lockable boxes which protect the food from gulls and other vermin. Would you use a 

separate food waste collection service if collections were made...

  Yes No Don't know
Response 

Count

Twice a week 74.9% (317) 16.5% (70) 8.5% (36) 423

Once a week 59.7% (249) 28.1% (117) 12.2% (51) 417

Every two weeks 24.7% (89) 60.1% (217) 15.2% (55) 361

  answered question 489

  skipped question 73
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15. Which of these recycling facilities would you like to be available in your neighbourhood?

 
Response 

Percent

Response 

Count

Kerbside boxes 34.6% 145

Communal recycling bins 55.6% 233

Locking food waste box 63.7% 267

Diposable clear bag for recycling 20.3% 85

Reusable bags 20.0% 84

Garden waste bin 25.5% 107

  answered question 419

  skipped question 143

16. Please use the space below to make any other comments or suggestions about the recycling service in 

Edinburgh. 

 
Response 

Count

  278

  answered question 278

  skipped question 284

Appendix 2
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17. To what extent do you agree or disagree with the following statements?

 
Strongly 

agree
Agree

Neither 

agree 

nor 

disagree

Disagree
Strongly 

disagree

Don't 

know

Response 

Count

There should be different waste 

solutions for different parts of the 

city centre

32.9% 

(160)
36.8% 

(179)

17.0% 

(83)
6.6% (32) 5.1% (25) 1.6% (8) 487

I would be interested in a tailored 

waste service for my home and 

would be willing to pay for this if 

this was available

3.0% (14)
18.3% 

(86)

19.1% 

(90)
28.1% 

(132)

26.4% 

(124)
5.1% (24) 470

  answered question 488

  skipped question 74

18. Please use the space below to make any comments or suggestions about waste collection in Edinburgh. We 

are particularly interested in what solutions or options you think would be suitable for your area.

 
Response 

Count

  267

  answered question 267

  skipped question 295

19. Are you responding to this survey as a resident or an owner / employee of a City Centre business?

 
Response 

Percent

Response 

Count

City Centre resident 92.4% 452

Owner / employee of a City Centre 

Business
7.6% 37

  answered question 489

  skipped question 73
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20. Please provide your name and address or the name and address of your business. These details will only be 

used to monitor responses to this survey and will not be used for any other purpose, or passed to any third 

parties.

 
Response 

Count

  355

  answered question 355

  skipped question 207

21. How many employees does your business have in Edinburgh?

 
Response 

Percent

Response 

Count

Less than 5 25.0% 8

5 - 20 28.1% 9

21 - 50 21.9% 7

More than 50 25.0% 8

Don't know   0.0% 0

  answered question 32

  skipped question 530

Appendix 2
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22. Which of the follow best describes your business? (Please tick all that apply)

 
Response 

Percent

Response 

Count

Office 74.1% 20

Shop 22.2% 6

Sells takeaway food / drinks 7.4% 2

Sells food / drinks for consumption 

on the premises
7.4% 2

  answered question 27

  skipped question 535

23. Age

 
Response 

Percent

Response 

Count

Under 16 0.2% 1

16 - 24 6.8% 29

25 - 34 21.0% 90

35 - 44 19.4% 83

45 - 54 20.1% 86

55 - 64 20.1% 86

65 - 74 10.0% 43

75 and over 2.3% 10

  answered question 428

  skipped question 134
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24. Gender

 
Response 

Percent

Response 

Count

Male 44.4% 187

Female 55.6% 234

  answered question 421

  skipped question 141

25. Which of these best describes the ownership of your home?

 
Response 

Percent

Response 

Count

Rent from the Council 2.6% 11

Rent from a Housing Association 4.5% 19

Rent from a private landlord 21.0% 88

Buying with a loan / mortgage 31.7% 133

Own outright 40.1% 168

Other (please specify) 

 
11

  answered question 419

  skipped question 143
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26. Number of people in your household

 
Response 

Percent

Response 

Count

1 26.8% 115

2 46.6% 200

3 9.6% 41

4 11.9% 51

5 3.3% 14

6 or more 1.9% 8

  answered question 429

  skipped question 133

27. If you would like us to send you an update email, please provide us with your email address.

 
Response 

Count

  222

  answered question 222

  skipped question 340

Appendix 2



Appendix 3 

TRIALS AREAS 
 
Area Street Method 
Old Town Blackfriar Street Communal and recycling containers 
Old Town Blair Street Communal and recycling containers 
New Town Broughton Place Communal and recycling containers 
Old Town Cranston Street Communal and recycling containers 
New Town Cumberland Street Communal and recycling containers 
New Town Dundas Street Communal and recycling containers 
New Town Fettes Row Communal and recycling containers 
New Town Forth Street Communal and recycling containers 
New Town Great King Street Gull proof bags 
New Town Hart Street Communal and recycling containers 
Old Town Jeffrey Street Communal and recycling containers 
Old Town King’s Stables Road Communal containers 
New Town Manor Place Gull proof bags 
Old Town Niddry Street Communal and recycling containers 
Old Town St Mary’s Street Communal and recycling containers 
New Town Union Street Communal and recycling containers 
 
 
Evening collections operated for the rest of the areas in Old Town and the 
New Town with the exception of a small number of properties.  
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SOUTH COLLEGE STREET  
 
COMMUNAL CONTAINERS 
 
BEFORE TRIAL           DURING TRIAL 
 

      
 
 
  
          

 1 
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CRANSTON STREET 
 
COMMUNAL CONTAINERS 
 
BEFORE TRIALS       DURING TRIALS 
 

   
 
 
 
 
 
    

 2 
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STREETS DURING TRIALS 
 
GREAT KING STREET  
 
NEW TOWN STREET MORNING BLACK BAG    GULL PROOF BAG COLLECTION IN GREAT KING STREET 
COLLECTION          
 

     
 
 
 

 3 
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STREETS DURING TRIALS 
 
CUMBERLAND STREET 
 
BEFORE TRIALS BLACK BAG MORNING COLLECTION          CUMBERLAND STREET LANES  DURING TRIALS 
 
 

 
 

 4 



Appendix 4 

  
 
 
 
STREETS DURING TRIALS 
 
FETTES ROW COMMUNAL AND RECYCLING POINT  HART STREET COMMUNAL CONTAINERS 
       
 

   
 

 5 
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STREETS DURING TRIALS 
 
DUNDAS STREET COMMUNAL CONTAINERS    DUNDAS STREET COMMUNAL CONTAINERS 
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STREETS DURING TRIALS 
 
 
GREAT STUART STREET BLACK BAGS PRESENTED   FOOD WASTE PRESENTATION IN NEW TOWN 
 IN THE MORNING   
 

   



Containerisation Trials within the Old and New Towns of Edinburgh 
World Heritage Site – October 2011 

 
 

Assessment done by:  
 
Steven Robb, Historic Scotland  
Adam Wilkinson, Edinburgh World Heritage  
Krzysztof Chuchra, Edinburgh World Heritage  
 
 
 
Key findings: 
 

• Gull proof bags are a good solution for palace frontage buildings and those that follow 
the contours of the geography in the New Town. This is particularly important in the 
areas where there is no alternative location for bins such as gable walls on lanes or 
lesser streets. Their matt black colour blends with black painted iron work (railings) in 
front of buildings so long as it is well maintained. Where appropriate they should be 
located in front of tenement entrances.  
 

• Locating bins within bays of parked cars, rather than the end of parking bays is 
generally more successful because it reduces the visual impact of the bin.  
 

• The position of bins in each street has to be carefully considered to ensure that all 
alternatives are explored in relation to their spatial attributes (such as how they might 
work in flat platt areas, or how they affect shopfronts, the use of alleys etc.) 
 

• Locating bins on sloped areas reduces visual their visual impact when considering 
them from the main streets. However, the effect can be reversed when looking from a 
lesser street towards the main one.  
 

• Communal bins do work well when positioned against parks and gardens on straight 
roads or concave curves, when amongst the parked cars and  especially when coloured 
green. 
 

• The opportunities for placing bins within side streets or mews streets (especially blank 
gables) should be investigated in the first instance before placing them on the main 
street. 
 

• Bins combined with recycling units are often considerably more visible. 
 

• A lack of overarching architectural set-pieces or similar architecture allows more 
scope for placing, within the parameters outlined above 
 

• In some cases, an area based approach should be considered, where the provision of 
bins is rationalised for more than just one street. An attempt was made in the 
Broughton area – Gayfield Street has two recycling units but nothing for communal 
waste and bags dumped around on the paving. However, Union Street does have two  
large waste containers but no recycling units.  
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Streets assessed individually: 
 
Manor Place 
 
As stated in the key findings, gull proof bags are, in general, a good solution. 
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Great King Street 
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Dundas Street 
 
Dundas Street is the lesson in how communal bins do and do not work. Where they are 
placed in amongst parked cars and in front of tenement doors they have a low impact.  
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Where they are located in front of shops they have a strongly negative impact 
 

 
 

Appendix 5



Whereas where they are located at the end of parking spaces they are 
obtrusive
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Cumberland Street 
  
The preference here, in aesthetic terms, is for gull proof bags. The possibility of placing the 
bins on the gable walls of the side lanes should be considered (there was a 1280l bin already 
there). There would be an ample space against the blank building facade or boundary walling.  
 
 

 
 
 
Fettes Row  

 
New green bins against opposite railings are successful – there is opportunity to extend the 
scheme to Royal Crescent should the residents association support it. Without residential 
support any such move should be resisted. This is less successful on eastern leg of Fettes 
Row where they are positioned against a less ‘green’ background and were set far out into the 
roadway to allow access by the collection lorry. 

Drummond Place 

There is the opportunity to place bins on the gardens side – on straight building runs rather 
than corners.  However, the parking is predominantly end on, which would disallow the 
qualification of positioning them close to the railings. 

London Street 
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Palace Frontage would imply use of gull proof bags, rather than communal containers. 

Broughton Street 

The bins at the entry to the street were immediately noticeable – even against a neutral dark 
grey background.   Also they were at the end of parking bays.  This adds to the point about 
palace frontages: the gaps between the buildings occasionally form set piece architectural 
entrances, and care should be taken with these. 

Hart Street  

The bins round corner in Hart Street much more successful than in Broughton Street – against 
blank gables. There is scope for further bins in this location. 

 

 

Union Street 

The bins are visible as they project far into the street – consideration should be given to 
placing them further towards the pavement. Looking from a corner with Gayfield Street the 
bins interfere with the vista towards Calton Hill and National Monument.  
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Jeffrey Street 

A niche in front of the Fruitmarket Gallery is a good place for bins. Bins on building side to 
preserve views over Waverley valley.  Works well between car parking bays.  

Appendix 5



 

 

 

 

Cranston Street 

Bins work well between parking bays 
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St Mary’s Street 

Communal bins work well when they are between parking bays.  The slope also reduces the 
impact of their visibility from the High Street. A niche next to the Travelodge Hotel could be 
a potential site for one bin.  
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Niddry Street 

The accumulation of bins against the rear wall of St Cecilias Hall (Cat A listed) is extremely 
unfortunate.  We would recommend that CEC explore less intrusive distribution of bins such 
as in parking bays or Hotel Radisson grounds, where there is a large empty space 

 

Appendix 5



 

 

Blair Street 

Bins work well between parking bays 

 

Appendix 5



 

Kings Stables Road 

Works well. 
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South College Street 

Bins are marooned on parking yellow line, in front of shops – so they are much more visible 
than they should be.  Is there any scope to utilise the development site on corner of 
Pleasance? 

The ratio between number of bins and street’s relatively small size seems out of order. The 
street contains a cobbled surface, good shopfronts and interesting architecture and so the bins 
should be a less dominant feature.  

 
 

Appendix 5



 

Appendix 5



1 of 5

Modernising Waste Collection Trials 

1. The Council has been trialing new methods of waste collection across the City Centre. 

Which of these new waste collection methods was trialed in your street?

 
Response 

Percent

Response 

Count

None 15.4% 32

Gull deterrent bags 7.2% 15

Evening collections 48.1% 100

Food waste 13.5% 28

On-street communal containers 15.9% 33

  answered question 208

  skipped question 0

2. A key concern for the residents and the Council is household waste spilling on the street. 

Do you think the new collection methods in your street:

 
Response 

Percent

Response 

Count

Improved street cleanliness 60.9% 117

Made no difference to street 

cleanliness
25.0% 48

Made street cleanliness worse 14.1% 27

  answered question 192

  skipped question 16
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3. Overall, how satisfied or dissatisfied are you with the new waste collection methods?

 
Response 

Percent

Response 

Count

Very satisfied 28.1% 55

Fairly satisfied 28.1% 55

Neither satisfied nor dissatisfied 9.7% 19

Fairly dissatisfied 12.2% 24

Very dissatisfied 17.3% 34

Don't know 4.6% 9

  answered question 196

  skipped question 12

4. Did your household use the food waste collections?

 
Response 

Percent

Response 

Count

Yes 34.6% 46

No (Please provide more details 

below)
65.4% 87

What prevented you from taking part or what would have encouraged you to take part? 

 
66

  answered question 133

  skipped question 75
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5. A key concern for the residents and the Council is gulls and vermin tearing open plastic 

bags looking for food. Do you think food waste collection has:

 
Response 

Percent

Response 

Count

Improved street cleanliness 48.5% 49

Made no difference to street 

cleanliness
48.5% 49

Made street cleanliness worse 3.0% 3

  answered question 101

  skipped question 107

6. Overall, how satisfied or dissatisfied are you with Food Waste Collection Service?

 
Response 

Percent

Response 

Count

Very satisfied 25.0% 27

Fairly satisfied 18.5% 20

Neither satisfied nor dissatisfied 18.5% 20

Fairly dissatisfied 8.3% 9

Very dissatisfied 4.6% 5

Don't know 25.0% 27

  answered question 108

  skipped question 100
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7. How satisfied or dissatisfied are you with following?

 
Very 

satisfied

Fairly 

satisfied

Neither 

satisfied 

nor 

dissatisfied

Fairly 

dissatisfied

Very 

dissatisfied

Don't 

know

Response

Count

Information the Council provided 

about the trials

22.0% 

(40)
29.7% 

(54)
16.5% (30) 11.5% (21) 16.5% (30)

3.8% 

(7)
182

Ease of use of the new methods
27.6% 

(48)

27.0% 

(47)
14.9% (26) 10.3% (18) 12.6% (22)

7.5% 

(13)
174

  answered question 184

  skipped question 24

8. How have the new collection methods have affected the amount you recycle?

 
Response 

Percent

Response 

Count

Increased the amount 31.1% 56

Made no difference 65.6% 118

Decreased the amount 3.3% 6

  answered question 180

  skipped question 28

9. Aside from street cleanliness, what other impacts did these trials have on your area or 

you personally? Please mention anything positive or negative.

 
Response 

Count

  143

  answered question 143

  skipped question 65
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10. Your Name

 
Response 

Count

  169

  answered question 169

  skipped question 39

11. Your Street

 
Response 

Count

  180

  answered question 180

  skipped question 28

12. How many people are in your household?

  1 2 3 4 5 or more
Response 

Count

Adults (aged 16 and over) 28.7% (52) 61.3% (111) 6.6% (12) 1.7% (3) 1.7% (3) 181

Children (aged under 16) 66.7% (16) 29.2% (7) 4.2% (1) 0.0% (0) 0.0% (0) 24

  answered question 181

  skipped question 27
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	2 Summary
	3 Main report
	 Identify a range of alternative options for refuse collection in the city centre.
	 Consult and seek the views of residents, Residents Associations, Community Councils, elected members and other relevant stakeholders on alternative methods of refuse collection.
	o Impact on reducing litter and improving cleanliness in the city centre.
	 Phase 1 - Consultation with residents and other stakeholders;
	 Phase 2 - Developing and implementing the trials based on the consultation;
	 Phase 3 - Evaluation and recommendations.
	3.5 The consultation was carried out between October 2010 and January 2011. This included meetings with Community Councils, Residents Associations, Historic Scotland and Edinburgh World Heritage.  Individual residents also had the opportunity to give their views through an on-line survey. 
	3.6 Detail on the feedback received from the consultation can be found in Appendix 2, the key points that arose were:
	 A widespread dissatisfaction with black bag collections.
	 Concerns about the visual impact of on-street communal containers remained in some areas.
	 Recognition of the need to improve recycling and a desire for more recycling services.
	 A demand for more enforcement action on poorly presented waste.
	 Concerns over potential loss of resident or other parking spaces from using on-street containers.
	 A willingness to try other methods of waste collection, although there was no overall consensus on a preferred alternative.
	  A requirement for local flexibility and an avoidance of a ‘one size fits all’ approach to waste collection.
	3.7 Following the consultation exercise a number of alternative waste collections methods were identified for inclusion in the pilots:
	 Gull proof reusable bags in which to present black bins bags.
	 On-street communal containers including recycling containers for packaging (cardboard, cans, plastic bottles) and paper.
	 Evening collections to minimise the amount of time black bags were on the street during day time hours.
	 Separate collection of food waste (this was part of a wider trial of food waste recycling collections across the city).
	3.8 In identifying locations for the pilots the project team aimed to get an even distribution across both the Old and New Town and took into account the different property types and street design. The views of residents and their willingness to participate in a pilot also helped determine which methods of waste collection would be piloted in which areas. Details of the locations of the pilots can be found in Appendix 3.
	3.9 In areas where on-street containers were being piloted, the project team aimed to site them in a way that would minimise the disruption to parking.  The siting of the bins did not require a planning application as they are classed as a “permitted development” although temporary traffic regulation orders were required. Consultation and discussions took place with Planning, Parking, Historic Scotland and Edinburgh World Heritage on the siting of all on-street bins in the pilots. 
	3.10 Evening collections were also introduced for black bag collections in the city centre as this would help reduce the amount of time that black bags were left on the street during day light hours and thereby reduce the likelihood of their being attacked by gulls. For the residents in the areas who moved to evening collections, 50% changed their days of collection to a Tuesday and a Friday, all were asked to present their waste in the evening. 
	3.11 The gull proof bags, on-street communal bins and food waste pilots collections remained on a day time collection. A small number of streets remained on day time black bag collections. 
	3.12 The pilots were introduced on a phased basis; food waste trials introduced in April 2011, gull proof bags in May and communal containers and evening collections in June 2011.  The roll out of all the pilots were supported by a communication campaign to inform all residents of the changes including; letters to all households, posters, local press and radio campaigns and the Council website.
	3.13 An evaluation of the impact of the all the pilots was carried out between September and October 2011. Each pilot collection method was assessed against the following criteria:
	 Impact on improving street cleanliness including effectiveness in reducing or eliminating scavenging of waste by gulls and vermin.
	 Visual impact on streetscape, built environment and the World Heritage Site.
	 Customer satisfaction.
	 Impact on recycling behaviours and rates.
	3.14 The project team kept a visual record of the impact of the waste collection methods on street cleanliness before and during the pilots (see Appendix  4). Before the pilots commenced street cleanliness in all areas of city centre suffered an adverse impact on black bag collection days. Previously black bags were collected twice a week, mostly in the morning. Most householders would present their black bags at the kerbside the evening before or early in the morning on the day of collection. The longer that bags are left out on the street the higher the likelihood of them being attacked by gulls and other animals. This likelihood increases significantly during the spring and summer. The extended daylight hours and the increased foraging for food by gulls during their nesting season leads to a high incidence of burst bags. By the time bags are collected many will have been burst with and their contents scattered across the pavement. There were also incidents of waste being mis-presented by some households and left out on the street for two or three days.
	3.15 In those areas that participated in a containerisation or gull proof bag pilot there was a significantly reduced incidence of waste spilling on to the street and in most areas there was no incidence of refuse derived street litter. 
	3.16 The customer survey (see 3.19 – 3.25 below) also indicates a beneficial impact on street cleanliness particularly in the communal bin and gull proof bag pilots where over 90% of respondents reported an increase in street cleanliness. The impact of the food waste pilots on street cleanliness is, perhaps surprisingly, more mixed with only half of the 45 respondents who used the food waste collection service reporting an increase in street cleanliness. This is probably due to other residents in the street still using black bags to dispose of food waste rather than the lockable food waste bins.
	3.17 An assessment of street cleanliness in the areas where black bag collections remained was also carried out. Cleanliness was assessed through a count of burst bags on the street across 100 streets between 7.00am and 9.00am in the morning and in the evening between 7.00pm and 9.00pm over 6 days.  The assessment showed that there were incidents of burst bags regardless of whether bags were presented in the evening for evening collection or in the morning awaiting daytime collection (some of the bags on the street in the morning were in areas that received evening collections). However as table 1 below shows the incidence of burst bags presented for evening collections is significantly less than when bags are presented in the morning 
	 Table 1. Count of waste bags on streets (September 26h to  October 1st  2011)
	Total bags on streets
	5063
	Bags on street in the evening 
	3870
	Bags on street in morning
	1193
	Number & % of burst bags in the morning 
	79 (6.62%)
	Number & % of burst bags in the evening
	64 (1.65%)
	Number of burst bags in total
	143
	3.18 The visual impact survey was carried out by Edinburgh World Heritage and Historic Scotland (see Appendix 5). The key findings are:
	3.19 Customer satisfaction was primarily gauged through an on-line survey (see appendix 6) which received 208 responses. This has been supplemented by an independent survey carried out by Fettes Row Association which received 42 responses. Of the 208 CEC on-line survey respondents 109 were on evening collections, 33 were on were in communal on-street containers pilots and 15 were in gull proof bags pilots. In addition 46 were also participating in the food waste pilot. The majority of the 42 respondents in the Fettes Row Association survey were in a communal on- street container pilot with the remainder on evening black bag collection. 
	3.20 Overall the majority (57%) of respondents were satisfied with their method of waste collection although satisfaction was lowest amongst those who were on the evening black bag collections (42%) and highest in the communal container pilots (91%). Satisfaction was also high (87%).amongst those who used gull proof bags 
	3.21 The survey also asked if they thought that street cleanliness had improved as a result of the pilot.  Of the 32 respondents in the communal container pilots 94% thought that street cleanliness had improved, while 91% of the respondents in the gull proof bag pilots and 51% in the black bag evening collections reported an improvement in street cleanliness. 
	3.22 A survey of residents in Fettes Row and Royal Crescent was carried out by the Fettes Row Association, 93% of the 42 residents who responded reported that they were satisfied with the communal on-street bins including their appearance, ease of use and impact on street cleanliness. Residents were also asked about the on-street recycling points that were provided as part of the containerisation pilot and 83% wished to retain the provision whilst 64% asked for the provision to be increased and 14% indicated that they would prefer for the containers to be removed.
	3.23 A record of complaints received about waste collection Modernising Waste pilots has been kept. In total 124 complaints were received from households within the city centre. Of these 49% were about evening collections with the majority complaining about the inconvenience of not being able to present waste until 6.45pm. The rest of the complaints about evening collections were concerned with noise and burst bags. At 49% problems or failures in communicating the changes in waste collection arrangements was the next highest source of complaints. Two people complained about gull proof bags; one about passers by depositing rubbish in them and the other regarding odour and cleanliness of the bag. No complaints were received about on-street communal bins.
	3.24 In addition to the surveys and analysis of complaints, a number of meetings were held with Residents Associations and Community Councils in the New Town to find out their views on the pilots. Generally speaking the meetings held to date have clearly indicated that residents who were in the communal container and gull proof bag pilots would prefer to retain these methods of collection. Furthermore residents who remained on black bag collections many of who had moved to an evening collection expressed support for changing to communal waste collections or gull proof bags. There was also positive feedback given about the way the Modernising Waste project had been managed including the consultation process.
	3.25 Feedback was also sought from refuse collection crews and focused on the different collection methods. This indicated that containerised waste is the quickest and easiest type of waste to collect. Gull proof bags took longer to service (particularly when unsealed waste was sometimes placed in them) and were cumbersome to empty compared to containers and black bags left at the kerbside although they did acknowledge that burst black bags were a problem.
	3.26 The impact on recycling has been harder to gauge as it is not possible to separately measure what volumes of recycled materials have been collected in the pilot areas and if there has been any increase in the amount collected. The only data that is available to assess the impact on recycling is the responses from the customer survey where 31% of respondents reported that the new collection methods lead to them increasing the amount of waste that they recycled. However for most residents, with the exception of those in the food waste pilots, recycling arrangements remained unchanged. In the communal bins pilots where residents were also provided with on-street recycling containers 53% of survey respondents reported that they had increased the amount they recycled.
	3.27 The impact of food waste pilot on recycling behaviour on the basis of the survey results has been lower than anticipated with only 36% of respondents in the areas where food waste collection were being piloted reported that they were recycling more. A more detailed independent survey of the wider food waste pilot has been commissioned and this should provide more detailed and robust data on customers experience of this service.
	 Next Steps
	3.28 On the basis of the evaluation and subject to approval by this Committee it is intended that black bag collections should be phased out completely and replaced with either on-street communal bins or gull proof bags as both have proved effective in reducing litter from household waste. In terms of overall effectiveness, on-street communal containers are the preferred option as they are easier and quicker to service and have a bigger impact on recycling behaviour. However communal bins may not be appropriate for all streets because they may have an adverse visual impact or because there is strong resident preference for gull proof bags. 
	3.29 Further consultation will be held with residents through meetings with community councils and residents associations on the outcome of the evaluation and on identifying which of the two options for waste collection - communal bins or gull proof bags - would be most appropriate for their area. Consultation will also take place with Edinburgh World Heritage, Historic Scotland and residents groups on the siting of communal bins 

	4 Financial Implications
	4.1 The cost of the Modernising Waste Project was contained within the waste services budget.  This included £47,000 of capital for the purchase of on-street containers.
	4.2 The cost of replacing black bag collections with on-street containers and gull proof bags will be funded from waste services capital budget.
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