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Summary 

At a glance 

The NSW Governmentôs Waste Less, Recycle More initiative aims to improve waste and 
recycling behaviours in the community.  

This study 

The NSW Environment Protection Authority (EPA) is responsible for improving household 
waste and recycling practices. To help us do this, we commissioned a study of 1200 NSW 
residents to uncover their knowledge, attitudes and behaviour around waste and recycling.  

Survey findings 

Respondents fit into five segments. Segments 1 (Champions), 2 (Diligents) and 3 (Captives) 
will recycle even if it takes more effort, and most are at least somewhat concerned about 
environmental problems. Segments 4 (Good intentions) and 5 (Hard-to-reach) donôt recycle, 
or wonôt recycle with effort, and have varying degrees of concern about the environment.   

Most people interviewed (82%) were in segments 1, 2 and 3. They had the desired knowledge 
and attitudes, and felt that they disposed of waste and recycled properly much of the time. Only 
18% held misconceptions and didnôt often recycle or dispose of waste properly. 

Yet, perceived knowledge tended to be greater than actual knowledge. While most claimed 
concern for the environment and knowledge of proper recycling and waste disposal methods, 
their behaviour often showed otherwise.  

Avoiding food waste, disposing of problem waste correctly, and preventing illegal dumping 
emerged as the most problematic areas.  

Conclusions and recommendations 

This report recommends that the EPAôs communications and education programs focus on: 

¶ reinforcing correct attitudes and increasing correct behaviour for most householders 

¶ correcting misconceptions and changing behaviour among the remaining 18%. 

  

1. This study 

The five-year Waste Less, Recycle More initiative is a holistic approach to improving waste 
and recycling behaviours in NSW households. It includes several program areas and sub-
initiatives to help residents manage and recycle household waste. 

The EPA commissioned TNS Australia to complete this community benchmark study. We will 
use the findings to frame and tailor our programs, and to monitor their impact. 

Researchers interviewed 1200 NSW residents aged 16+ to investigate current knowledge, 
attitudes and behaviours toward household waste management and recycling, both generally 
and across four EPA program areas: general recycling, organics, problem waste, and 
illegal dumping. 

 See pages 1ï10 
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2. Survey findings 

Overall, NSW residents have the desired attitudes and are adopting desirable behaviours 
towards household waste disposal and recycling. Of those sampled, 82% stated that they will 
recycle even if it takes more effort (segments 1 to 3, explained below).  

Our challenge is to reinforce positive attitudes and behaviours within this large group, while 
correcting misconceptions and improving behaviour among the remaining 18% (segments 4 
and 5). 

NSW householders fit into five segments 

Researchers identified five core segments of the NSW population, based on respondentsô 
behavioural traits and attitudes. These segments, and standard demographic information, 
were used in the overall data analysis and appear throughout this report. 

1. Champions 
(26%) 

Recycle a range of household waste even if it takes more effort, 
and are concerned a great deal about environmental problems. 

2. Diligents  
(39%) 

Recycle even if it takes more effort and are fairly concerned about 
environmental problems. 

3. Captives  
(17%) 

Recycle even if it takes more effort but are not concerned, or only 
a little concerned, about environmental problems. 

4. Good intentions 
(10%) 

Donôt recycle, or recycle only if it doesnôt take any more effort, but 
are concerned (to a large or fair extent) about environmental 
problems. 

5. Hard-to-reach 
(8%) 

Donôt recycle, or recycle only if it doesnôt take any more effort, and 
are not concerned, or only a little concerned, about environmental 
problems. 

 See pages 4ï6 

Most people are concerned about the environment 

¶ Most respondents (85%) expressed concern about environmental problems. Of these, 
30% were concerned óa great dealô (driven by those aged 30+, those with a university 
education, and segment 1, Champions) and 55% were concerned óa fair amountô. 

¶ People were most concerned about future generations (38%), followed by the health 
effects of pollution (16%) and maintaining ecosystems (13%). 

 See pages 11ï14 

Knowledge and attitudes are positive but behaviour can improve 

Researchers investigated respondentsô knowledge, attitudes and behaviours towards 
household waste and recycling, and, in more detail, the EPAôs four program areas.  
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Household waste and recycling management 

 Knowledge ¶ Awareness of council waste disposal and recycling services was 
high (i.e. garbage collection service, 96%; recycling service, 93%; 
council pick-up services, 84%; garden waste bins, 71%).  

¶ The lower percentages for pick-up services and garden waste bins 
may reflect less awareness of services or variations in service 
provision. 

 Attitudes 

 

¶ Nearly all respondents (89%) were concerned by the amount of 
waste society produces. 34% were strongly concerned.  

¶ Those most concerned were segment 1 (Champions), women, and 
people aged 50ï69. 

 Behaviours 

 

¶ Concern didnôt always translate into action through correct waste 
disposal and recycling. This was most apparent when handling less 
common forms of household waste (like batteries and chemicals). 

 See pages 15ï20 

Program area: General recycling 

 Knowledge ¶ Perceived knowledge was high: 86% of respondents claimed to be 
confident about which items should go into which bins and 96% 
claimed to fully understand the environmental benefits of recycling.  

¶ But actual knowledge fell short: only 41% correctly believed that 
recycling helps to save natural resources, while 20% believed that 
mixing incorrect items into recycling waste doesnôt matter.  

 Attitudes 

 

¶ Respondentsô attitudes were mostly positive: 62% agreed that 
recycling household waste is very important and óthe right thing to 
doô.  

¶ Barriers to recycling included hassle (perceiving it to be ótoo 
difficultô), time (perceiving it to be labour-intensive, and therefore 
time-intensive) and not believing in its benefits (including 
perceiving it to be óover-ratedô as an issue). 

 Behaviours 

 

¶ 97% stated that they recycle common household waste. While 78% 
of these do so even it takes more effort, 20% only do so if no extra 
effort is needed.  

¶ Reluctance to recycle with effort was more common among young 
people (aged 16ï29), those living in single and group households, 
and those from culturally and linguistically diverse (CALD) 
backgrounds. 

 See pages 21ï31 
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Program area: Organics 

 Knowledge ¶ There was a knowledge gap around food waste: 24% didnôt know 
that it is the largest type of waste in the average NSW household 
garbage bin (by weight). 

¶ Knowledge of composting was strong: 91% agreed that composting 
can improve the structure, fertility and health of the soil. 

 Attitudes 

 

¶ Many showed positive attitudes and concern about food waste. The 
study did not directly explore attitudes to garden waste. 

¶ 72% expressed concern about the amount of food they throw away. 

¶ 40% agreed that a busy lifestyle makes it hard to avoid wasting 
food.  

 Behaviours 

 

¶ Only 12% stated that they throw away more food than they should; 
60% claimed to throw away óvery littleô. 

¶ Those with garden waste generally used a council kerbside 
collection service (59%) or a compost heap or worm farm (43%) to 
dispose of it. 

¶ In the last year, 22% had placed garden waste in a red-lidded 
garbage bin, citing a lack of facilities or collection services (43%), 
convenience, or that it was only a small amount.  

¶ Men are mainly responsible for household garden waste disposal. 

 See pages 32ï40 

Program area: Problem waste 

 Knowledge ¶ There were low or conflicting levels of knowledge in this program 
area. For example, while 94% agreed that some common household 
items can harm the environment and need special disposal, only 
54% believed that problem waste can be recycled if disposed of 
correctly.  

¶ Older people and segment 5 (Hard-to-reach) knew less about 
disposing of problem waste correctly. 

 Attitudes 

 

¶ Most expressed positive attitudes and intentions.  

¶ 81% would travel to a special location to dispose of an item 
correctly. People aged 16ï29, and segments 4 (Good Intentions) 
and 5 (Hard-to-reach) were less willing. 

 Behaviours 

 

¶ Positive attitudes (and intentions) were not being converted into 
action. 

¶ Infrequent experience with problem waste means that many people 
donôt know how and where to dispose of it correctly. For example, 
of the 7% of respondents who had disposed of household chemical 
waste in the past year, 31% placed it in the red-lidded garbage bin. 

 See pages 41ï48 
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Program area: Illegal dumping 

 Knowledge ¶ Knowledge was high: 79% agreed that leaving items next to a 
charity bin or outside a shop is illegal dumping.  

¶ Positively, 91% knew that asbestos canôt be placed in the red-
lidded garbage bin. 

 Attitudes 

 

¶ 27% incorrectly believed that charities can recycle all unwanted 
items regardless of condition.  

¶ People were uncertain about the legality versus social acceptability 
of some kerbside dumping: 21% disagreed that leaving goods next 
to charity bins or outside shops is illegal dumping; 27% had left 
unwanted goods outside a charity shop or bin or on the kerb for 
passers-by or neighbours.  

¶ 88% found it convenient to dispose of unwanted goods correctly. 
Those who were more likely to find it inconvenient included people 
living in apartments and segment 4 (Good intentions). 

 Behaviours 
¶ Few admitted to leaving items outside a charity shop (14%) or 

leaving items on the kerbside for others to collect (13%). 

 See pages 49ï56 

Different age groups have different information needs 

¶ Most respondents used local council websites (55%) or other websites (11%) for 
information on waste management and recycling. Younger people preferred online 
information, while older people were likely to prefer more traditional channels like council 
newsletters and meetings. 

¶ Younger people most often wanted more information, while older people requested more 
services and bins. 

 See pages 57ï63 

3. Conclusions and recommendations 

Our future waste and recycling communications and community education programs will be 
guided by this studyôs results and recommendations.  

Develop programs that reinforce or improve behaviour  

Program area: General recycling 

¶ Reinforce and reward existing positive behaviours, then focus on correcting 
misconceptions.  

¶ Provide a strong (or stronger) reason to act to encourage and convince those who are 
either sceptical or misinformed of the benefits.  

¶ Use a ópersuasionô-based social marketing campaign to influence attitudes and reinforce 
positive behaviours to ensure they continue. 
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Program area: Organics  

¶ Focus on eliminating perceived barriers by providing more services or facilities.  

¶ Raise awareness of food waste and its consequences, and the facilities for correctly 
disposing of organic waste. 

Program area: Problem waste 

¶ Highlight the existing facilities and services for correctly disposing of less common 
household, renovation and chemical waste.  

¶ Consider that many people dispose of these materials infrequently, so information must 
be available when needed. 

Program area: Illegal dumping 

¶ Counter entrenched beliefs and ónormalisedô incorrect behaviours. For example, show 
that it is not legal or socially acceptable to give unusable items to charities or leave 
goods next to charity bins or shops. 

Communication and information 

¶ Explain how to dispose of special items correctly and give locations for existing facilities. 

 See pages 64ï65 

Target specific segments or demographic sub-groups 

Segments 

People in segment 1 (Champions) already show positive attitudes and behaviours towards 
recycling, while people in segment 5 (Hard-to-reach) are unlikely to change. Therefore, initial 
marketing efforts should focus on the remaining two-thirds of the community.  

These segments ï 2 (Diligents, 39%), 3 (Captives, 17%) and 4 (Good intentions, 10%) ï hold 
either positive or neutral attitudes, but could improve their behaviours. Many already recycle 
some items but could recycle more material types.  

Support and communications strategies should: 

¶ give occasional recyclers stronger reasons to believe in the outcomes of action, and 
reinforce their good behaviour through education and motivation 

¶ help people with positive attitudes who do not yet recycle to act (e.g. give practical 
information on recycling, as well as strong reasons to believe). 

Demographic sub-groups 

The groups with the least desirable behaviours and attitudes, who may benefit most from 
targeted marketing, were:  

¶ younger people (aged 16ï29) 

¶ renters 

¶ apartment dwellers 

¶ people from a CALD background.  

Or, a population-level communications strategy could be used, testing educational material 
on groups that are only marginally lagging. 

 See pages 65ï71 
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1. This study 

1.1 Background to the research 

The NSW Environment Protection Authority (EPA) is responsible for raising awareness of 
regulatory requirements, delivering strong compliance and enforcement programs, and 
driving improved waste and recycling practices to achieve the targets in the NSW 
Governmentôs óNSW 2021ô plan. For more information on NSW 2021 please visit: 
http://www.nsw.gov.au/2021  

NSW 2021 sets the goal of increasing opportunities for people to look after their own 
neighbourhoods and environments to meet the 2021 NSW waste recycling target of 70% 
recovery of materials from the waste stream. To achieve the targets in the plan, the NSW 
Government is supporting enhanced resource recovery opportunities. 

In keeping with these targets, new programs and program enhancements are currently being 
developed and implemented as part of the NSW Governmentôs Waste Less, Recycle More 
initiative. 

The Waste Less, Recycle More Waste initiative is a 5-year $465.7 million waste and 
recycling agenda for NSW that will deliver economic, employment and environmental 
benefits for local communities and will transform waste and recycling in NSW. For more 
information on the Waste Less Recycle More initiative please visit: 
http://www.epa.nsw.gov.au/waste/WasteLess.htm 

Under the Waste Less, Recycle More initiative, the following program areas are relevant to 
this research: 

¶ kerbside recycling 

¶ organics 

¶ problem wastes 

¶ illegal dumping. 

Brief descriptions of the key program areas are provided below. 

 

EPA program areas 

Program area: Kerbside recycling 

The Local Government Waste and Resource Recovery program will help local councils to 
undertake projects that improve recycling, reduce waste generation, and tackle litter and 
illegal dumping. In particular, the program aims to drive better use of recycling systems 
though education and community engagement. This will be helped by improved 
understanding of community knowledge, attitudes and behaviour relating to kerbside 
recycling. Recent audit data reveal that 22% of materials in the red-lidded garbage bin could 
be recycled and 7% of materials in the yellow-lidded recycling bin are not recyclable. 

Program area: Organics 

The Organics Infrastructure Fund aims to make the avoidance, reuse and recycling of 
organics a new social norm for NSW householders by supporting a number of programs. 
Programs focus on how households manage their food and garden waste and include Love 
Food Hate Waste and local government organics collection system grants. 

http://www.nsw.gov.au/2021
http://www.epa.nsw.gov.au/waste/WasteLess.htm


 
Waste Less, Recycle More community benchmark study  

2  www.epa.nsw.gov.au 
 

Love Food Hate Waste is a food waste avoidance community education program. Delivered 
through partnerships across NSW, the program focuses on the actions that households and  

businesses can take to avoid food waste. The target behaviours include meal planning, 
writing a shopping list, measuring serving sizes, storing food correctly and remembering to 
use leftovers. 

Local government collection system grants will help local councils to introduce new or 
enhanced kerbside organics bin services, including food, garden and combined food and 
garden services. Funding for bins, kitchen caddies, education and audits will be available via 
contestable grants administered by the NSW Environmental Trust. Education and 
communication will be critical to the successful implementation of these new systems. 

Program area: Problem wastes 

The EPA has two programs to address the collection of problem waste namely the 
Community Recycling Centre Program and the Household Chemical CleanOut program. 
Combined, these two programs aim to make it easier for households to safely and correctly 
dispose of their household problem wastes including paints, gas bottles, motor oils and fuels, 
acids and alkalis, hobby chemicals, smoke detectors, florescent globes and tubes, batteries, 
poisons, pesticides and herbicides.  

Program area: Illegal dumping  

Charitable recyclers collect and reuse or recycle unwanted clothing, household goods and 
furniture as part of their services to disadvantaged people. The National Association of 
Charitable Recycling Organisations (NACRO) has reported that its member charitable 
recyclers experience illegal dumping around their bins and shops. This includes dumping of 
unusable items and dumping of items outside the bins or shops, so that they become 
weather damaged or otherwise unusable. These actions reduce the amount of stock that can 
be used by the organisations, and they also place a burden on organisations to dispose of 
the resultant waste. The EPA is working with NACRO on a program that will deliver 
education (on the impacts of dumping on charities and on lawful disposal options), 
infrastructure (such as fences, lighting and well-placed bins) and enforcement (e.g. cameras 
and fines) to tackle this dumping issue. 

 

All of the above programs support the NSW 2021 plan target to increase recycling by 
providing householders with an integrated approach that includes information, education and 
awareness of the new systems, infrastructure and services that are available to make it 
easier for them to manage their waste and recycling. Each of these elements supports and 
complements the others. Local councils will be supported to help householders to use the 
services correctly. 

 

The research need 

The key purpose of the research was to develop and undertake a benchmark survey of NSW 
households to determine the current levels of knowledge, attitudes and behaviours around 
waste and recycling management at the household level. 

This research will provide the foundation for several planned communications and education 
programs that will focus on improving the communityôs active and informed participation in 
correctly managing and recycling waste. This piece of research will also help evaluate the 
effectiveness of these programs via subsequent follow-up studies. 

http://www.lovefoodhatewaste.nsw.gov.au/
http://www.epa.nsw.gov.au/wastegrants/local-gov-organics.htm
http://www.environment.nsw.gov.au/grants/householdwaste.htm
http://www.environment.nsw.gov.au/grants/householdwaste.htm
http://www.epa.nsw.gov.au/managewaste/house-chemicals.htm
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Research objectives 

Specifically, the objectives of the research (Table 1) were to: 

¶ develop a set of key indicators that can be used to both benchmark and measure or 
track changes in community knowledge, attitudes and behaviour relating to the 
management of household waste and recycling 

¶ develop a segmentation of the NSW community based on knowledge, attitudes and 
behaviours to identify the key target audiences for various programs 

¶ provide robust information to guide the development of the programsô education and 
engagement activities 

¶ provide robust information to support decision-making with regard to an appropriate 
media mix for campaign interventions, including implications for the most cost-effective 
communication modes for the key target audiences (e.g. where the community sources 
its information about waste disposal and recycling). 

Table 1. Research objectives 

Knowledge and 
awareness 

Attitudes and beliefs Behaviour Behaviour change 

How much does the 
community know about 
managing household 
waste and recycling? 

What are the current 
attitudes and perceived 
benefits around waste 
management and 
recycling? 

How does the community 
currently behave in 
relation to waste 
management and 
recycling? 

Do the different 
programs have the 
potential to change the 
communityôs behaviour? 

What does the 
community know about 
how to correctly manage 
and recycle waste? 

What are the 
communityôs attitudes 
towards managing and 
recycling waste? What 
are their ócore beliefsô? 

How does the community 
currently manage their 
household waste? 

Do the EPAôs programs 
inspire behaviour 
change or cause 
behaviour to evolve? 

What are the knowledge 
gaps? 

Does the community 
understand the benefit of 
managing and recycling 
waste? 

Have they thought about 
or self-assessed their 
current recycling 
behaviour? 

Are the programs 
positively influencing 
awareness, importance 
and beliefs around 
waste management? 

How does the level of 
knowledge influence 
behaviour around 
recycling waste? 

Among their friends, and 
society generally, how 
ónormalô is it for people 
manage and recycle 
waste? 

What influences their 
decision-making to take 
up/ ensure correct 
management of waste? 

When monitored over 
time, did the community 
positively change its 
behaviour? 

Is the community aware 
of the potential harm of 
not correctly managing 
and recycling waste? 

What are the attitudinal 
barriers and motivators to 
adopting correct 
behaviour? 

What are the lead 
indicators to behavioural 
change? 

Have the programs 
reduced incorrect 
behaviour or 
encouraged new habits 
and norms of 
behaviour? 

Is the importance of 
managing waste and 
recycling understood? 

Does the community 
believe that the benefits 
of recycling outweigh the 
effort to do so? 

What are the behavioural 
barriers to managing 
waste correctly? 

What, if any, behaviour 
did the community 
change as a result of 
the programs? 

Is the community aware 
of the personal and 
societal costs? 

What attitudinal/ behavioural segments exist within the 
community with regards to recycling and waste 
management, and which segments need to be 
targeted? 

Have the programs 
increased commitment 
to the desired 
behaviour? 

Is the community aware 
of where to get 
information around 

What are the attitudes and behaviours that need to 
change in order to correctly manage household waste? 
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managing waste and 
recycling? 

 

TNS Australia aligned the EPAôs objectives with an extended knowledge, attitudes, 
behaviours (KAB) model (section 1.4) that had been adapted for use in social marketing 
campaigns that seek voluntary, sustained behaviour change. The research was framed to 
identify the knowledge gaps, beliefs and attitudes (known in behavioural theory as 
ópsychologicalô or óreflectiveô influences) as well as the environmental and situational 
influences (known in behavioural economics as óautomaticô influences) that facilitate recycling 
behaviour. 

 

Segmentation: the óKABô model of behaviour change 

The ultimate goal and critical success indicator for the Waste Less, Recycle More initiative 
will be positive behaviour change resulting in an increase in the proportion of households 
correctly managing and recycling household waste. 

Achieving this goal requires an understanding of the classic KAB (knowledge, attitudes, 
behaviours) behaviour change model and of how the model can be applied in the context of 
waste management and recycling behaviour. Importantly for these behaviours, a holistic 
approach to understanding behaviour change is required; itôs important to get the right 
balance between identifying and measuring knowledge, attitudes, beliefs and values (internal 
influences) and identifying the relative influences of habit, mental shortcuts (heuristics) and 
situational factors (external and automatic influences). 

KAB (knowledge, attitudes, behaviours) model of behaviour change 

There is no consensus in the environmental and recycling behaviour literature about the 
linear relationship between recycling attitudes or beliefs and recycling behaviours. Ideally this 
should be a linear progression, with behaviour change starting from a firm knowledge base 
and moving along from there (at different rates depending on the behaviour) to eventual 
action. However, in reality it is non-linear (especially in the case of complex behaviours). 
Individuals can enter the model at different stages, forming attitudes before they have 
knowledge, forming subconscious behaviours before they have knowledge or attitudes, and 
having good intentions but not implementing the behaviours. 

Indeed, the correlation between recycling attitudes and behaviours is now thought to have 
been overestimated and the influence of knowledge about recycling specifics, and situational 
and external influences underestimated. Attitudes, in isolation, are no longer thought to 
reliably predict recycling and waste management behaviours. 

To set realistic strategies or goals for each of the programs it is important to know exactly 
where the target audience sits on this model. TNS adapted the classic KAB behaviour 
change model to provide a framework for developing the question concepts and measures to 
be included in the survey, and for subsequent analysis. 

 

Segmentation analysis 

The segmentation identified and profiled those community segments who are both targets for 
behavioural change and most likely to respond to programs and communication activities. It 
provided a systematic procedure not only for describing various target segments in terms of 
attitude, behaviour and demographics, but also for achieving behaviour change within each 
of the defined segments. 
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Framework 

The Sheth-Frazier model (Table 2) provides a foundational framework for encouraging 
behaviour change. In turn, this should enable the EPA to develop communications and 
activities to encourage improved and more consistent behaviour with regard to household 
waste management and recycling. By identifying the cognitive dissonance (or resonance) 
between behaviour and attitude, the EPA can tailor communications to either make a call to 
action (for when behaviour lags behind attitude) or establish the case for beliefs (for when 
attitudes fall short of the ideal). 

Table 2. The Sheth-Frazier model 

All respondents Behaviours undertaken 

(e.g. frequency) 

Always/regularly Occasionally Never 

Attitudes to 
behaviour 

(e.g. ease) 

Positive 

(i.e. agree itôs easy) 

Segment 1 Segment 4 Segment 7 

Neutral or ambivalent  Segment 2 Segment 5 Segment 8 

Negative 

(i.e. disagree itôs easy) 

Segment 3 Segment 6 Segment 9 

In the example above, Segments 1 and 2 are already exhibiting positive attitudes and 
adopting the correct behaviours, whereas Segments 4, 5, 7 and 8 and are less engaged, and 
according to social marketing theory, more likely to be influenced by communications.  

Method 

The basic Sheth-Frazier framework was enhanced by cross-checking questions from across 
the survey regarding attitude, with questions representing claimed behavioural action. This 
resulted in 12 segments. These 12 segments represented discrimination on general attitudes 
to environmental causes and stated behaviours in recycling (top panel, Table 3). 

To improve on this, TNS recognised the need to a) reduce the number of segments to make 
them more manageable, and b) ensure discrimination in terms of attitudes and behaviours 
with regard to more specific recycling areas. After testing a variety of possible reductions, 
TNS adopted the framework in the bottom panel in Table 3, which retains the majority of the 
differentiation but reduces the number of segments, thus providing sufficient within-group 
sample sizes for robust profiling. 

Table 3. Basis of the segmentation used 

All respondents (n = 1200) Attitude to recycling common household waste 

Recycle even if it 
requires 
additional effort 

Recycle only if it 
does not require 
additional effort 

Do not recycle 

Attitude towards 
environment 

Concerned a 
great deal 

n = 311 n = 29 n = 2 

Concerned a fair 
amount 

n = 470 n = 71 n = 12 

Concerned a little n = 100 n = 29 n = 6 

Not concerned n = 104 n = 46 n = 14 

Ď 

Champions 

n = 311 

26% 

Diligents 

n = 470 

39% 

Captives 

n = 204 

17% 

Good intentions 

n = 114 

10% 

Hard-to-reach 

n = 95 

8% 
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Essentially this translated to 82% of the sample (i.e. Champions, Diligents and Captives) 
stating desirable behaviour, versus 18% stating less desirable behaviour (Good intentions 
and Hard-to-reach). These segments can be defined as follows:  

¶ 1. Champions: Those who recycle even if it requires additional effort and who are 
concerned a great deal about environmental problems 

¶ 2. Diligents: Those who recycle even if it requires additional effort and who are 
concerned a fair amount about environmental problems 

¶ 3. Captives: Those who recycle even if it requires additional effort, although they are 
not, or just a little, concerned about environmental problems 

¶ 4. Good intentions: Those who do not recycle or who recycle only if it does not require 
any additional effort, but are concerned (a great deal or a fair amount) about 
environmental problems 

¶ 5: Hard-to-reach: Those who do not recycle or recycle only if it does not require any 
additional effort and are also not, or just a little, concerned about environmental 
problems. 

The five segments outlined above are referred throughout this report wherever relevant, 
including alongside commentary on demographic or other subgroup differences. A further 
summary of each segment is provided in Appendix 1. 

Testing 

Statistical tests (F-tests and chi-squared tests) were used to examine whether the 12 
segments discriminated in terms of specific recycling areas (organics, problem wastes, illegal 
dumping, kerbside recycling, asbestos) and whether our reduction of the segments to five 
would retain the majority of that discrimination. (Questions included in the development of the 
segmentation were E1, E2, E7aa, E7ab, E7ac, E9AB, E9AC, E9AD, E9AE, F1a, F1b, F1c, 
E9AA, G1a, G1c, G1d, G1e, G1g, G1h, G1i, H1B, H1C, H1D, H1E, H1F, H1G, H1I, H1J, 
H2A, H2C, H2D, H2F, H2G, H2H, H2J, H2K, H2L, H2N, H2O; see the questionnaire in 
Appendix 2 for full question details). This statistical testing revealed that most of the 
discrimination was retained across all recycling areas; therefore, the Diligents, for example, 
had similar attitudes and behaviours in each of the areas of organics, illegal dumping and 
problem waste. 
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1.2 Method and sample 

Research method 

Approach 

A quantitative computer assisted telephone interview (CATI) methodology was used. This 
was considered the best way to achieve a representative sample of the target audience. The 
CATI fieldwork was conducted by using a random-digit dialling technique wherein telephone 
numbers were generated at random by a computer program.  

Sample size 

To monitor changes over time on a sub-group level, it was important to achieve a sufficiently 
robust sample size for the benchmark study as well as for all subsequent follow-up 
measurements. A sample size of n =1200 was used. 

This sample size provided a high degree of confidence in the results, with a maximum 
margin of error of +2.4% at the 95% confidence interval. 

Sample selection process 

The sample was drawn randomly to ensure that it was representative of the NSW population. 
Soft quotas on age, gender and location were imposed during fieldwork to help ensure that 
the sample reflected NSW population averages (Table 4). 

Questionnaire length 

The final CATI survey was approximately 25 minutes long and included open and closed-
ended questions. A total of seven open-ended questions were included and then coded. The 
questionnaire was scripted and logic checked according to strict protocols to ensure 
elimination of errors. 

Further, a two-phase pilot phase of n = 50 interviews was used as a full ódress rehearsalô to 
test the entire surveying process and logic of the questionnaire before the survey started. 
The questionnaire was revised slightly after both stages to reduce its length. This pilot phase 
was preceded by a cognitive testing exercise in the weeks prior, to test the respondentsô 
comprehension of the terminology used and the questions asked. 

Interviews were done on weekdays and weekends and at different times of the day. This 
gave the opportunity for a more diverse range of respondents to participate in the survey 
(e.g. those in full-time work or study, who may otherwise not have been at home during the 
day). In accordance with ISO 20252 Standard for market, social and opinion research, 10% 
of all interviews were audited to ensure that the field work was of high quality and resulted in 
high levels of completion of the questionnaire.  

The majority of the fieldwork was completed between 22 April and 25 May 2014. 

 

Respondent profiles 

Table 4 gives the demographic profile of the sample respondents compared with that of the 
NSW population. 
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Table 4. Respondent profiles compared with NSW population data from the Australian Bureau 
of Statisticsô 2011 census 

Item NSW population (%) 2014 Benchmark survey (%) 

(n = 1200) 

Location 

Sydney 64 55 

Newcastle 

36 

11 

Wollongong 6 

Large country town (population 15,000+) 11 

Small country town (population 3000ï
15,000) 

9 

Country rural area 8 

Gender 

Male 49 41 

Female 51 59 

Age   

16ï19 6 3 

20ï29 16 8 

30ï39 16 14 

40ï49 18 20 

50ï59 16 21 

60+ 26 34 

For the 2014 benchmark survey 24% of the sample was CALD, 76% mainstream, 77% 
homeowners, 19% renters and 4% other (living with family).  
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1.3 Research notes 

Weighting 

Although the respondent profile closely was aligned with the NSW 2011 census data, the 
survey responses have been weighted to represent the NSW population according to age, 
gender and location. 

 

Rounding 

Results are provided as percentages to the nearest whole number. In some charts and 
tables, this may result in totals adding up to slightly more or less than 100%. This also means 
that the combined figures reported in the text may differ slightly from the sums of the rounded 
figures shown in charts or tables. 

 

Significant differences 

Significance testing has been applied to the results, and statistically significant differences (at 
a 95% confidence interval) are indicated throughout the report where relevant. 

This includes a subgroup analysis highlighting differences within demographic profile 
subgroups as well as across the five segments discussed in the previous section (i.e. 1, 
Champions; 2, Diligents; 3, Captives; 4, Good intentions; and 5, Hard-to-reach). 

The key subgroups commented on include: 

¶ Age: Younger (16ï29 years of age) vs Median (30ï49 years of age) vs older (50ï69 and 
70+ years of age) 

¶ Gender: Male vs Female 

¶ Household income: Low (Up to $59k a year) vs Mid ($60ï99k a year) vs High ($100+k a 
year 

¶ Household structure: Family vs Lone vs Group 

¶ Preceding awareness of EPA programs: Yes vs No 

¶ Tenure: Home-owner vs Renter 

¶ CALD: CALD vs non-CALD background 

¶ Location: Metropolitan/Sydney vs. Regional/rest of NSW 

Significant differences between subgroups have been illustrated by means of green and blue 
shaded ovals. Green shading represents a subgroup that is significantly more likely to agree 
or give a specific response (versus other subgroups individually), whereas blue shading 
highlights those that are significantly less likely to agree or give a specific response (versus 
other subgroups). 

Research limitation: the presence of social desirability bias 

Data collection methods involving an interviewer may be subject to social desirability bias, 
which means that respondents may be more likely to reply in a manner that will be viewed 
favourably by the interviewer. 

In this instance, when the survey was measuring various behaviours that are potentially 
ófrowned uponô (e.g. illegal kerbside dumping) or ólaudedô (e.g. recycling with effort) by the 
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community, respondents may have, in some cases, over-claimed positive/correct behaviours 
and under-reported some negative/ incorrect behaviours. This is indicated in the findings by 
high claims of knowledge in one area that failed to translate into follow-on behaviours (or to 
match existing statistics on NSW residentsô behaviours).  
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2. Survey findings 

2.1 General attitudes towards the environment 

The survey started with questions addressing broad attitudes towards the environment. 

Section snapshot 

Attitudinally, the majority (85%) of respondents expressed some level of concern about 
environmental problems, with 1 in 3 expressing a ógreat dealô of concern. Issues of primary 
concern included the impact on future generations (38%), followed by the health effects of 
pollution (16%). 

Detailed findings 

Concern about environmental problems 

Question 

B1. In general, are you concerned about environmental problems? 

Response options: Yes, No. 

The majority (85%) of respondents expressed concern about environmental problems (Fig. 
1). 

Significant differences across subgroups 

Segment analysis revealed that segment 1 (Champions, 100%), segment 2 (Diligents, 100%) 
segment 4 (Good intentions, 77%) were also significantly more likely to be concerned about 
environmental problems. 

Low income households (up to $59k) were significantly less likely to be concerned about 
environmental problems. 
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Figure 1. Concern about environmental problems: responses to the question óIn general, are 
you concerned about environmental problems? Base: All respondents (n = 1200) 

Extent of concern about environmental problems 

Question 

B3. Would you say that you are concerned a great deal, a fair amount or a little? 

Response options: A great deal, a fair amount, a little. 

Of those who expressed concern (85%), 1 in 3 (30%) respondents expressed a ógreat dealô 
of concern and more than 1 in 2 (56%) expressed a ófair amountô of concern (Fig. 2); 1 in 6 
(14%) respondents indicated that they were only a ólittleô concerned about environmental 
problems. 

Significant differences across subgroups 

Those concerned a ógreat dealô were significantly more likely to be: 

¶ aged 30+ years (39% of 30ï39-year-olds; 35% of 40ï49-year-olds; 32% of 50ï64-year-
olds; vs. only 17% of 16ï29-year-olds) 

¶ educated to university level (35% vs 24% others) 

¶ from segment 1 (Champions, 100%). 

Those concerned a ófair amountô were most likely to be: 

¶ younger (66% of 16ï29-year-olds vs. 50ï54% of all respondents) 

¶ in segment 2 (Diligents, 100%) 

¶ in segment 4 (Good intentions, 77%). 

Those least likely to be concerned were significantly more likely to: 

¶ live in rural areas (22% vs 13% metropolitan areas) 

¶ fall into segment 3 (Captives, 100%) and segment 5 (Hard-to-reach, 100%). 
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Figure 2. Extent of concern about environmental problems: responses to the question óWould 
you say that you are concerned a great deal, a fair amount or a little?ô Base: Those concerned 
about environmental problems (n = 1020, i.e. 85% of 1200 said Yes) 

Areas of environmental concern 

Question 

B4. Regarding your concern about environmental problems, which of the following best 
describes what you are concerned about? 

Response options: Health effects of pollution, quality of life, concern for future generations, 
long-term economic sustainability, maintaining ecosystems, availability of resources, other. 

Those who indicated some level of concern about environmental problems (85%) were 
asked to select the issue or area they were most concerned about. The most common 
response was concern for future generations (38%) (Fig. 3), followed by health effects of 
pollution (16%), maintaining ecosystems (13%) and quality of life (11%). One in 10 
respondents cited economic sustainability and resource availability (both 10%). Only 2% 
were most concerned about other issues. 

Significant differences across subgroups 

There were some significant differences regarding the health effects of pollution, with 
respondents living in metropolitan areas (17% vs Rural 12%) as well as CALD respondents 
(in NSW generally) being more concerned about the health effects of pollution (22% vs 13% 
non-CALD). 

Maintaining ecosystems was mentioned most by segment 1 (Champions, 22%). Older 
respondents were the least likely to express concern (6% vs 13%ï17% aged 16ï64 years) 
about maintaining ecosystems. 

Concern for quality of life was greatest among single households (19% vs Family 10%), non-
graduates (i.e. 19% without a university degree vs 8% with a university degree) and those 
aware of the EPAôs programs (14% vs 10% not aware). Further, segments 3 (Captives) and 
4 (Good intentions) were more likely to be concerned about quality of life (16% and 18%, 
respectively). 
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Resource availability was of particular concern to segments 3 and 5 (Captives, 19%; Hard-to-
reach, 18%) and those aware of the EPAôs programs (14% vs 9% not aware). 

 

 

 

Figure 3. Areas of environmental concern: responses to the question óRegarding your concern 
about environmental problems, which of the following best describes what you are concerned 
about?ô Base: Those concerned about environmental problems (n = 1020) 
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2.2 Household waste and recycling management 

Section snapshot 

Almost all (89%) agreed with the statement that they are óconcerned by the amount of waste 
society producesô, with more than one-third (34%) strongly agreeing with this statement. 

Nearly all respondents stated provision of common council waste and recycling services 
(96% mentioned a general waste collection service and 93% a recycling service). This was 
followed by mentions of council pick-up (84%) and garden waste bins (71%). On a total level, 
the average number of services identified by participants was 5. 

Detailed findings 

Provision of household waste and recycling services by council 

Question 

C1. Which of the following services are provided by your local council? 

Response options: General household garbage bin, garden waste bin, recyclable materials 
bins, kerbside pickup or council clean-up service, Household Chemical CleanOut event, 
Community Recycling Centre/ Recycling drop-off centre, e-waste drop-off centre or event 
(e.g. for TVs and computers), Other (e.g. Garage Sale Trail, Second Hand Saturday) 
(multiple responses allowed). 

Almost all respondents (9 in 10) indicated that they had a general household red-lidded 
garbage bin and recyclable material bins (96% and 93%, respectively) followed by council 
pick-up services (84%) and garden waste bin facilities (71%) (Fig. 4).  

Indications of central services were low, with approximately half of respondents or less 
stating that recycling and e-waste drop-off centres (50% and 45% respectively) or Household 
Chemical CleanOut events (40%) were provided. 

Significant differences across subgroups 

Older respondents as well as home-owners were more likely to know of Household Chemical 
CleanOut events (56% of those aged 50ï69 years vs 23% of those aged 16ï29 years, 37% 
of those aged 30ï44 years and 44% of those aged 70+, and home-owners 44% vs renters 
22%). 
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Figure 4. Awareness of provision of household waste disposal and recycling services by 
councils: responses to the question óWhich of the following services are provided by your local 
council?ô Base: All respondents (n = 1200) 

Level of concern about the amount of waste produced 

Question 

H2 (1). To what extent do you agree or disagree with the following statement? óI am 
concerned about the amount of waste our society producesô. 

Response options: Disagree strongly, Disagree, Neither agree nor disagree, Agree, Agree 
strongly. 

Almost 9 in 10 respondents agreed that they are concerned about the amount of waste 
society produces (net agreement of 89% (34% agree strongly and 55% agree) (Fig. 5). 

Significant differences across subgroups 

Females (net agree, 92%), respondents aged 50ï69 years (net agree, 94%) and segment 1 
(Champions, net agree, 98%) were significantly more likely to agree with this statement 
regarding concern about the amount of waste produced by society. Furthermore, those who 
were aware of the EPAôs programs were more likely to agree with this statement (83%/75%). 

Segment 5 (Hard-to-reach) respondents were least likely to be concerned about the amount 
of waste society produces (net 20% disagree/strongly disagree), and were the only segment 
to express strong disagreement (2%). 

Significant differences within subgroup and segments have been illustrated by using green- 
and blue-shaded boxes. Blue = significantly higher/most positive responses and green = 
significantly lower/most negative responses. 
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Figure 5. Levels of concern about the amount of waste produced: responses to the statement óI 
am concerned about the amount of waste our society producesô. Base: All respondents (n = 
1200) 

Primary methods of disposing of various waste materials 

Question 

C2. How do you or your members of your household usually dispose of the following types of 
household waste? 

Waste types: Household batteries (e.g. AA), Asbestos, Pool chemicals, Fluorescent light 
globes and tubes, Food waste, Motor oils and fuels, Furniture, Garden pesticides/ herbicides, 
Gas bottles, Garden waste/plant cuttings, Paint and paint-related products, Plastic wrapping, 
Smoke alarms, Old clothing. 

Response options: Garage bin, recycling bin, council pick-up, household chemical cleanout, 
tip, drop off/community recycling centre, charity shop, drain/sink/toilet, kerbside, donôt know, 
donôt have this waste. 

Respondents were presented with a range of waste materials and asked to identify how they 
usually disposed of each item. Many had not dealt with some of the less common forms of 
waste (e.g. asbestos, pool chemicals, smoke alarms). Materials encountered more often 
within the list included household batteries, light globes, food waste, garden pesticides, 
garden waste, paint and plastic wrapping (Table 5). 
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Table 5. Types of household waste handled 

Type of waste 
Have encountered this type of 

waste % 
Have not encountered this type of 

waste % 

Food waste 99 1 

Plastic wrapping 98 2 

Old clothing 98 2 

Household batteries 93 7 

Garden waste/plant cuttings 92 8 

Furniture 85 15 

Fluorescent light globes/tubes 67 33 

Paint and paint-related products 59 41 

Motor oils and fuels 42 58 

Garden pesticides/herbicides 39 61 

Gas bottles 38 62 

Smoke alarms 25 75 

Asbestos 16 84 

Pool chemicals 13 87 

 

Council-delivered out of home services (i.e. council pick-up, Household Chemical CleanOut, 
tips, drop-off/ Community Recycling Centres) were mostly utilised by respondents to dispose 
of furniture, motor oils and fuels, gas bottles and paints. 

Compost bins or worm farms were used for food waste by just over one-quarter of 
respondents; 28% of all respondents (of the overall sample) used compost bins or worm 
farms for food waste. This was significantly higher among certain subgroups: 54% of those 
living in detached terraces and 34% of those with large gardens, as well as 41% of those on 
acreages, are significantly more likely than the overall sample (28%) to use compost bins or 
worm farms. 

Those who lived in apartments and had only a balcony, or no garden, were least likely to set 
up a compost bin or worm farm for the disposal of food waste. Garden waste was disposed 
of via an organics bin by nearly 1 in 2 respondents (48%; this is slightly but not significantly 
driven by those living in houses. There was no difference apparent between those 
respondents with balconies and those with no outdoor areas available.) Furthermore, the 
majority of those who composted garden or food waste were provided with a green waste bin 
(71%). In addition, those who composted garden waste were largely the same as those who 
also composted food waste (82%). Old clothing was mostly dropped off at charity shops 
(81%) (Table 6). 

The information in Tables 6 and 7 is shown in further detail in Appendix 3.    
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Table 6. Primary methods of disposing of various waste materials. Base: All respondents (n = 
1200). Note: Only 11 of the 15 response categorise per waste type are shown in the table; 
therefore, rows do not sum to 100%. 
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Household 
batteries 

59 6 3 2 4 8 * 0 0 3 7 

Asbestos 1 * 2 * 2 1 0 0 0 4 84 

Pool 
chemicals 

3 1 1 1 1 2 0 * 0 4 87 

Fluorescen
t light 
globes/ 
tubes 

43 9 1 1 3 2 * 0 * 6 33 

Food 
waste* 

55 3 * * * * 0 * 0 0 1 

Motor oils 
and fuels 

5 1 3 2 6 7 0 * 0 9 58 

Furniture 1 1 37 * 7 4 20 0 5 2 15 

Garden 
pesticides/ 
herbicides 

9 2 3 5 4 4 * 1 0 7 61 

Gas bottles 1 6 3 1 2 7 * 0 * 6 62 

Garden 
waste/plant 
cuttings* 

10 5 4 0 2 1 * 0 * 1 8 

Paint and 
paint-
related 
products 

12 2 7 6 9 11 0 * 0 7 41 

Plastic 
wrapping 

58 33 * 0 2 1 * 0 0 1 2 

Smoke 
alarm 

9 2 1 1 1 2 0 0 0 9 75 

Old 
clothing 

6 2 1 0 * 3 81 0 0 0 2 

* indicates less than 1% but not zero. 

Significant differences across subgroups 

All segments (i.e. Champions, Diligents, Captives, Good intentions and Hard-to-reach) were 
significantly more likely than the overall sample to respond in particular ways in regard to 
some of the waste types (Table 7). 
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Table 7. Disposing of various wastes: primary method by segment. Base: All respondents (n = 1200) 

Type of waste Garbage bin Recycling bin 
Council pick-

up 

Household 
Chemical 
CleanOut 

Tip 

Drop-off/ 
Community 
Recycling 

Centre 

Charity shop 

Compost 
bin/worm 

farm/organics 
bin 

Other 

Household 
batteries 

Good intentions 

Hard-to-reach 

Diligents 

Champions 
   

Champions 

Diligents 
  Champions 

Asbestos Good intentions  Champions       

Pool chemicals Captives         

Fluorescent light 
globes/ 
tubes 

Captives         

Food waste* 
Captives/  

Hard-to-reach 
      

Champions 

Diligents 
 

Motor oils and 
fuels 

Hard-to-reach   
Champions 

Diligents 
 

Champions 

Captives 
   

Furniture     
Good intentions 

Hard-to-reach 
 Champions   

Garden 
pesticides or 
herbicides 

Good Intentions 

Hard-to-reach 
  Diligents      

Gas bottles     Champions     

Garden waste/ 
plant cuttings* 

Good Intentions    Captives   
Champions 

Diligents 
 

Paint and paint-
related products 

   
Champions 

Diligents 
Champions 

Champions 

Diligents 
   

Plastic wrapping  Diligents        

Smoke alarms  Champions        

Old clothing Hard-to-reach         
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2.3 General household recycling: knowledge, attitudes and 
behaviours 

Respondents were asked a series of questions to determine their knowledge, attitudes and 
behaviours about general household recycling. The questions consisted of a combination of 
rating scales, attribute association and agreement with true/false statements. 

Section snapshot 

Knowledge 

Almost nine in 10 respondents (88%) agreed that they were confident about which items go 
into which bins, although only three in 10 (27%) emerged as strongly confident. Nearly all 
(96%) understood the environmental benefits of recycling, but just 4 in 10 (37%) agreed 
strongly with the statement óI understand the environmental benefits of recyclingô. Four in 10 
(41%) correctly believed that recycling does help save water, energy and fuel, and 2 in 10 
(20%) incorrectly believed that mixing incorrect items into the recycling bin does not matter. 
This indicates that although self-claimed knowledge is high, there are some gaps apparent in 
this knowledge. 

Attitudes 

Six in 10 (62%) believed that recycling household waste is very important, mostly because 
they believed that it is óthe right thing to doô and that óit is important to re-use resourcesô. 
Those who didnôt believe that recycling household waste is important suggested a number of 
barriers to adopting the behaviour, including it is too difficult, time is a barrier, or they 
believed that the issue is óover-ratedô. In line with this, 20% agreed with a subsequent 
statement that óit is too much effort to dispose of items correctlyô. 

Behaviour 

In terms of behaviour regarding general household recycling: 

¶ the substantial majority (97%) claimed that they did recycle common household waste 

¶ only 3% did not recycle at all 

¶ 8 in 10 (78%) claimed to recycle with effort 

¶ 1 in 5 (18%) admitted that they recycled only if it could be done without any additional 
effort 

¶ 3 in 10 (30%) admitted they recycled only óbecause the council tells them toô. 

In summary, there are high levels of claimed knowledge regarding general recycling. 
Respondents exhibit mostly positive attitudes towards general recycling, and most claim to 
follow through with behaviours. On further cross-analysis, however, it is apparent that many 
are placing items in the wrong bin, raising the question of whether their perceived knowledge 
is greater than their actual behaviours. Knowledge levels, attitudes and behaviours do vary 
according to certain demographic groups and identified segments. There is therefore 
potential to increase knowledge, improve perception and correct some misconceptions (e.g. 
that recycling doesnôt help with saving water, energy and fuel) in order to improve or reinforce 
behaviours. 
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Detailed findings: knowledge and beliefs around recycling 

Level of confidence about what items can be placed in which kerbside bins 

Question 

H2 (3). To what extent do you agree or disagree with the following statement? 

óI am confident about what items can be placed in which kerbside binsô. 

Response options: Disagree strongly, Disagree, Neither agree nor disagree, Agree, Agree 
strongly. 

The vast majority (88% net of Agree and Agree strongly) were confident about their knowledge 
levels regarding what items can be placed in the various kerbside bins. Just over a quarter of 
all respondents were very confident of their abilities and agreed strongly with this statement 
(27% Agree strongly). 

Although householders emerged as confident in their knowledge of which items to dispose of 
where, it is apparent from the preceding section on óPrimary methods of disposing of 
various waste materialsô that this knowledge is not always translating into correct disposal. 
This may be due to lack of knowledge or lack of convenience. For example, 88% agreed that 
they were confident or very confident about where to place what, yet 59% were disposing of 
household batteries in the red-lidded garbage bin and 43% were disposing of fluorescent 
light tubes in the red-lidded garbage bin. 

Significant differences across subgroups 

Those with high household incomes, those aged 50ï69 years, and those falling into segments 
1 (Champions) and 2 (Diligents) were significantly more likely to be confident in their 
knowledge levels than those in other subgroups (Fig. 6). 

Segments 4 (Good intentions) and 5 (Hard-to-reach) were least likely to be confident about 
where to place items and disagreed more frequently with this statement (14% and 19% 
disagreed, respectively). These two segments represent around 17% of the NSW population 
and are likely to benefit most from communications regarding recycling. 
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Figure 6. Levels of confidence about what items can be placed in which kerbside bins: 
response to the statement óI am confident about what items can be placed in which kerbside 
binsô. Base: All respondents (n = 1200) 

Perceived understanding of the benefits of recycling 

Question 

H2 (3). To what extent do you agree or disagree with the following statement? óI understand 
the environmental benefits of recyclingô. 

Response options: Disagree strongly, Disagree, Neither agree nor disagree, Agree, Agree 
strongly. 

In terms of respondentsô understanding around the perceived benefits of recycling, 4 in 10 
(37%) claimed to fully understand the environmental benefits of recycling, as expressed by 
agreeing strongly with the statement, versus 6 in 10 (59%) agreeing with it (Fig. 7). Only a 
minority disagreed or adopted a neutral stance (6%). This claimed understanding is not, 
however, strongly reinforced by the monitoring of correct responses to subsequent true/false 
statements posed to test the respondentsô knowledge (e.g. óRecycling paper, cardboard and 
glass saves on materials but doesnôt help with saving water, energy and fuelô or óIt doesnôt 
matter if I put few wrong things in my recycling bin as they will be sorted out). 

Significant differences across subgroups 

Agreement was driven by high-income households (48% strongly agree vs. medium-income 
households 36% and low-income households 29%) and older respondents (43% of those aged 
50ï60 years). 
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Figure 7. Perceived understanding of the benefits of recycling: responses to the statement óI 
understand the environmental benefits of recyclingô. Base: All respondents (n = 1200), Income 
(n = 341, 244, 326), Age (n = 128, 413, 448, 211), Segment (n = 311, 470, 204, 114, 95) 

 

Impact of recycling on saving water, energy and fuel 

Question 

H1(b). Please tell me whether you think each of the following statements is true or false? 
óRecycling paper, cardboard and glass saves on materials but doesnôt help with saving water, 
energy and fuelô. 

Response options: True, False, Donôt know. 

Respondentsô general recycling knowledge was tested by presenting them with eight 
True/False statements about various waste and recycling scenarios. 

With regard to saving resources, by correctly identifying the statement to be false, 4 in 10 
(41%) believed (correctly) that recycling helps with saving water, energy and fuel (Fig. 8). The 
flip side of this is, however, that 6 in 10 do not believe it, i.e. the majority do not know that 
recycling can help save water, energy and fuel. 

Again, this serves to highlight the apparent disconnect between respondentsô perceived high 
level of knowledge versus their actual knowledge. For example, although 96% agreed that 
they understood the benefits of recycling only 41% were aware that recycling helps with 
saving water, energy and fuel. 

Significant differences across subgroups 

Those who were significantly more likely to state the correct answer were non-CALD 
audiences (52% vs 45% CALD), younger respondents (16ï49 years 46%/47%), those from a 
large country town (48% vs 24% small country town) and those from family households (42% 
vs. 33% lone households). Conversely, general knowledge was significantly lower among 
older respondents, those living in small country towns and those within single person 
households. 
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Figure 8. Impact of recycling on saving water, energy and fuel: responses to the statement 
óRecycling paper, cardboard and glass saves on materials but doesnôt help with saving water, 
energy and fuelô. Base: All respondents (n = 1200), CALD (n = 229, 971), Age (n = 128, 413, 448, 
211), Location (n = 263, 697), Aware of EPA programs (n = 126, 113), Household (n = 979, 221) 

 

Impact of placing incorrect items in the recycling bin 

Question 

H1(c). Please tell me whether you think each of the following statements is true or false? óIt 
doesnôt matter if I put a few wrong items in my recycling bin as they will be sorted anywayô. 
Response options: True, False, Donôt know 

Positively, by attributing the statement as false, the vast majority (80%) believed that it did 
matter if they put the wrong items in the recycling bin. Again, the flip side of this was that 2 in 
10 believed that it doesnôt matter if they mix non-recyclables with recyclables. 

Significant differences across subgroups 

The aforementioned 2 in 10 (i.e. those who were least likely to recognise the statement to be 
false and were therefore less informed) were from lone households (69% vs 81% other 
households), aged 70+ years (70% vs 81% averaging across other age groups), living in 
apartments (71% vs houses 84%) and without access to a car (55% vs 82% with a car) (Fig. 
9). 

Those falling into segment 5 (Hard-to-reach) were significantly less likely to recognise the 
statement to be false (54% vs 75%ï86% for other segments). 
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Figure 9. Impact of placing wrong items in the recycling bin: responses to the statement óIt 
doesnôt matter if I put a few wrong items in my recycling bin as they will be sorted anywayô. 
Base: All respondents (n =1200), Household (n = 979, 221), Age (n = 128, 413, 448, 211), Access 
to car (n = 1,105, 83), Housing type (n = 183, 991), Segment (n = 311, 470, 204, 114, 95) 

The remaining True/False questions related to specific waste types; the responses are 
therefore analysed within the relevant sections. 

Detailed findings: attitudes towards recycling 

Perceived importance of recycling common household waste 

Question 

D4a. How important is recycling your common household waste (e.g. Packaging, newspaper, 
glass to you)? 

Response options: Very important, Fairly important, Not very important Not at all important, 
Donôt know. 

Question 

D4b. Why is it important / not important? 

Response option: (Open-ended) 

Respondents were asked to rate the perceived importance of recycling their common 
household waste. Attitudinally, responses were positive, with over 9 in 10 respondents rating 
household recycling as important (62% saw it as very important and 31% as fairly important). 
Only 4% believed that it was not important to recycle common household waste. 

Significant differences across subgroups 

Females, families, home-owners, those living in houses, those with higher education and those 
with car access were all significantly more likely to rate recycling common household waste as 
important. 
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Those falling into segments 1 and 2 (Champions and Diligents) were most likely to rate it as 
important, whereas segment 5 (Hard-to-reach) were least likely to think recycling was 
important (Fig. 10). The reasons provided for low or no importance included the perception that 
recycling was inconvenient, was too hard to do, or was not a current priority. Typical responses 
supporting Not important were: 

¶ óI havenôt got a way of easily recycling them, as I have no recycling and general waste 
bin.ô 

¶ óI hadnôt really thought about it before now.ô 

¶ óThe council didnôt provide me with a bin, just a container, and itôs too far for me to carry 
it to where they pick it up from. If it had wheels Iôd do it.ô 

Typical responses supporting Important were: 

¶ ó[It is] the right thing to do. [I am] teaching children what to do, so I have to make sure I 
do the right things so they can learn.ô 

¶ óItôs important to recycle things and re-use them. I donôt want things going to landfill if 
they donôt need to.ô 

 

Figure 10. Perceived importance of recycling common household waste; responses to the 
statement óHow important is recycling your common household waste (e.g. Packaging, 
newspaper, glass etc. to you)?ô Base: All respondents (n = 1200) 

Effort to dispose of items correctly 

Question 

H2 (4). To what extent do you agree or disagree with the following statement? óIt is too much 
effort to dispose of things properlyô. 

Response options: Disagree strongly, Disagree, Neither agree nor disagree, Agree, Agree 
strongly. 

The findings regarding the perceived importance of recycling common household items were 
reaffirmed, with high levels of disagreement with the statement that órecycling correctly is too 
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much of an effortô (78% disagreed) (Fig. 11). Only 1 in 7 respondents believed it was too much 
effort to dispose of things properly, as indicated by 20% agreeing with this statement. 

Significant differences across subgroups 

Renters and those from the youngest age bracket were much more likely to agree that 
órecycling correctly is too much of an effortô. In line with this, segment 4 (Good intentions, 21% 
agreeing strongly) and segment 5 (Hard-to-reach, 40% agreeing strongly) were most likely to 
consider recycling a burden, as did those living in rural locations (86% vs 67% in small country 
towns, 77% in large country towns, and 79% in metropolitan areas, i.e. Sydney, Newcastle and 
Wollongong). 

Conversely, relative to segment 3 (Captives), segment 4 (Good intentions) and segment 5 
(Hard-to-reach), segment 1 (Champions) were significantly more likely to disagree strongly that 
disposing of things correctly was a burden.  

 

Figure 11. Efforts to dispose of items correctly: responses to the statement óIt is too much 
effort to dispose of things properlyô. Base: All respondents (n = 1200), Gender (n = 496, 704), 
Age (n = 128, 413, 448, 211), Segment (n = 311, 470, 204, 114, 95) 

Environmental responsibility 

Question 

H2 (7). To what extent do you agree or disagree with the following statement? óRecycling 
makes me feel like I am doing my part to help the environmentô. 

Response options: Disagree strongly, Disagree, Neither agree nor disagree, Agree, Agree 
strongly. 

Nine in 10 respondents agreed that recycling made them feel that they were doing their part to 
help the environment (32% strongly agreed; 58% agreed). 



 
Waste Less, Recycle More community benchmark study 

www.epa.nsw.gov.au  29 

 

Significant differences across subgroups 

Agreement was driven by females (strongly agree: 35% vs 28% for males), those aged 50ï60 
years (40% vs. 27%ï29% across other age groups), those aware of the EPAôs programs (37% 
vs 29%) and the Champions segment (43% vs 13%ï25% for segments 3, 4 and 5) (Fig. 12). 

Those without a car (19%), aged 16ï29 years (28%), or in segments 3 (25%), 4 (23%) and 5 
(13%) were less likely to agree strongly (versus a total of 32%).  

 

Figure 12. Environmental responsibility: responses to the statement óRecycling makes me feel 
like Iôm doing my part to help the environmentô. Base: All respondents (n = 1200), Gender (n = 
496, 704), Age (n = 128, 413, 448, 211), Segment (n = 311, 470, 204, 114, 95) 

Council influence 

Question 

H2 (8). To what extent do you agree or disagree with the following statement? óI recycle 
because the council tells me to do itô. 

Response options: Disagree strongly, Disagree, Neither agree nor disagree, Agree, Agree 
strongly. 

Three in 10 respondents agreed that they recycled only because it was council policy and they 
were told to comply. 

Significant differences across subgroups 

Females, older respondents (aged 70+ years) and the Hard-to-reach segment admitted that 
they were more likely to recycle in response to council instructions (31%, 42% and 39%, 
respectively) (Fig. 13). 

Conversely, those living in rural areas and small country towns were significantly more likely to 
strongly disagree with the statement (22%/21% vs 11% in metro areas and 12% in large 
country towns). 
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Figure 13. Council influence: responses to the statement: óI recycle because the council tells 
me to do itô. Base: All respondents (n = 1200), Gender (n = 496, 704), Age (n =128, 413, 448, 
211), Segment (n = 311, 470, 204, 114, 95) 

Detailed findings: Recycling behaviours 

Likelihood of recycling with or without additional effort 

Question 

D3. Which of the following statements about recycling common household waste (e.g. 
packaging, newspaper and glass) best describes you? 

Response options: I recycle even if it requires additional effort, I only recycle if it does not 
require additional effort, I do not recycle, Donôt know. 

Although the vast majority (97%) stated that they recycled common household waste (e.g. 
packaging, newspaper and glass) 1 in 5 (18%) admitted that they recycled only if it could be 
done without any additional effort (Fig. 14). 

Significant differences across subgroups 

Females were significantly more likely to recycle common household waste regardless of any 
additional effort. Conversely, single and group households, CALD respondents and those 
aged 16ï29 years were all significantly less likely to recycle if it required additional effort. 

Home ownership and property type also affected recycling behaviour, with home-owners 
more likely to recycle even though it may mean additional effort (81% home-owners vs 71% 
renters recycle with effort). Those living in detached houses or semi-detached dwellings were 
also more likely to recycle even with effort (79% and 88% respectively vs. 66% for 
apartments.) 
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Figure 14. Likelihood of recycling with or without effort: responses to the statements óI recycle 
even if it requires additional effort, I only recycle if it does not require additional effort, I do not 
recycle, Donôt knowô. Base: All respondents (n = 1200) 
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2.4 Organics: knowledge, attitudes, behaviours 

Respondents were exposed to a mix of questions exploring their experiences of food and 
garden waste. 

Section snapshot 

Knowledge 

Food waste: A quarter of all respondents (24%) did not know that food waste is the largest 
waste component in the average NSW red-lidded garbage bin.  

Garden waste: Most (91%) agreed that the use of compost in gardening, landscaping and 
agriculture can improve the structure, fertility and health of soil. 

Attitudes 

Food waste: Seven in 10 (72%) were concerned by the amount of food they throw away. 
One in four (40%) agreed that a busy lifestyle makes it hard to avoid wasting food. 

Food and garden waste: Nine in ten (88%) agreed that a having an on-site food waste 
and/or garden waste recycling bin would be good. 

Behaviour 

Food waste: Over 1 in 10 (12%) admitted throwing away more food than they should; 2 in 
10 (19%) stated that they threw away only a reasonable amount. 

Garden waste: In the past year, 43% had composted garden waste or used a worm farm, 
25% had taken garden waste to a recycling centre or tip, and 13% had used a commercial 
garden service that removed garden waste. Only 2 in 10 (22%) admitted to placing garden 
waste in a red-lidded garbage bin. The primary reasons cited for doing so included the lack 
of available facilities or collection services (43%) and the small amount of garden waste 
being disposed of (24%). The main person responsible for disposing of garden waste was 
the male of the household. 

Detailed findings: knowledge and beliefs around food waste 

Belief that composting can improve soil quality 

Question 

H1(e). Please tell me whether you think each of the following statements is true or false? 
óThe use of compost in gardening, landscaping and agriculture can improve the structure, 
fertility and health of our soilsô. 

Response options: True, False, Donôt know. 

The vast majority (91%) understood that composting could improve the structure, fertility and 
health of soils. 

Significant differences across subgroups 

This understanding was highest among family and group households (92% vs 84%), those 
aged 50ï59 years (95% vs 87% for those aged 16ï29 years and 70+ years) and those with 
access to a car (92% vs 84%) (Fig. 15). 
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Those living in metropolitan areas were also more likely to know that the statement was true 
(93% vs 85/86% for those in large or small country towns). They were also more likely to live 
in detached properties (93% vs 89% in apartments and 85% in unit block). 

Champions, together with Diligents, were most likely to know that the statement was true 
(95% and 94%, respectively) whereas those belonging to the Hard-to-Reach segment were 
least likely to respond correctly, with only 74% believing the statement was true. 

 

Figure 15. Relationship between composting and soil quality: responses to the statement óThe 
use of compost in gardening, landscaping and agriculture can improve the structure, fertility 
and health of our soilsô. Base: All respondents (n = 1200), Household (n = 979, 221), Age (n = 
128, 413, 448, 211) 

Food waste knowledge 

Question 

H1 (d). Please tell me whether you think each of the following statements is true or false?ô 
Food waste is the largest type of waste in the average NSW household binô. 

Response options: True, False, Donôt know. 

Two-thirds of all respondents believed that food waste was the largest type of waste in the 
average NSW household bin, with 64% stating the statement to be true. However, 24% 
answered False and 12% answered Donôt know (Fig. 16). 

Significant differences across subgroups 

Females (70% vs 57% of males) and young adults (69% vs 57% of those 50ï69 years old 
and 59% of those 70+ years old) were most likely to believe food waste was the largest type 
of waste in the average NSW household bin. 
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Figure 16. Knowledge about the quantity of food waste: responses to the statement óFood 
waste is the largest type of waste in the average NSW household binô. Base: All respondents (n 
= 1200), Gender (n = 496, 704), Age (n =128, 413, 448, 211), Aware of EPA programs (n =429, 
771) 

Detailed findings: attitudes towards food waste 

Quantity of food thrown away and level of concern 

Question 

E1. How much uneaten food would you say that your household usually throws away? 

Response options: Much more than you should, More than you should, A reasonable 
amount, Very little, None. 

Question 

E2. How concerned are you about the amount of food that gets thrown away before being 
eaten in your household? 

Response options: A great deal, A fair amount, A little, Not at all. 

Just over 1 in 10 (12%) admitted throwing away more food than they should (Fig. 17), and 4 
in 10 (39%) were concerned a great deal or a fair amount by the amount they threw away 
(Fig. 18). However, 65% of those who admitted throwing away more than they should said 
that they were concerned a great deal or a fair amount, followed by another fifth being óa little 
concernedô (22%). Another third of the total was óa littleô concerned about the amount of food 
being thrown out (33%). Positively, the majority stated that they threw away óvery littleô (60%) 
or no (9%) food; the level of concern was correlated with the amount of food being thrown 
out (the less food households threw out, the less they were concerned about the amount of 
food that gets thrown away). 
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Figure 17. Quantity of food thrown away: responses to the question óHow much uneaten food 
would you say that your household usually throws away?ô Base: All respondents (n = 1200) 

Significant differences across subgroups (amount of food thrown out) 

The following groups were significantly more likely to throw out more food than they should: 

¶ younger people (16% vs 3% of 70+ year-olds) 

¶ those living in country towns (17% vs 9% in metropolitan areas and 9% rural), families 
(11% vs 5% in lone households and 7% in group households) 

¶ those on high incomes $100k+ (14% vs 6% on the lowest incomes, i.e. <$60k) 

¶ those who were not aware of EPA programs (12% vs 7%) 

¶ those falling into segment 4 (Good intentions, 19%) and segment 5 (Hard-to-reach, 16%) 
compared with segments 1 and 2 (8% and 9%, respectively). 

In contrast, those aged 70+ years (73%) and those falling into segments 1 and 2 (between 
60% and 65%) and segments 4 and 5 (48% and 49% respectively) were significantly more 
likely to throw out very little food. 

Significant differences across subgroups (level of concern) 

Those aged 70+ years (28% vs 20% of all respondents), from segment 1 and 2 (Champions, 
30% and Diligents, 21% vs segment 5, 3%) and CALD respondents (26% vs 18% non-
CALD) were significantly more likely to express óa great dealô of concern compared with 
those aged 16ï29 years (34% compared with 28% of all respondents), those in segment 5 
(Hard-to-reach, 46%) and non-CALD respondents (30% vs 21% CALD).  
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Figure 18. Levels of concern about the amount of food thrown away: responses to the question 
óHow concerned are you about the amount of food that gets thrown away before being eaten in 
your household?ô Base: All respondents (n = 1200) 

 

Organics recycling bin is a good idea 

Question 

H2 (11). To what extent do you agree or disagree with the following statement? óA recycling 
bin for food and garden waste is a good ideaô. 

Response options: Disagree strongly, Disagree, Neither agree nor disagree, Agree, Agree 
strongly 

Overall, 9 in 10 agreed that a recycling bin for organic waste (i.e. food and garden waste) 
was a good idea (88%) and just under one-third (31%) strongly agreed that was is a good 
idea (Fig. 19). Interestingly, those that admitted to use the red-lidded bin for garden waste 
were more likely to agree (35% vs 31% for total) as well as disagree (10% vs 6% for total) 
with the statement that a recycling bin would be a good idea. Among those who agreed, 
there were no significant differences or correlations between those who had been provided 
with a garden bin and those that didnôt home compost. 

Significant differences across subgroups 

The highest levels of agreement with this statement were found among those aged 50ï69 
years (35% strongly agreed) and in segment 1 (Champions, 40% strongly agreed).  

Low levels of agreement were seen in males (9% disagreed), the youngest (12% disagreed) 
and the most disengaged segment (Hard-to-reach, 15% disagreed). 

There were no significant differences observed by home ownership (home-owners vs 
renters) or dwelling type (detached vs apartment vs semi-detached vs unit blocks), indicating 
that all were equally in favour of the suggestion of a recycling bin for food and/or garden 
waste. 
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Figure 19. Organics recycling bin: responses to the statement óA recycling bin for food and 
garden waste is a good ideaô. Base: All respondents (n = 1200), Gender (n =496, 704), Age (n 
=128, 413, 448, 211), Segment (n =311, 470, 204, 114, 95) 

Detailed findings: food and garden waste behaviours 

Question 

E7a. Have you or someone else in your household done any of the following in the past 12 
months? 

Actions: Composted food waste or used a worm farm, used a kerbside food-waste collection 
service, fed food waste to animals (e.g. chickens/ dogs), composted garden waste or used a 
worm farm, used a kerbside garden-waste collection service (green bin, chipping or pick-up) 
provided by council, taken garden waste to a recycling centre or tip, used a commercial 
garden service that removes garden waste, placed garden waste in the garbage bin? 

Response options: Yes, No, Donôt know (for each line) 

Question 

E9b. Who are the main people in your household responsible for disposing of and/or 
recycling your garden waste? 

Response options: Myself, husband/wife/partner, grandparent/s, parent (mother/father), 
sibling (brother/sister), child (son/daughter), flatmate/housemate, other 

Question  

E9c. Why did you place your garden waste in the garbage bin? 

Response option: (Open) 

Food and garden waste recycling behaviours 

Respondents were asked how they had recycled food and/or garden waste in the past 12 
months. 
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For those disposing of food waste, almost half (49%) had fed items to animals (such as 
chickens and dogs); 43% had composted or used a worm farm; and 18% had used a 
kerbside food-waste collection service (Fig. 20). 

For garden waste, many (59%) had utilised a council garden waste collection service, 
followed by composting (43%). More than one-fifth (22%) had, however, placed garden 
waste in the red-lidded garbage bin. 

The person responsible for garden waste disposal was generally the male of the household. 

 

 

Figure 20. Food and garden waste recycling behaviours: responses to the question óHave you 
or someone else in your household done any of the following in the past 12 months?ô Base: All 
respondents (n = 1200) 

When probed as to why they had disposed of garden waste in the garbage bin, 43% cited 
that no green-lidded garden bin collection services were provided by the council in their area, 
and one-fifth (20%) mentioned that the red-lidded garbage bin had simply been the most 
convenient option (Fig. 21). The latter option was more likely to be cited by CALD (35% vs 
14%) and those who had undertaken renovations in the past 2 years (30% vs 14% not). 
óOtherô mentions (of 26%) comprised a wide mix of responses. These included óit was only a 
small amount of garden waste; therefore itôs OK to place it in the red-lidded garbage binô; bin 
capacity (ómy other bin was full at the timeô), or the claim that someone else had placed it in 
the red-lidded garbage bin (ónot me, the gardenerô). Perceived cost was also a reason why 
garden waste had been placed into the red-lidded garbage bin (óit costs me money to take it 
all to the dumpô). 
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Figure 21. Reasons for disposing of garden waste in the garbage bin: responses to the 
question óWhy did you place your garden waste in the garbage bin?ô Base: All respondents 
who place garden waste in the red-lidded garbage bin (n = 255) 

Significant differences across subgroups 

Among respondents, 22% (264 people) had placed garden waste into the red-lidded garbage 
bin in the last year. Those placing garden waste into the red-lidded garbage bin were more 
likely to live in group households. There were no other significant differences between 
subgroups. Those who use compost bins were significantly more likely to agree that the use 
of compost could improve soil health (96% vs 91% for the total). 

Those who used compost bins were significantly more likely to agree that the use of compost 
can improve soil health (96% vs 91% for the total). 

Food shopping and meal planning behaviours 

Questions 

E3. Before you or a member of the household does your main food shopping, how regularly 
do you or they do the following? 

Response options: Never, Rarely, Sometimes, Most times, Always 

E4. How regularly do you or a member of your household do the following when doing the 
grocery shopping? 

Response options: Never, Rarely, Sometimes, Most times, Always 

E5. How regularly do you or a member of your household do the following when preparing a 
main meal? 

Response options: Never, Rarely, Sometimes, Most times, Always 

On the basis of a range of specific questions regarding food shopping and preparation 
(adopted from previous waves of the Love Food Hate Waste surveys), it was apparent that 
many did try to prepare for shopping: 

¶ 81% (sum of always and most times) checked what food was already in the house (Fig. 
22) 

¶ 63% (sum of always + most times) planned their meals 

¶ 63% (sum of always + most times) wrote out a shopping list. 
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Once in the process of shopping, a range of behaviours were adopted: 

¶ 71% (sum of always + most times) checked the use-by dates on products 

¶ 45% (sum of always + most times) managed to stick to their planned budget 

¶ 40% (sum of always + most times) bought specials 

¶ 15% (sum of always + most times) bought in bulk. 

In terms of subsequent food preparation: 

¶ 66% (sum of always + most times) prepared only what was required 

¶ 43% (sum of always + most times) made extra for their next meal 

¶ 22% (sum of always + most times) made extra just in case. 

 

 

Figure 22. Food shopping and meal planning behaviours. Base: All respondents (n = 1200) 
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2.5 Problem waste: knowledge, attitudes and behaviours 

Section snapshot 

Knowledge 

Nearly all respondents (94%) agreed that some waste items are harmful to the environment 
and need special disposal. Just over half of the respondents (54%) believed that problem 
waste (e.g. paint, gas bottles and florescent globes and tubes) can be recycled if disposed of 
correctly. 

Attitudes 

Eight in 10 respondents (81%) agreed that they would travel to dispose of an item correctly, 
with 2 in 10 (22%) agreeing strongly. Over a third (36%) did not find it convenient to dispose 
of less common waste correctly (e.g. gas bottles, batteries, and fluorescent globes and 
tubes). Most cited distance as the reason for this or lack of council services. 

Behaviour 

Problem waste, including paint, gas bottles and oils, is not something everyone encounters. 
Only one-third (37%) had disposed of less common waste (e.g. gas bottles, batteries) in the 
last year, and only 1 in 20 (7%) had disposed of chemical waste (e.g. household chemicals 
and garden chemicals). Most people disposed of it themselves, albeit incorrectly by putting it 
in the red-lidded garbage bin. 

Attitudes are positive, yet there are discrepancies between knowledge and behaviour. 
Although most respondents acknowledge that some common household items require 
special disposal, and more than half know that problem waste can be recycled (indicating 
correct knowledge), this is not being followed up with the correct behaviour: problem waste 
items are still being disposed of in the red-lidded garbage bin. 

Detailed findings: knowledge and beliefs around problem waste 

Recycling of problem waste 

Question 

H1 (F) Please tell me whether you think each of the following statements is true or false? óIf 
disposed of correctly, gas bottles, fluoro globes and tubes and paint tins can be recycledô. 

Response options: True, False, Donôt know. 

Although just over half of respondents were aware that problem waste can be recycled (as 
illustrated by the 54% who selected True in response to an associated statement) (Fig. 23), 
almost the same percentage were not aware of this fact or were unsure (False 25%, Donôt 
know 21%). 

Significant differences across subgroups 

Males, those who had undertaken renovations in the past two years, and those who were 
aware of the EPAôs programs were significantly more likely to (correctly) believe the 
statement to be true, whereas females and those aged 70+ years and those in segment 5 
(Hard-to-reach) were least likely to know that gas bottles, compact fluorescent lamps and 
paint tins can be recycled. 
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Figure 23. Belief that problem waste can be recycled: responses to the statement óIf disposed 
of correctly, gas bottles, fluoro globes and tubes and paint tins can be recycledô. Base: All 
respondents (n= 1200), Men vs Women (n = 496, 704), Age (n =128, 413, 448, 211), Have 
undertaken renovations in past 2 years (n =263, 697), Aware of EPA programs (n =429, 771), 
Segment (n =311, 470, 204, 114, 95) 

Materials requiring special disposal 

Question 

H2 (L). To what extent do you agree or disagree with the following statement? óSome 
common household items can be harmful to the environment and require special disposalô. 

Response options: Disagree strongly, Disagree, Neither agree nor disagree, Agree, Agree 
strongly. 

The vast majority agreed that some items require special disposal (94%), with one-third 
agreeing strongly (34%) (Fig. 24). There were no significant differences between those that 
answered True at question H1F and agreed (strongly agreed and agreed) at H2L (Please tell 
me whether you think each of the following statements are true or false: óIf disposed of 
correctly, gas bottles, fluoro globes and tubes and paint tins can be recycled.ô 

Significant differences across subgroups 

Those who had attended university, aged 16ï29 or 50ï69 years, or were in the Champions 
segment were significantly more likely to strongly agree with the statement that some items 
require special disposal. 
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Figure 24. Agreement that some common household items require special disposal: responses 
to the statement óSome common household items can be harmful to the environment and 
require special disposalô. Base: All respondents (n = 1200), If attended university (n =613, 183), 
Age (n =128, 413, 448, 211), Segment (n =311, 470, 204, 114, 95) 

Detailed findings: attitudes towards problem waste 

Preparedness to travel to dispose of problem waste 

Question 

H2 (N). To what extent do you agree or disagree with the following statement? óI am 
prepared to travel to a special location to drop off materials that require special treatment so 
that they can be recycledô. 

Response options: Disagree strongly, Disagree, Neither agree nor disagree, Agree, Agree 
strongly. 

Encouragingly, most respondents (81%) were prepared to travel to a special location for 
special disposals. Two in 10 strongly agreed with the statement (Fig. 25). 

Significant differences across subgroups 

Not surprisingly, having no access to a car seemed to be a major barrier to agreeing with this 
statement (35% disagreed). Those respondents with access to a car were much more likely 
to agree with the statement (23% vs 7% not having a car). Further, by disagreeing with the 
statement, those aged 16ï29 years (18% disagreed) and those in segments 4 (Good 
intentions, 29% disagreed and 5 (Hard-to-reach, 32% disagreed) were also least likely to be 
prepared to travel for special disposals. 

In contrast, those aged 50ï69 years (27%) were significantly more likely to agree with the 
statement. In addition, those who had undertaken renovations in the past 2 years (Strongly 
agree, 31% vs 21%) were also more likely to agree. 
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Figure 25. Preparedness to travel to dispose of certain materials: responses to the statement óI 
am prepared to travel to a special location to drop off materials that require special treatment 
so that they can be recycledô. Base: All respondents (n = 1200), Car vs no car (n =1105, 83), Age 
(n =128, 413, 448, 211), Segment (n =311, 470, 204, 114, 95) 

Level of convenience in disposing of problem waste 

Question 

F3a. How convenient is it for you to dispose of less common household waste correctly (e.g. 
fluoro globes and tubes, gas bottles, batteries, motor oils, smoke detectors)? 

Response options: Very convenient, Fairly convenient, Not very convenient, Not at all 
convenient, Donôt know. 

Although more than half of all respondents (53%) found it convenient to dispose of less 
common waste, a third did not (36%), and 1 in 10 respondents responded with óDonôt knowô 
(Fig. 26). 

Significant differences across subgroups 

Those who found the disposal of less common household waste convenient were more likely 
to be homeowners (55% vs 45% renters) and from segments 2 (Diligents) and 3 (Captives), 
at 56% and 60%, respectively. 

Those finding it not at all convenient were significantly more likely to live in regional areas 
(16% vs 10% metropolitan) and to be from segments 4 (Good intentions 21%), 5 (Hard-to-
Reach 19%), and 1 (Champions 13%). This final point reinforces earlier findings that 
Champions are likely to recycle and/or dispose of problem waste even if it requires effort, not 
just because itôs convenient. 
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Figure 26. Levels of convenience of disposing of problem waste: responses to the question 
óHow convenient is it for you to dispose of less common household waste correctly (e.g. fluoro 
globes and tubes, gas bottles, batteries, motor oils, smoke detectors)?ô Base: All respondents 
(n = 1200), All respondents who say it is not convenient for them (n =451) 

Barriers to disposing of less common household waste correctly 

Question 

F3b. Why is it not convenient for you to dispose of these items correctly? 

Response option: (Open) 

Respondents identified that it was inconvenient to dispose of materials because of the 
distance to the collection point (44%) and infrequent council pick-up (20%), followed by lack 
of knowledge about where and how to dispose of these types of material (17% and 16%, 
respectively) (Fig. 27). 
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Figure 27. Convenience of disposing of problem waste: responses to the question óWhy is it 
not convenient for you to dispose of these items correctly?ô Base: All respondents (n = 1200), 
All respondents who say it is not convenient for them (n =451) 

Detailed findings: problem waste recycling behaviour 

Rates of disposal of problem waste 

Question 

F1. Have you or someone else in the household done any of the following in the last 12 
months? 

Actions: Disposed of less common household waste (e.g. fluoro globes and tubes, gas 
bottles, batteries, motor oils, smoke detectors), disposed of renovation waste (e.g. paint, 
plaster, bricks, carpet, asbestos), disposed of household chemical waste (e.g. pool 
chemicals, herbicides and pesticides)? 

Response options: Yes, No, Donôt know 

Respondents were asked about their disposal behaviour for various types of waste in the last 
12 months. 

¶ 4 in 10 respondents (37%) had disposed of less common household waste (73% 
batteries, 44% globes, 19% motor oil, 11% gas bottles)  

¶ 1 in 8 respondents (17%) had disposed of renovation waste (50% paint, carpet 35%, 
plaster 30% and motor oil 17%) 

¶ 1 in 20 respondents (7%) had disposed of chemical waste (pesticides 57%, herbicides 
41% and pool chemicals 18%) (Fig. 28 and Table 8). 

Significant differences across subgroups (less common household waste) 

Those more commonly disposing of this type of waste were more likely to be younger (38%ï
40% for other ages vs 24% for those aged 70+ years), to live in family and group households 
(40%ï42% family/group households vs 23% lone households), to be home-owners (40% vs 
30% renters), to have renovated in the past 2 years (Yes 52% vs No 35%), and to be from 
segments 1 to 4 (37%ï39% vs 26% for segment 5, Hard-to-reach). 
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Significant differences across subgroups (renovation waste) 

Family households (19% vs 8% lone households), home-owners (20% vs 5% renters), and 
those who had renovated in past 2 years (Yes 42% vs No 12%) were significantly more likely 
to have disposed of renovation wastes. 

Significant differences across subgroups (household chemical waste) 

Chemical waste was more likely to have been disposed of by home-owners (8% vs 3% 
renters), those who had renovated in the past 2 years (Yes 13% vs No 7%), and the most 
engaged segment (10% for segment 1, Champions). 

 

 

Figure 28. Incidences of disposal of the various types of problem waste in the past 12 months. 
Base: All respondents (n = 1200) 

Responsibility for disposal of problem waste 

Question 

F2a1&2 For óless common household wasteô, F2b1&2 órenovation wasteô, or F2c1&2 
óhousehold chemical wasteô: 

¶ What was the item? 

¶ Who was the person that disposed of it? 

¶ How did they dispose of it? 

Respondents were then asked who in their household disposed of the different types of 
waste. The majority stated that they disposed of it themselves (with 70% for less common 
waste, 51% for renovation waste and 56% for chemical waste), followed by their partner 
disposing of it (ranges between 20% and 24% for the different types of waste). 

Across all three types of waste, it was the male of the household who was most likely to take 
responsibility for disposing of the waste i.e.: 

¶ of the 70% who stated that they personally disposed of the less common waste, 88% 
were males and 51% were females 

¶ of the 51% who stated that they personally disposed of renovation waste, 79% were 
males and 26% were females 

¶ of the 56% who stated that they personally disposed of chemical waste, 85% were males 
and 27% were females. 

Significant differences across subgroups (who disposed of the waste) 

Those who had disposed of the waste themselves were more likely to be male (88% vs 51% 
female), aged 30+ years (79%ï86% vs 39% of those aged 16ï29 years old) and in lone 
households (97% vs 67%/69% of those in family or group households). Those stating their 
partner disposed of the waste were significantly more likely to be females (37% vs 11% 
males) and aged 30+ (35% of those aged 30ï49 years and 24% of those aged 50ï69 years 
vs 10% of those aged 16ï29 years). 
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With regards to how respondents disposed of the waste, the most common place for 
disposing items was the red-lidded garbage bin. This mode was adopted for 63% of 
disposers of less common household waste, 27% of disposers of renovation waste and 31% 
of disposers of chemical waste (Table 8). This was followed by disposal at a recycling facility 
or community recycling centre (19% and 14%, respectively, for common waste; 25% and 
18%, respectively, for renovation waste; and 24% and 12%, respectively, for chemical 
waste). Some respondents did admit that they had dumped renovation waste and chemicals 
on the kerb (1%) or down the drain (6%). 

Significant differences across subgroups (how respondents disposed of the waste) 

No significant differences across subgroups were noted in regard to those utilising the red-
lidded garbage bins. However, males were significantly more likely to utilise the councilôs 
pick-up (4% vs 0% women) as well as drop-off centres and Community Recycling Centres 
(23% vs 14% women). CALD (16% vs non-CALD 6%), renters (renters 21% vs home-owners 
6%) and those with car access (32% vs 7% no car access) were significantly more likely to 
put the waste into the recycling bin. 

Those who admitted to disposing of renovation waste on the kerb and chemicals down the 
drain were significantly more likely to live by themselves (32% vs 3% of families), to live in 
regional areas (regional 9% vs 2% of metropolitan dwellers, for kerbside) or live in group 
households (75% vs 10% of lone households and 1% of family households).  

Table 8. Disposal of the various types of problem waste. Base: Those who disposed of less 
common household waste (n = 439), Those who disposed of renovation waste (193), Those 
who disposed of household chemical waste (82) 

 Who disposed  
of it? 

What was 

disposed of? 

How was it 

disposed of? 

Less common 
household waste 

 

70% ï self 

24% ï partner 

13% - parent 

 

73% ï batteries 

44% ï globes 

19% ï motor oil 

11% ï gas bottle 

63% ï garbage bin 

19% ï community recycling centre 

14% ï recycling facility 

8% ï recycling bin 

Renovation waste 

 

51% ï self 

23% ï partner 

16% ï parent 

14% ï other 

50%ï paint 

35% ï carpet 

30% ï plaster 

17% ï motor oil 

27% - garbage bin 

25% ï community recycling centre 

18%/18% ï recycling facility at 
work/at tip 

4%/1% ï kerbside/drain 

Household 
chemical waste 

 

56% ï self 

23% ï parent 

20% ï partner 

4% ï other 

 

57% ï pesticides 

41% ï herbicides 

18% ï pool chemicals 

 

31% ï garbage bin 

24% ï community recycling centre 

12%/10% - Chemical Clean Out/ 
council pick-up 

6% ï down drain 
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2.6 Illegal dumping: knowledge, attitudes and behaviours 

A number of questions were asked to establish the respondentsô knowledge, attitudes and 
behaviours regarding illegal dumping. 

Section snapshot 

Knowledge 

One in 6 respondents (16%) did not know that leaving items next to a charity bin or outside a 
shop is considered a form of illegal dumping. Similarly, 2 in 10 (22%) believed incorrectly that 
charities can find a use for everything (regardless of condition). Reassuringly, however, for 
the more dangerous/hazardous material (asbestos), nearly all respondents (91%) knew that 
it cannot be disposed of in the kerbside bin. 

Attitudes 

Nearly all respondents (88%) to question G2a considered it convenient to dispose of 
unwanted household items (e.g. unwanted clothing or furniture) correctly, with every 1 in 2 
classifying it as very convenient. Those who did not consider it convenient cited distance (to 
place of correct disposal) and lack of council provisions as reasons for this inconvenience.  

Behaviour 

Respondents were less likely to admit to any illegal dumping behaviours, such as leaving 
items outside a charity shop or on the kerbside (14% and 13%, respectively). Most 
responded that they placed waste inside allocated charity bins, got the charity to accept 
receipt, or participated in an organised council pick-up. Three-quarters of all respondents 
(76%) agreed that they would report someone for illegally dumping waste. 

Detailed findings: knowledge and beliefs around illegal dumping 

Belief that disposal of items outside charity shop equates to illegal dumping 

Question 

H1 (i). Please tell me whether you think each of the following statements is true or false? 
óLeaving goods next to charity bins or the shop (e.g. on pavement or in car park) is illegal 
dumpingô. 

Response options: True, False, Donôt know. 

Eight in 10 (79%) believed that leaving goods next to a charity bin or outside the shop 
equates to illegal dumping (Fig. 29). Therefore, 2 in 10 are not aware that this behaviour is 
undesirable and is classed as illegal dumping. 

Significant differences across subgroups 

Among females, 83% correctly believed that leaving good next to charity bins or the shop is 
illegal dumping, compared with only 74% of males. 

Those significantly less likely to hold the correct belief, besides males, included: 

¶ younger respondents (72% correct among 16ï29-year-olds vs 81%ï83% for aged 30ï69 
years) 

¶ renters (70% vs 81% of home-owners) 

¶ those without car access (63% vs 80% of those with car access) 
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¶ those falling into the least engaged segments (58% of Hard-to-Reach vs. 87% of 
Champions). 

 

Figure 29. Belief that disposal of items outside charity shops is illegal dumping: responses to 
the statement óLeaving goods next to charity bins or the shop (e.g. on pavement or in car park) 
is illegal dumpingô. Base: All respondents (n = 1200), Men vs Women (n =496, 704), Age (n 
=128, 413, 448, 211), Tenure (n = 961, 197), Access to car (n =1,105, 83), Segment (n =311, 470, 
204, 114, 95) 

Belief that all items donated to charities are usable 

Question 

H1 (j). Please tell me whether you think each of the following statements is true or false? 
óCharities can find a use for all donations, even things that have reached the end of their 
livesô. 

Response options: True, False, Donôt know. 

This was a false statement, and just under three-quarters of respondents correctly identified 
it as such, showing that most do know that charities cannot find a use for all donations/items 
delivered to, or dumped on, them (Fig. 30). 

Significant differences across subgroups 

Those least likely to know the correct answer were the elderly i.e. those aged 70+ years 
(65% vs 78% for those 50ï69 years old), those in lone households (66% vs 73% for families 
and group households) and renters (65% vs 76% for home-owners). 
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Figure 30. Belief that all items donated to charities are usable: responses to the statement 
óCharities can find a use for all donations, even things that have reached the end of their livesô. 
Base: All respondents (n = 1200), Age (n = 128, 413, 448, 211), Tenure (n = 961, 197), Household 
(n = 979, 221)  

Detailed findings: asbestos 

Belief that disposal of small amounts of asbestos in general waste is 
acceptable 

Question 

H1 (g). Please tell me whether you think each of the following statements is true or false? óItôs 
OK to dispose of small amounts of asbestos from your home in your óredô or general 
household waste binô. 

Response options: True, False, Donôt know. 

Knowledge of how to dispose of asbestos was high, with 91% correctly identifying the 
statement as false. Only 4% didnôt know, and 5% believed it OK to put small amounts of 
asbestos in their general waste bin (Fig. 31). 

Significant differences across subgroups 

Those lagging behind in their knowledge of this aspect were more likely to be male (with 6% 
of males thinking this statement was true versus 4% females), younger or older (i.e. those 
aged 16ï29 years and 70+ years, at 8% and 7%, respectively), living in metropolitan areas 
(6% vs 3% rural), apartment or unit dwellers (10% and 11%, respectively) or from a CALD 
background (10% vs 3% non-CALD). 
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Figure 31. Belief that disposal of small amounts of asbestos in general waste is acceptable: 
responses to the statement óItôs OK to dispose of small amounts of asbestos from your home 
in your ñredò or general household waste binô. Base: All respondents (n = 1200), Men vs 
Women (n = 496, 704), Age (n = 128, 413, 448, 211), Metropolitan vs Regional (n =679, 521), 
CALD (n =229, 971), Segment (n =311, 470, 204, 114, 95) 

Detailed findings: attitudes towards disposing of unwanted goods 

Perceived convenience of disposing of unwanted items 

Question 

G2a. How convenient is it for you to dispose of unwanted goods correctly? 

Response options: Very convenient, Fairly convenient, Not very convenient, Not at all 
convenient, Donôt know. 

G2b. Why is it not convenient for you to dispose of items such as unwanted clothing 
household goods or furniture correctly? 

Response option: (Open) 

The vast majority of respondents (88%) found it convenient to dispose of unwanted goods 
correctly (49% finding it fairly, and 39% very, convenient) (Fig. 32). Only 1 in 10 respondents 
found it inconvenient. This was mainly due to lack of access, e.g. disposal facilities were 
considered too far away, especially in rural areas (26%) or they had no car access (16%) 
(Fig. 33). Some put it down to lack of council support, with infrequent, or no, council pick-ups 
(20%). The óhassle factorô was further mentioned by 1 in 6 respondents (16%). 

Significant differences across subgroups 

Those more likely to find it very convenient were also more likely to be aware of the EPAôs 
programs (44% vs 36% those not aware) or to be segment 1 or 2 (Champions and Diligents, 
46% and 42%, respectively). 

Those more likely to find it inconvenient were more likely to live in rural areas or large country 
towns (18% and 12% vs 9% of metropolitan dwellers), to live in an apartments (19% vs 8% in 
detached properties), to be unaware of the EPAôs programs (12% vs 6%), and to fall into 
segment 4 (Good intentions, 16%). 
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Those more likely to be unsure and opting for óDonôt knowô were more likely to fall into 
segment 5 (Hard-to-reach, 17% vs 3% of all respondents) and without a car (12% vs 2% with 
car access). 

 

 

Figure 32. Perceived convenience of disposing of unwanted items correctly: responses to the 
question óHow convenient is it for you to dispose of unwanted goods correctly?ô Base: All 
respondents (n = 1200) 

 

 

Figure 33. Reasons why it is inconvenient to dispose of unwanted items correctly: responses 
to the question óWhy is it not convenient for you to dispose of items such as unwanted 
clothing household goods or furniture correctly?ô Base: All respondents who say it is not 
convenient for them (n = 129) 
























