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1 Introduction, approach and method

In Autumn 2008, Defra commissioned a review to consolidate the policy -relevant evidence base applying
to household waste prevention

Thereview adopted Defraé6s defilnition of 6evidencebd

AWe can say that evidence is any information that Defra <can
concrete, achievable and manageable. It can take many forms: research, analysis of stakeholder op inion,

economic and statistical modelling, public perceptions and beliefs, anecdotal evidence, and cost/benefit

analyses; as well as a judgement of the quality of the methods that are used to gather and synthesise

the information.

Evidence for policy has three components. First is hard data  (facts, trends, survey information) but the
second component is the analytical reasoning that sets the hard data in context. Third, an evidence
base comprises stakeholder opinion on an issue or set of issues. The re ason for this tripartite approach

is: if there is any weakness in the hard data on which you are basing a policy option, then you will need
to fall back upon the analysis that underpins the data. If there is any weakness in the analysis, or any
risk that o thers could bring an alternative interpretation to the table, then you need to go back to your
stakeholder base in order to understand the different interpretations that could give rise to different
analyses of the same set of data.o

With this in mind, th e review encompassed evidence from Defra, WRAP and the EA 2 as well as academic
research and grey literature from UK and international sources. Stakeholders were also engaged in the
evidence review process, drawing their knowledge into the evidence base. The research was undertaken
by Brook Lyndhurst, the Social Marketing Practice and the Resource Recovery Forum. The research team

was supported by a Defra  -appointed steering group and an expert panel approved by Defra.

The evidence review addressed a setof key questions

e What is the extent to which household waste prevention behaviours are practised?
e What are the barriers and opportunities to encourage participation?

e What are the options available to householders?

e What are the options for stakehold ers?

e What are the infrastructure considerations and technical solutions?

e What is the impact of different policy options and measures on waste prevention?

In addressing these questions, the review sought to assemble the evidence that could be useful to the
formulation of future policy; and to identify gaps in that evidence. The review is not a statement of
policy; and the inclusion of or reference to any given policy measure should not be taken to imply that it

has, or will be, endorsed by Defra as an opti on for England. Future policy will need to be developed from
an evidence -based platform; and it is hoped that this report and its accompanying suite of supporting
material * provides such a platform.

1 http://www.defra.gov.uk/science/how/evidence.htm

2 Waste and Resources Action Programme; Environment Agency. The work was commissioned by the Defra Waste & Resources
Evidence Programme (WREP).
3 The overall findings from the review are presented as a series of modules for ease of access i see Annex 1



The evidence review adopted the definition of waste pre vention set out by the OECD* and the NRWF
toolkit 5. The definition encompasses:

e strict avoidance (not generating waste in the first place)

e source reduction ; and

e product reuse (in'it s original form)

e aswell as reducing the hazardousness of waste .

It excludes all forms of recycling i including food collection and commercial composting i and
remanufacturing. The | atter are sometimes included in a broader defi
is worth noting that stakeholders involved in the revie w sometimes did not make a clear distinction

between recycling and prevention.

The scope of the review was agreed with Defra. It was informed by the resource lifecycle framework set
out in Waste Strategy 2007; by the coverage of waste prevention topics in Defrads Waste and Res
Evi dence Programme (WREP); and by WRAPOs consumer research.

Over 800 sourc e documents (against a nominal target of 200) were identified in a scoping phase,

including 19 WREP projects which each had multiple reports. In all, 88 documents were reviewed in

detail; 44 others were skimmed for relevant material, and 106 covered in the international review °©. The

desk element was supported by further evidence gathered from stakeholder s (reported in section 7),

interviews with 19 UK experts, and input from 40 international experts to the international review

(document reference L3 m5/ 2 (D) i see below) . The evidence is consolidated here under three main

headings that relate to the key O6entry pointsd at which prev

e voluntary action by consumers at home
e support through stakeholders (e.qg. retail and reuse s ectors)
e and directly through national and local policy

Other chapters report on issues related to monitoring and evaluation, on stakeholder views, and gaps in

the evidence. In reading the report it is important to bear in mind that the scope focused very

much on secondary published literature, and on literature that had been peer reviewed or was

undertaken by/for government, WRAP or the EA . Though significant gaps were found in the
evidence 1 especially reliable statistics - it was outside the scope of the review to piece together new
information from primary sources.

The outputs from the review have been produced in a series ¢
executive report comprises OLevel 16 (or L 1f)Level2 (E2)papelser det ai
(that have also been compiled into a single volume). Further details, and briefing notes on particular

subjects, are provided by a suite of Level 3 (L3) modules. The structure is an acknowledgement that not

all readers will be inte  rested in all of the material; and the intention is that users of the material can drill

down from this top level executive report to the particular detail of interest. Navigation to other modules

is indicated by  grey highlighted text (e.g. Level 2 Module  3is writtenas L2 m3 ) throughout this executive

report; while the key for the modules is in Annex 1.

* OECD (2002), Working Group on Waste Prevention and Recycling : OECD Workshop on waste prevention i toward performance

indicators 8 -10 October 2001.

5 National Resource & Waste Forum (NRWF) (2006) Household Waste Prevention Toolkit Part A T A Continuous Waste Prevention
Improvement Approach. http://www.wrap.org.uk/downloads/NRWFToolkit1.d24df631.2677.pdf Accessed 30.03.2009.

5 Sources included in the review are detailed in Annex 1 and references to them are given in the text in square brack ets . Other
sources (e.g. web  -sites, press releases) are listed as footnotes. The international review can be found in L3 m5/ 2 (D).
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2 Policy context

Total waste arisings in England are some 272 million tonnes per annum; 9% of this originates from
households according to Waste Strateg y 2007 . Over the last five years, total household waste has
declined at an average rate of 0.4% per annum . Residual waste (that left after reuse and recycling)

averaged 321 kg per head in the year to June 2008 8 down from 450 kg per person in 2000 °,

Waste Strategy 2007 sets the policy context for waste prevention in England. A key objective is to

decouple waste growth (in all sectors) from economic growth . The strategy includes a specific target to

reduce household residual waste from 22.2 million to nnes in 2000 to 15.8 million tonnes in 2010, with a

further aspiration to reach 12.2 million tonnes in 2020 . This is equivalent to reducing residual waste per

personto 225 kg in 2020 *°. The means of achieving the target include recycling and composting, as well

as prevention. Resource efficiency and waste prevention are
consumption and production, including product roadmaps for priority products and an extensive

programme of consumer and product research 1,

To further the commitments made in Waste Strategy 2007, the government made provision in the

Climate Change Act 2008 for the piloting of household financial incentives schemes in five local
authorities. No applications have been made to date. Significant othe r measures that should encourage
local authorities to pursue waste prevention include:

e the Landfill Allowance Trading Scheme (LATS) (monitored by the Environment Agency 12)

e new waste performance indicators for local authorities announced in 2007 (NIs 191, 192 and 193 18y g
including an indicator for residual waste per head, and inclusion of reuse in the diversion indicator
(with recycling and central composting) (see L2 m2 for mor e detail).

WRAP is further supporting local authority activity on household waste prevention through revision of the
former National Resource and Waste Forum (NRWF) waste prevention toolkit and is working with Defra
on initiatives to promote sustainable c lothing ** and third sector capacity in the reuse economy 15 WRAP

also plays an important role in promoting the reduction of packaging and food waste through the

Courtauld Commitment with major retailers 16. and from 2010 onwards WRAP will be leading on deliver y

of the governmentdds resource efficiency policy to businesses
Implementation of the EU Waste Framework Directive (WFD i Directive 2008/98/EC )" in the UK will

likely provide further impetus to waste prevention, with a new obligation for mem  ber states to design and

introduce comprehensive waste prevention programmes by 2013.

7 Defra, Statistical Release November 2008

http://www.defra.gov.uk/environment/statistics/wastats/archive/mwb200708_statsrelease.pdf

8 Defra, Statistical Release February 12 "2009, 6 Mun itemapagdmenystasistics: Provisional Quarter 1 72008/ 09. 60
http://www.defra.gov.uk/news/2009/090212a.htm NB These data are provisional as returns to WasteDataFlow can be revised by local
authorit ies during the scheme year and there are also season effects on waste arisings and management. To minimise the effects of

seasonal fluctuations, comparisons are made between the years.

9 Defra (May 2007), Waste Strategy for England 2007, p. 11.

10 Defra (Ma y 2007), Waste Strategy for England 2007, p. 11.

1 Defra, SCP Evidence Base Research  http://www.defra.gov.uk/environment/business/scp/evidence/index.htm

12 Environment Agency  (Nov. 2008), Report on the Landfill Allowances and Trading Scheme.

13 For more information visit: http://www.defra.gov.uk/environment/localgovindicators/ni191 -193.htm and
http://www.defra.gov.uk/environment/waste/localauth/perform -manage/index.htm

14 Defra, Sustainable Clothing Action Plan

http://www.defra.gov.uk/environment/business/products/roadmaps/pdf/sustainable -clothing -action - plan.pdf

15 Defra (2008) Third Sector Strategy

http://www.defra.gov.uk/corporate/how -do-we -work/third _-sector/strategy/documents/Defra -Third - Sector - Strategy -1108.pdf

16 WRAP, Courtauld Commitment. http://www.wrap.org.uk [retail/courtauld_commitment/

7 Directive 2008/98/EC of the European Parliament and of the Council of 19 November 2008 on waste and repealing certain Directi ves,
Official Journal of the European Union 22.11.2008, L 312/3. http://eur -

lex.europa.eu/LexUriServ/LexUriServ.do?uri=0J:L.:2008:312:0003:0030:en:PDF
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Also looking to the future, t he House of Lords Science and Technology Committee published an inquiry

into waste reduction in 2008 8 to which the Government responded 19 A key concern of the inquiry was
the prevention of commercial and industrial waste, including the barriers that exist to local authorities

engaging with businesses to reduce their waste. Business waste prevention was outside the scope of this

evidence review

Outside England, the devolved administrations in Scotland, Wales and Northern Ireland all have their own
strategies on waste minimisation/prevention, which are detailed in L2 m2 .

3 Consumers — engaging

Engaging consumers and households to rethink their behaviour is one of the main ways in which waste
prevention can be progressed. The evidence is summarised below for public participation in waste
prevention, the motivations and barriers underlying behaviour and the contribution of public engagement
initiatives to increasing action.

3.1 Coverage of the review

The review uncovered a  large body of evidence on attitudes and behaviour on waste prevention, including
five Defra WREP projects [1 -5 , Defrads work on sustainabl e cl orsiumemng,
research and consultantsd6 reports (see Annex 2). Modul es
are:

L3 m3/1 (D) Extent to which behaviours are practised

L3 m3/2 (D) Consumer motivations and barriers
L3 m3/3 (D) Impacts of public campaigns & interventions

L3 m3/4 (T) Attitudes & behaviour i food waste
L1 mO L2 m3 L3 m3/5 (T) Attitudes & behaviour i home composting
Executive summary Consumers - Engaging L3 m3/6 (T) Attitudes & behavi our i reuse

L3 m 3/7 (T) Attitude & behaviour i everyday actions at home

L3 m3/8 (T) Consumer segmentation
L3 m3/9 (T) Small group behaviour change models
L3 m8/2 (D) Waste prevention bibliography

(D) denotes a bri  efing paper providing more background detail; (T) indicates a short focused topic briefing

3.2 Options available and consumer participation

The review found that there is no standard set of behaviours which is widely accepted as comprising
6househol d wast eln pactee, & ocdvdarsoanyd . hing from rejecting junk mail to reusing food
leftovers; from home composting to donating electrical goods to charities; from buying second hand

clothes to avoiding single -use bags, and so on 2°. Unlike recycling - which is a more singular act -
prevention comprises many small, individual behaviours. Also unlike recycling , prevention behaviour
tends to be private and invisible, so there is much less lik elihood of a social norm developing.

Data on the incidence of different behaviours are largely inconclusive, mainly because they come from
surveys that relate to differing contexts (e.g. a specific area or group of people). A few nationally
representative surveys are available, conducted mainly by WRAP (on food, nappies, home composting,
junk mail a nd single use bags). The only reliable time -series tracking data is currently held by WRAP

8 House of Lords Science and Technology Committee (2008), Waste Reduction.
http://www.parliament.uk/parliamentary _committees/lords_s_t_select/waste_reduction.cfm

19 Government (2008), Waste Reduction: Government responses to House o f Lords Science and Technology Committee report.
http://www.publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200708/Idselect/Idsctech/203/203.pdf
20 A complete listing of behaviou rs, together with evidence on motivations and barriers, is in report L3 m3/2

rel
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while some questions in Defrads Survey of Public Attitudes and aBehaviou

cover waste behaviours 2.

From the literature, examples of the extent of practice for waste prevention behaviours include: home

composting 35%; avoiding packaging 10% -40%; committed to preventing food waste 14%; always using

a O6bag for l'ifed 23%; avoiding junk mati4b% Isbuites aadnddtai bledy i ng s
participation data are given in L3 m3/1 (D)) . On reuse, a higher percentage generally donates (clothes

or bulky/WEEE 22 goods) than purchases second hand; however, Freecycle membership is growing fast in

the UK and is currently around one million member s[6] (L3m3/6(T) ).

Up to 60% of people do at least one waste prevention behaviour [1] but behaviours tend to be practised

sometimes rather than always, and some people will do one or a few but not a whole range of behaviours

[7]. W llingness is consiste ntly greater than the actual level of engagement in waste prevention

behaviours [7] . Donating items is commonly reported as the most practised behaviour; private reuse of

items around the home and other 6l ow effortdé mterhedmtti on bel

position; and those that require major changes in consumer habits are often least practised (L2 m3 &L3
m3/1 (D) ).
Practice varies across different socio -economic groups and the variations are often specific to the

behaviour in question (L2m3, L2 m3/1 & L3 m3/4 to 7 ). In broad terms, however, waste prevention
behaviours are more prevalent among individuals who are: older; middle to high income; female; living
in detached properties; not living with children at home; and more concerned about the environment.

3.3 Behaviour change theories and waste prevention

A number of authors have used behaviour change theories either to explain or predict waste prevention

behaviour [ 8, 9] or have reviewed othersd worktestedisthdi s ar ec
theory of planned behaviour, which proposes that intention t
attitude, whether they feel able to act (known as o6éperceived
Under the right external condi tions (e.g. no limiting barriers), intention is expected to translate into

action.

The theory of planned behaviour is just one of the many social psychological frameworks that are being
examined and applied in pro  -environmental behaviour change research (including Defradés prog
sustainable consumption 2® 2%). This body of applied theory points to the following as being important

considerations at a practical level [1, 4]:

e Personal values, norms and identity T including whether | feel the issue is imp ortant, | feel

responsible, | feel | am the kind of person who does this, and | feel | am able to do it, the perceived

difficulty and costs;
e Social norms and identity T either whether | want to act because | see others do it (descriptive

norm), or | feel o  bliged to do it because most people do it (injunctive norm), whether | get praise

from others for doing it, or it gives me a sense of social
e External conditions T whether | have access to services or products or whether there are other

barrier s that are out my control;

2 http://www.defra.gov.uk/environment/statistics/pubatt/
22 Waste Electrical and Electronic Equipment
ZDefrads programme of s o-envimimentatbermdourcdn beofn pundhere

http://www.defra.gov.uk/environment/business/scp/evidence/theme3/sustain -consump.htm
24 Other key sources include various papers by Professor Tim Jackson
http://portal.surrey.ac.uk/portal/page?_pageid=822,512810& dad=portal& schema=PORTAL and Andrew Darntonds review o

for government social r  esearchers http://www.gsr.gov.uk/downloads/resources/behaviour_change_review/practical_guide.pdf



http://www.defra.gov.uk/environment/business/scp/evidence/theme3/sustain-consump.htm
http://portal.surrey.ac.uk/portal/page?_pageid=822,512810&_dad=portal&_schema=PORTAL
http://www.gsr.gov.uk/downloads/resources/behaviour_change_review/practical_guide.pdf

e Habits 1 behaviours that occur regularly and repeatedly without conscious reflection are referred to
as habitual and are not directly subject to the influence of values, norms and so on. Theoretical
mechanisms have been described for breaking intdreekzingdamedwdéoemes (e.g.

desirable habits, learning by doing etc.) s,

3.4 Motivations for waste prevention behaviour

The motivations driving waste prevention are as many and varied as the diverse activities under the
waste prevention umbrella: they cover many of the aspects flagged by theory; and are often specific to
particular behaviours (e.g. food, home composting, re use, etc - see L2 m3 & L3 m3/3 (D))

Importantly, r esearch has suggested that waste prevention behaviours are poorly correlated with

recycling , and are sometimes even negatively correlated [1 & 7] T such that recycling may become a

reason for not doing mo  re to reduce waste ®. The research also revealed a degree of confusion among

the public bet ween firecyclingdo and Areductiono and the two are oft

Studies that have tried to explain waste prevention behaviour through stati stical models or testing of

behavioural theory have generally found that their models have only weak explanatory power ( see also

L3 m5/1 (T) ]. Two of the main studies [1 & 7] found that some 70% to 85% of the variation in behaviour

could not be explained. Difficulty in explai ning waste prevention behaviour may be related to the fact

that it is, in reality, not a single behaviour but many. Moreover, it is possible that there are missing

inputs to the models which are drivers of behaviour but that do not rel ate either to waste, environmental

values or world views (for exampl e, the strength of purchas
food waste research  [10] ).

The difficulties faced by such modelling exercises lie, in part, in the fact that there is no consensus about
behaviour change at a theoretical level. Nevertheless, various motivations are identified in the literature.
The following are the most frequently mentioned in the studies reviewed (simply presented in the same

order as theoretical drivers shown above because the literature does not provide the basis for a clear

ranking):

Values 1 universalism and moral motivations . Motivations for  recycling are often described as more
functional and influenced by external conditions (e.g. kerbside collection) than are those for waste

prevention . Several authors link w aste prevention behaviour to underlying personal values, including
what are commonluwni ¥ enr sneld§generally where an individual puts collective benefits
ahead of their own personal gain) [1]. Moral and charitable motivations are drivers for  reuse (especially
donation); and ani agernerhlisense offresporsibilgydor th e intrinsic value o r on-going use
o ft hdi nighmaalso been flagged (L3 m3/6 (T))

Personal responsibility. Acceptance of personal responsibility is often cited as a prim ary requirement
for prevention behaviour. It may be manifested , for example, as a sense of duty or obligation,
satisfaction, embarrassment (or lack of it in relation to second hand goods ), guilt, and active concern.

Self -efficacy. This describes the personal capabilities, confidence, know -how and skills needed to carry
out a particular b ehaviour. Interventions or campaigns may address it by providing hands -on help or
giving tips on how to perform an activity (e.g. the Love Food Hate Waste web site or several WREP
projects [2, 3, 4]).

% See Defra research (forthcoming) Unlocking habits to ena  ble pro -environmental behaviours - EV0502
http://randd.defra.gov.uk/Default.aspx?Menu=Menu&Module=More&L ocation=None&Completed=0& ProjectiID=16189
% This o6negative spillovero is also ident i f ibehdvioirs(Brddk Eyndauss in erogredsgnce Seeevi ew of

especially Thorgerson (2004).
http://randd.defra.gov.uk/Default.aspx?Menu=Menu&Module=More&L ocation=None&Completed=0&ProjectID=16324
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Costs. Saving money through avoided or alternative purc hase has been shown to be an important
motivator - for example on home composting (through subsidy of bins ), carrier bags (charging), buying
from charity shops, interest in refills, and switching from bottled to tap water (L3 m3/2 (D) ). Money
saving is a ¢ omplex driver, however, and has to be set against the risk that consumers will perceive

cheaper or alternative products as lower quality or sub -optimal options (see section 4).

Social norms . Knowing or seeing that others are taking action can create a sense that individual
contributions are worth the effort [1] . A national survey, for example, indicated that 5% - 10% of home
composters started due to encouragement from friends [9].  Social norm effects and peer suppor t are
actively deployed in b ehaviour change interventions based around small groups working together (L3
m3/9 (T)) and some have recorded significant reduction impacts among the individuals taking part (e.g.

Global Action Plan [2]a  nd Love Food Champions [11] I seealso L3m3/3 (D) ).

Habits can have either a negative or a positive effect on prevention behaviour: they can either block the

take up of new behaviours where routines are so established that consumers never think to questio n

them ;orhelp to mai ntain establ i shed [1gl2lo dThe dhaldngevar lmebavicural change
interventions is to break into (or o6disruptd) routinised th
once they try something new. This can be don e through repeat communication and hands -on support, for

example ([2,4]and  (L2m3) ) ¥.
3.5 Barriers to waste prevention behaviour
The barriers to  waste prevention behaviour are equally diverse and almost mirror the motivations above

(see L2m3, L3m3/2(D ) &L3 m3/4 (T)to L3 m3/7 (T) for further detail of the barriers listed below)

Apathy or a general lack of interest in the idea of prevention has been identified as a general barrier [4,
8] and specifically in studies of junk mail, food and refillables.

't 6s s ome on eresphsbidyd s . Lack of interest is often compounded by a feeling that business
and retailers are more responsible for the waste problem than consumers, commonly noted around
packaging but also food waste [1, 4, 10, 11, 13].

Inconvenien  ce is commonly cited as a barrier, with specific mentions for home composting, refillable

packaging and retail self-dispensing systems, product service systems, reusable nappies and donating for

reuse. Non-participants can be put off by the perception of i nconvenience without any actual experience

[e. g. 9, 14] . Behaviour change projects may address this by
real 6 (e.g. nappy or home composting demonstrations) or by

pro viding sign -up forms for junk mail opt outs) [e.g. 3, 4].

Cost can be a motivator for buying low waste products where there is some price advantage (or
subsidy); but where consumers perceive there will be little or no discount, or they think an alternative
will be more expensive, this acts as a barrier (e.g. in relation to refills, product service systems and food
purchase). Special offers on food have been shown to contribute to food waste by encouraging people to
buy more than they need [10, 11, 15].

Wea k self efficacy and a sense of powerlessness . Many people feel that their contribution, either to
the waste problem or to the solution, is marginal . In particular, some specific prevention behaviours can
be seen as too insignificant to be worthwhile [1] . In addition, consumers may lack the know -how which

would enable them to act differently, including what products to buy/use (e.g. nappies or home
composting), how to manage wastage (e.g. on food or junk mail), or where to access services (e.g.
reuse).

27 A large scale study of the influence of habits on behaviour is currently underway for Defra . Unlocking habits  to enable pro -
environmental behaviours - EV0502.
http://sciencesearch.defra.gov.uk/Default.aspx?Menu=Menu&Module=More&Location=Non e&Completed=0&ProjectID=16189
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Socia | norms donodt favour w a Bhis @roblem é&cee two ways the prevailing social

norm values mass consumption, rapid turnover of products and a personal identity built on the ownership

of oO6stuffd [4]; waste prevent i on andsiayrsanetimas benseénrasweirdcoa m behavi
different (e.g. buying second hand [16]). Moreover, the actions that contribute to waste prevention are

largely private and unseen, so there is no explicit soci al pressur f],foma 6do th
reminder to  hang on to new prevention habits [5] i as there is now for recycling.
Dominance of the recycling norm . As we saw above, t he recycling norm has become so strong that

this is generally p e oplundestand ing when they are asked tlotengntiendorojecess wast eo
have found that people need to be educated about the specific actions they can take, and why these are

worth doing, rather than relying on genérhmedauseemamypedplet i ons t
believe they are already doing t heir bit through recycling (see L2 m3 section 3.8 ).

Whil e the above |list of motivations and barriers provides a
be considered when trying to engage the public in waste prevention, it does not do justice to the richness

of the evidence base for specific prevention behaviours. Further detail and insight can be found by
following the signposts given in section 3.1 above.

3.6 Contribution of consumer behaviour change options to waste
prevention

Approaches

Campaign s and interventions that tackle a full range of waste prevention behaviours are a relatively new

area for local authorites 2. The existing evidence comes from WREP projects [2, 3, 4], and a small
number of authorities and community -led initiatives [5, 17, 18, 19, 20]. The two main approaches trialled
so far include:

e Doorstepping information and advice campaigns, targeted at all households in a defined area [3];
e Volunteer household campaigns/projects, where individuals sign up to be part of a group
receivin g a package of advice, challenge activities and (often) hands -on support [e.g. 2, 4, 5, 11]( L3
m3/9 (T) ).
In addition to these cross  -cutting campaigns are local authority and other initiatives on specific
behaviours  such as nappy or compost bin promotions [e.g. 17, 21] and projects in schools. All three
approaches may involve champions or mentors (paid or voluntary) who help to support households in
taking up new behaviours (e.g. WRAPO6s home composting advi

Team facili tators).

National support for local activity in the UK has been principally through the activities of WRAP, including

financial and communications support for compost bin promotion, and the Love Food Hate Waste

campaign which provides a key communications 6assetd for l ocal authorities. Du
updated the NRWF waste minimisation (now prevention) toolkit and is producing revised monitoring and

evaluation guidance.

Zl2m3 provides a fuller discussion of apprdcEasc hbeesh a vd rogian icsheadn gaer ofurnadmebDveofrrkads ( 6 |
generic term referring to any activity or project intended to ef feededito change:
raise awareness, encourage participation, promote change and so fo rth.)
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Tonnage

It is possible to piece together evidence of the impact of campaigns or interventions from the examples
cited in the literature but the data come with important health warnings [see 5 & 17 for a discussion; also
L2 m6 & L3 m6/1 (D)):

e Monitoring and evaluation practice is not yet standardised so results are not necessarily co mparable %°;

¢ Methodologies and execution are sometimes flawed (though there are robust examples too); and

e Not all evaluations differentiate between increased recycling and waste prevention at source, so
that o6reductiondé i mpacts may sometimes be overstated.

There is also a fundamental difference between generalised or doorstepping campaigns and those focused

on groups of volunteer households (where there is currently more evidence). Results for the first are

averaged over all households in an area regardless of whether people take up the advice or not; the

second looks solely at the performance of those who volunteered to take part. There is some evidence [2,

4, 22] that these voluntary activities tend to attract individuals with greater than average environme ntal

interest, so that their performance may not be generalisable to a more representative population.

These caveats have been borne in mind in calculating the following indicators of impact derived from the
literature *°:

Waste prevention behaviour kg/hh /fwk

Home composting* 29 [WRAP]
i WRAP : personal communication
Home composting* 351 38 [1]

1 other literature review

Food waste*

i becoming a committed food waste reducer 1.46 [WRAP] -
. personal communication

- Love Food Champion 2.50 [11]

Bulky waste**

- donate for reuse ( NB per person) ~0.07 E e

o Various (see L2 m3)
Cross -cutting waste prevention campaign** d Oto 0.5 est. from [3]
: 1.0 est. from [18]

Table 1 Impacts achieved from waste prevention campaigns & promotions
* data refer to impact of each individual recruited to an activity ** data averaged across all households in specified geographical area
Some cross -cutting campaigns reported much higher impacts than the 0.5 to 1.0 kg/hh /wk shown above
but we judged the results of those to be either unrepresentative (i.e. they involved volunteer households)
or to have significant flaws. More evidence is required to substantiate these results , especially on

the impacts of cross -cutting cam paigns. In our view this would most usefully be gathered from new,
robustly monitored campaigns in the future rather than piecing together more historic data of variable
quality.

That said, the broad indicator for cross -cutting campaigns in table 1 is sli ghtly lower than previous
benchmark estimates of waste prevention potential [26, 27]: Enviros (for Defra) suggested a 10%
reduction is achievable (including reuse) ; the original NRWEF toolkit indicated 3.2% to 7.4%. If the
apparent impact of cross cutting ¢ ampaigns could be repeated across England it would imply prevention
potential of 0.57 million to 1 million tonnes , equivalent to 2% to 4% of total household waste.

2 The WRAP toolkit and revised M&E guidance should encourage more standard practice in future.
% L2 m3 & L3 m3/3 (D) show the results from all studies identified, together with a discussion of M&E issues.



4 Third sector, retail and service stakeholders - enabling
households to take action

This se ction turns to the contribution of particular  stakeholders in supporting household action and their
role in the service infrastructure for waste prevention.

4.1 Coverage of the review

The scope here was limited to three specific topics within a potentially va st subject field, mainly driven by
the coverage of the work undertaken for WREP [28 - 33] . The review covered:

e Reuse and the third sector  ;
¢ Retail solutions, focusing on refillables and retail self -dispensing systems;
e Product service systems

The WRAP Retai | Innovation programme was a further key source of evidence [34 - 36]. Related issues
not covered in the review but signposted elsewhere ( L3 m8/1 (T)) include eco -design, packaging
innovation, mandatory deposit schemes for refillables, remanufacturing, and product lifespan. Related

report modules are:

Level 2 reports Level 3 report

L2 m4/1 Reuse & the third sector L3 m3/6 (T) Attitudes & behaviour i reuse

L2 m4/2 Retail solutions i refillables & self -dispensing systems

L2 m4/3 Product service systems

4.2 Reuse and the third sector

Three WREP studies examined the contribution of third sector organisations to the waste sector and their
support needs [28, 29, 20]. A further study examined the contribution of community composting [31].
Evidence from these  sources was supplemented by academic and practitioner literature.

Current situation

The precise scale and character of the reuse sector in England is currently unknown (though it has been

researched in depth for London [24]). A best estimate based on the evidence is that approximately
500,000 tonnes is reused annually in England 31 around half of which is textiles 2. This estimate  does not
include commercial channels such as eBay and car boot sales, or Freecycle, which is expanding very fast

in the UK [6]. O ther key facts are:

e Halftotwo -thirds of households dispose of bulky waste and Waste Electrical and Electronic Equipment
(WEEE) each year, mostly to Household Waste Recycling Centres (HWRCS).
e Capture of bulky waste (including WEEE) for reuse may bein t he order of 10% to  15% [24, 37, 38].

e Council bulky collections achieve an estimated 2% reuse rate and HWRCs 2 -3%, while channels such
as charity shops can achieve 80%+ (though much of this is textiles) [24, 37, 38].

e Third sector collections in London achie ved a 68% reuse rate of bulky items collected in 2006/7 [24].

31 WRAP are currently investigating this further to inform their future strategy related to reuse and the total estimate for reuse is

expected to be broadly of this magnitude. See Al nvestment for Growtho, Eunomia for WRAP/REallianc:é
%2 This is pieced together from various sources an d excludes recycling 7 see L2 m4/1 . Itis likely to be a similar order of magnitude to

the more precise figure being developed in the WRAP work.
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e Large appliances and bulky waste are more easily captured for reuse; most small WEEE goes to
landfill, either because of low consumer recognition that it can be reused, or it not being accepted by
collections or charities [39].

e Between 800 and 1,200 third sector organisations provide recycling and/or reuse services [40; cited in
28, 29, 30]; in addition there are 7,500 charity shops in the UK 33,

e Reuse charities and enterprises divert (not necessa rily reuse) 90,000 tonnes of bulky waste and have
helped 750,000 low income households to acquire appliances and furniture [41].

e 170 community composting sites (existing in 2007) composted 12,500 tonnes of organic waste [31].

Third sector involvement in w aste activities is characterised by a large number of small charities and a

handful of large  social enterprises , plus nationally co -ordinated charity shops. Social objectives are often

(but not always) the prime motivation for the organisation, with waste activities being the means of

achieving those objectives, and such organisations can often have an important role in wider economic

devel opment and regeneration. Ahwbegheprsatiepés otsehfawnsoa
or not i shapes i ts capabilities and role as a waste operator/contractor [29]. The dominance of third

sector organisations is a special feature of reuse activity in the UK and different models may be observed

in other countries [42]. Examples exist in Europe where there is a more developed second hand retail
sector and/or greater integration of reuse organisations with the local authority bulky waste
infrastructure: Flanders is a notable example of the latter (L2 m4 /1 & L3 m5/1 (T) ).

Barriers and success factors

Barriers c ited in the literature are summarised in table 2 below. The success factors for these kinds of
organisations are  a mirror of t he barriers. They include in particular:

e Funding and business development support 7 many of the barriers to capacity, effectiven ess and
growth are being addressed in the Defra/lWRAP supported REAlliance programme, a community
interest company led by a consortium of four third sector organisations that is providing support to
third sector reuse organisations 34,

e Co-ordination with  local authority activities T most often where activity is formalised in service level
agreements . Some authors cite this as a key barrier where it is not seen [e.g. 37]; or show a
correlation between levels of reuse activities and authorities  which have se rvice agreements with

reus e organisations [24]. The Flanders example shows how a package of policy provisions (including
reuse targets, special exemptions, allowances, employment subsidy and tax treatment of reuse) can
support the development of an integra ted reuse sector.

33 http://www.charityshops.org.uk/

3 See De f r @hddsSector Strategy ~ which announced the set up of the REconomy capacity building initiative supported by Defra and
WRAP. See http://www.defra.gov.uk/corporate/how -do-we -work/third _-sector/strategy/documents/Defra -Third - Sector - Strategy -
1108.pdf
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Operational Consumer

e Funding 1 tendency of some to rely on grants e Lack of visib ility/knowledge of reuse options T

e Capacity, lack of enterprise culture, business donation or purchase
skills, & governance e Most bulky waste taken to HWRCs T reuse

e Decline in quality of material donated for reuse i organisations prefer collections to maintain
result of o6fast -gackifomnrdniat quality

e Logistics i high cost of property; large storage e Stigma around second hand purchase, especially
requirements if linked to charity (L3 m3/6 (T) )

e The o6rulesdé for bul ky wast e Perceptionofbulky waste collectionservice i
mean items are easily damaged i e.g. leaving sometimes seen as inconvenient or expensive

items exposed to rain/vandals at kerbside; type
of vehicle used to collect

Policy/regulatory Relationship with local authority bulky waste

e Delays & changes in the implementation of the e Lack of strategic planning for reuse in bulky waste
WEEE directive (though forthcoming revisions are services
expected to have a positive impact) e Lack of co -ordination between LAs and third

e Perverse incentives created by relative prices of sector (except where service level agreements
waste treatment options ireuse fAchroni are in place)
undervaluedo [ 24] e Lackof co -ordination within LAs between social

e Planning regulations & waste management site services (potential clients) and waste services
licensing (for community composting) (suppliers)

e Conditions & thresholds for exemption from the e No consistent practice with respect to payment of
Animal By Products Regulations (ABPR) re -use credits to third parties
(community comp  osting) e Shift towards integrated waste management

contracts i possib ility that small organisations are
ineligible/unable to tender

Table 2 Barriers to the growth and development of third sector organisations and reuse infrastructure

Potential contribution of reuse and the third sector to waste prevention

Authors are generally optimistic about opportunities and growth for reuse activities , both generally and
involving third sector organisations. Revisions to t he WEEE directive are expected to increase reuse
activity: Furniture Recycle Network (FRN) have suggested it might increase appliance reuse from %

milli on items a year to 1 million [41] . Stakeholders consulted during the review also suggested that t he
new national indicators for local authorities 35 (with the inclusion of reuse) may encourage authorities to
pursue reuse as a means of achieving landfill dive rsion .

Community and social benefits
Strengths of third sector reuse/recycling organisations identified in the WREP studies included:

e Innovation and creativity, including trial of concepts before mainstream markets develop;

e Serving (social or market) nic hes that would otherwise not be covered by mainstream services;

e Leverage of additional resources (e.g. through volunteering);

e Strong ties with the local community, which may enhance education and communication activity;

e Job creation for low skill workers o r the long term unemployed;

e Supply of appliances and furniture to low income households (the Furniture Reuse Network (FRN) and
London Community Recycling Network (LCRN) both suggest that demand currently exceeds supply).

One study [28] set out to calculate the Social Return on Investment of community waste org anisations
but with limited success.

Carbon reduction benefits
Reuse of bulky waste [24] can lead to a carbon dioxide saving of 4.2 tonnes per tonne of furniture or
appliances reused, and 19 tonnes p er tonne of reused textiles 3. The 21,500 tonnes  of organic material

% http://www.communities.gov.uk/pu blications/localgovernment/finalnationalindicators
% LCRN say the estimates have provisional approval from policy officers at Defra and WRAP. The saving is derived from avoidance of
replacement manufacturing of new goods.
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composted at community compost sites in 2007 approximated 1,850 tonnes CO, equivalent emissions
saved [31, using Defra guidelines].

Tonnage

Reuse of bulky waste (including WEEE) and texti les currently amounts to around 500,000 tonnes per
year. Authors agree that there is significant potential to capture many more items for reuse (and
recycling), and so contribute to diversion from landfill:

e Only 15% of bulky waste is reused, and a further 25% recycled, leaving more than 1 million tonnes
going to landfill or for incineration [37];

e The UK generates 1.5 to 2 million tonnes of clothing waste a year, of which only 16% is recovered for
reuse or recycling [43].

At national level, authors suggest that reuse of between a quarter and a third of bulky waste would
be feasible if best practice approaches are adopted, including better integration of third sector and local
authority infrastructure [37, 38, 44]. This would be equivalent to around double the present tonnage

Where it has been estimated at local | evel (in London), authorities are currently achieving 0.1 to 3.7
kg/hhlyr reuse on average [24]. Similar projections are not available for textiles though
sustainable clothing action plan is investigating how greater recycling and reuse can be ach ieved [43].

37

No reliable ev idence was identified on tonnes reused through commercial and private second hand
channels, or through Freecycle, though indicative estimates calculated from data in various sources
suggest anywhere between 8kg and 25kg per Freec ycle member per year.

4.3 Retail solutions — refillables and self-dispensing systems

Coverage of the review

The review was concerned with packaging options that r equire active involvement of households/
consumers in making alternative choices. O ther retail pa ckaging solutions are  largely passive as far as
the household is concerned (e.g. light -weighting *® or mandatory deposit return schemes %9) and were
excluded from the review. Working with Boots, a WREP study [32] explored 15 possible options for a
lower weight refill to use with an original primary cosmetics pack when it is empty . Other evidence came
from the WRAP retail innovation programme which included two studies on international experience of

refills and their applicability to the UK [34, 36] and one stud y on store based self -dispensing systems
[35].

Current situation

The share of refillables in packaging has been in long term decline, replaced by single -use (also known as
single -trip or one -way) options. For example, the market share of refillable milk b ottles has declined from
94% to 10% (during 1974 -2006), for beer containers from 33% to 0.3% (1961 -2006) and for soft drinks
from 46% to 10% (1980 -1989) [36]. Refillables are available in the UK but demand has not taken off
among consumers or retailers [32 , 36].

Both refillables and self dispensing systems (SDS) are more established in some other countries including
the US and the Asia Pacific region , where different consumer cultures (less frequent shopping, more bulk

57 Precise tonnage projections are not feasible because baseline estimates vary between authors, depending on their definition o f reuse
(e.g. reuse from all bulky waste including council collections; tonnage from reuse organisations only). There are no offic ial waste
statistics on reuse; WRAP recently commissioned work to size and characterise reuse to support its work in the sector.

¥See APackaging optindtsatto ochat echeon mphae WRAP website for information on

39 Mandato ry deposit schemes are covered in detail in other Defra research: WR1203 ERM (2008) for Defra. ~ Review of Packaging
Deposits System for the UK.
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buying) and awareness of environment al benefits play a part [34]. Self dispensing is f ound mainly in food

stores specialising in fresh/organic/health food products 40,

Barriers and success factors

Authors generally agree on the main barriers to greater take -up of refills (summarised in table
central conundrum is that consumers expect refills to be cheaper than original products; yet being
cheaper can also convey a sense that the product is lower quality. Perception also plays an important role

with retailers and producers, in particular a perception that retail volumes will be too low to generate
acceptable profits. Notably, consumers like the fact that refills confer environmental benefits, but this is

not found to be a primary motivation for purchase.

3). A

Consumer Retailer

e Expectation that the refi Il will be (much) cheaper e Shelf -space requirement of stocking original and

e Lack of significant discount (real or perceived) refill versions of product 1 UK has greater product
between original and refill pack proliferation than, e.g., the US

e Perception that refills may be lower quality e Stock management

e Making the pack too small makes consumers e Perception of low market volume & impact on

think they are getting less value, even if quantity profits

is the same as the original e Mess & wastage from spillage (SDS)

Lack of awareness/worries about availability e Possibility of needing staff to support customers

Lack of understanding about how refills work in using SDS

Needing to be organised

Fear abotuitnoddltoockparti cul ar

Concerns about hygiene in open access SDS

Lack of branding on self  -dispensed g oods

Producer

e Worries about cost of either refitting production
lines to make refills, or sourcing additional
suppliers

e Risks to brand image/perception of quality (esp.
in relation to scuffing of reused glass; control
where refill requires dilution)

e Potential loss of product identity & consumer
61 ocictkd6 i f container design

e Perception of low market volume & impact on
profits

Table 3 Barriers to the take-up of refills & self dispensing in the UK

Factors that are found to encourage consumer interest in refills include:

e They are lighter and so more transportable for people without cars

e They take up less room at home (a reason why a bulk buying culture in the US favours refills)

e Consumers are already engaged with a brand; the refill is an extension of the offer

e If the overall consumer offer of original -plus -refill conveys a sense of a quality or a premium product
to the consumer

e [fthey are cheaper (as long as the product still conveys a se nse of quality)

e To reduce waste (but very much a secondary motivation after price and perception of quality)

The overall consensus in the literature is that refills need to be presented as a premium product at the
same price, or at a lower price, so that consumers believe they are benefitting from switching.

Counter to some of the perceptions identified, the WRAP feasibility studies [34] found that both refills and

self dispensing systems can generate cost savings for retailers and consumers. WRAP also suggest the
voluntary agreements should be considered as a mechanism for overcoming barriers and for improving
consumer messaging on the benefits of SDS. Across
savings were 26% on average [34]. SDS is also observed to encourage consumers to buy smaller
portions, which could offer potential for reducing food waste.

“Though see also WRAP6s current trial of a SDS for |l aundry products

http://www.wrap.org.uk/wrap_corporate/news/wrap_retail_trials.html

WRAPOGS
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Potential contribution of refills and self dispensing to waste prevention

There is a significant problem in estimating the potential contribution of refills and SDS to waste

prevention at UK level, bec  ause impacts and benefits cannot be generalised across products [34,36] .The
case for refillables needs to be assessed on a product by product basis because the LCA benefits are so

variable [36] . In particular, less packaging in refills needs to be set against factors such as relative
recyclability of primary pack and refills, logistics impacts, and whether the consumer sustains a shift to

refills.

Indicative estimates are given in the various studies for individual products or models. In the Defra WREP
study [32] , for each individual product sold (rather than t otal tonnage for that product) a weight
reduction of 60% - 90% was estimated on the basis of usage over a six month period. When recycling

benefits are added, weight reduction would be 77% - 81%. Taking into account assumed sales volumes

as well as product weights, the WRAP refills study reported the following indicative impacts on total

tonnages of different refill options:

e Glass instant coffee jars supported by soft pack refills: 77,000 tonnes pa
e Soap pack pump dispensers supported by lidded packs: 4,000 - 7,000 tonnes pa
(the higher figure being if the refill is a bulk container providing several refills)
e Atrigger household cleaner dispenser supported by a capped bottle: 7,500 tonnes pa
e A soap dispenser supported by pouch refills: 5,000 tonnes pa
e Deodorant stick dispenser supported by shrink wrap refills: 10,000 7 11,000 tonnes pa
The indicative savings for self dispens ing systems were rather less. I ustrative examples included a 70

tonne reduction from cornflakes, 26 tonnes from coffee (assuming it replaces jars), and 86 tonnes for
detergent cartons.

4.4 Product service systems (PSS)

Coverage of the review

This part of the review focused on one very specific study by Cranfield University (i~ n conjunction with
house builder Taylor Woodrow) of a particular application of the concept of product service systems [33] .
The general idea of PSS is that consumers purchase some sort of service instead of owning a physical

product, thereby reducing the number of goods they own and eventually throw away (e.g. appliances).

The specific form of PSS tested was result orientated PSS 7 where the consumer has no contact with the
product and simply buys an outcome, for example, clean clothes or a tidy garden. PSS concepts were
developed in the study for:

e Home improvement

e Garden maintenance

e House cleaning

e Laundry (clothes & linen)

In the concepts tested, the PSS would  be delivered through either a regular subscription or an ad hoc call

out. The service would be administered by the housing developer through a call centre for consumers and

service contracts with suppliers. The concepts were tested with consumers and staff fr om the developer
in separate workshops, while potential waste and other environmental benefits were estimated
quantitatively for different scenarios.
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Motivations, barriers and opportunities

Key findings on reactions to the concepts are summarised in tabl e4.
Motivations Opportunities
e Buy service to free up time i more attractive to e Potential revenue & moderate profit stream
higher income, working households e Added value after -sales servicet o new residents
e To avoid chores perceived as unpleasant of housing developments

e Where residents lack confidence in own
competence (e.g. DIY)

e PSS preferred for home improvement and
gardening more than home cleaning or laundry

e More interest among those still furnishing their
new homes than longer term residents

Barriers Barriers
e Enjoying the task being targeted (e.g. gardening) e Concern about lack of competency in service
e Cost (if time trade  -off considered insufficient) supply which could dilute core profitability
e Suspicion about competence of service provider e Uncertainty about volume of demand i and
e Concern about loss of convenience/needing to be therefore profit risk
at home to receive service e Lack of regulatory stimulus (e.g. through planning

or environmental  regulations)

e Sacrificing a building plot to house the service
centre, which would need to be costed into the
business case

Table 4 Key findings on reaction of consumers and service providers to product service system concepts

Consumers were generally interested in the idea of PSS but were reluctant to consume it as a substitute

for owning products; they tended instead to prefaérthatAsSS as
being able to do the task themselves when they wanted to, mea ning that they would need to own the

relevant appliance  as well as using the PSS. The main condition influencing whether or not consumers

liked the idea of PSS was a standard economic trade off between time and money. Those on higher

incomes but time const  rained were more likely to favour PSS than those on low incomes or retired.

Potential contribution of housing based PSS to waste prevention

The study suggests that product service systems may reduce the amount of WEEE from households on
new developments by 13 tonnes over 10 years on a 200 household eco -development |, most of
which (8.8 tonnes) comes from washing machines through avoided ownership or smaller appliances 4
Critical to the impact calculations are assumptions about substituti on of large appliances for smaller ones
which households then keep for longer than usual (15 years as opposed to 7). The assumption here is

that consumers hold onto appliances until the end of their operational life, rather than replace them

because of aes thetics, fashion or upgrading to the latest technology.

Cooper [45] shows that the latter reasons are, in fact, key drivers o f short product lifespan. There are
also significant consumer barriers to keeping appliances in working order, including moderate to low
interest in repairs  [45 & L3 m3/1 (D) ] and a systematic tendency to over -estimate the cost of repairs
[46] . The Cr anf i e | dauthdrsiabo/wéars that actual consumer behaviour is a substantial unknown,

since the models were tested as hypotheti cal 6 wh &hey réconamnd that piloting and monitoring of

PSS on new developments would help substantiate their findings, for example on new social housing

schemes or in Eco Towns.

41 Key assumptions are: 100% adoption of PSS; 80% ownership of smaller washin g machines & vacuum cleaners; 25% ownership of
drills & lawnmowers.

42 Product lifespan is not covered in detail in this review, even though it is likely to be of fundamental importance to waste p revention.
WRO0107 [49] for example, ran a modelling scenario which showed that doubling product lifespan could have a significant impact on

household g oods arisings ( L3 m5/1 (T) ) . Further sources on product lifespan are signposted in L2 m4/3 & L3 m8/1 (T)
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5 Policy measures: encouraging

This section provides a summary of the literature on policy measures to encourage waste prevention. It
includes measures that:

e already operate in England but wh ere evidence suggests that impact could be greater if
implementation mechanisms are modified ;

e arein place in other countries but not in England,;

e are not in place anywhere in Europe but which one or more studies reviewed suggest might offer

benefits as part of a waste prevention portfolio.

The review covers policies which would need to be co -ordinated at national level, and policies wh ere local
authorities would need to take a lead in implementation. The selection of policy measures included in the
review was shaped by what was found in the evidence base.

Inclusion of a policy measure in this evidence review should not be taken to imply that it has
been or will be endorsed by Defra as an option for England . Further, in many cases
role is to provide a suite of measures or a @dcandHekselecb o f

those most suitable for dealing with the challenges they face. Having provided the tools, Defra does not

seek to force their take  -up by authorities,  preferring that they make decisions about what will work for

them locally . For example, powers to pilot financial incentives schemes in England were introduced in the
Climate Change Act 2008. So far no authorities have chosen to put forward a proposal for a scheme,

though the powers remain on the statute book for use if an authority decides t hat such an approach is
right for its own circumstances.

5.1 Coverage of the review

One of the WREP studies by Eunomia et al [46] undertook a large scale strategic review of policy options

for waste prevention. The options included in the present review were shaped by that study, as well as
the scoping exercise and suggestions from the project steering group. The evidence review focused
particularly on policy measures that would impact directly on households or household waste prevention.
Broader policy measur es (such as the landfill tax escalator , business or schools waste) were excluded.
Related modules are:

Level 2 reports Level 3 reports

L2 m/2 Policy context L3 m5/1 (T) Future waste growth, modelling & decoupling

L2 m/5 Policy measures i encouraging L3 m5/2 (D) International review

5.2 Possible policy options and implementation issues

Table 5 below summarises the range of policy options identified in the literature, indicating their
rationale, current status in England, and issues flagged in the evidence in relation to maximising the
benefit of each measure. The potential quantitative (tonnage) impact of each measure (as reported in the

literature) is also shown in the table and discussed in section 5.3.

Overall, the review identified policy measures that either have already been considered by Defra or are
already in place in some form in England. Several studies covered by the review (references are
provided at the end of table 5) considered the issue of direct charging for household waste and concluded
that this policy option offers significant benefits for both recycling and source prevention. International
experience (L3 m5/2 (D) ) also suggests strong positive prospective benefits from this option. As has
already been mentioned, this option is not be ing pro -actively pursued by Defra, but is included in this
17
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review for the sake of completeness. Once again, its appearance in this document should not be taken
as an implication of endorsement by Defra.

The international experience (L3 m5/2 (D) ) also suggests that waste prevention is most effectively
tackled where a complementary package of measures is in place T including prevention targets, producer
responsibility, householder charging, public sector funding for pilot projects, and collaboration between
public, private and third sector organisation s, and intense public awareness/communications campaigns

Government funding for campaigns is not traditionally treated as a 6 p o | measyre 6 but it can be an
effective lever for raising the visibilit y of preventionand  encouraging new norms , as demonstrated by  the
WRAP-led Love Food Hate Waste campaign in the UK which prevented 137,000 tonnes in its first year. *

43 Consumers save £300 million worth of food going to waste (14.01.09), WRAP Press Release,
http://www.wrap.org.uk/wrap_corporate/news/consumers_save_300.html . Accessed 19.03.2009
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Policy option Current situation/status Potential impact

Household behaviour (through local waste services)

Waste collection scheme
design

(e.g. alternate weekly
collection (AWC),
residual bin sizes, no side
waste policy, etc.)

Direct variable
householder charging &
financial incentives

Producers & retailers

Reducing quantities of
junk mail*

Extended product
warranties*

Restricting capacity for residual waste
while maximising options for recycling
encourages households to think about
waste prevention as well as recycling

Costs borne by residents are proportionate
to how much waste each produces (e.g.

like utilities)

Charging by o6unitd of
direct signal to household to recycle or
prevent waste

Can reward high recyclers/low waste
producing households

International  evidence shows both
recycling & source reduction impact

Producer responsibility agreements provide
incentive for recycling and promotion of
junk mail opt outs

Producers can be mandated to contribute to
recycling collection costs (e.g. France)
Other measures (not in place in England
currently) include stronger incentive or
enforcement for junk mail opt outs

col. 3.

i see

Encourage longer product lifespan of
products, reducing need to replace
Would be communicated to consumers
through product labelling

Resulting change in consumer demand
would influence production of more
durable products

National policy is to allow local
authorities to choose system
appropriate to their area
WRAP guidance on AWC

Provision made in Climate Change Act
for 5 local authorities to pilot
incentives schemes

No applications so far received by
deadline

Voluntary agreement between
government and Direct Mail
Association

Targets for recycling of direct mail of
70% by 2013
Prevention mechanism through Mailing
Preference Service
MPS opt out available for many years
(15% of HHSs registered with MPS)

Opt-in (or similar) provision under
consideration

Does not currently exist in Europe

e AWC known to be linked to reduced
total HH waste  but little evidence of
relative contributions of source
reduction and recycling

e More evidence forthcoming in Defra
waste growth and composition
reviews *

o (vidence suggests that a regular
and convenient recycling service
needs to be in place for charging to
be effective as a residual waste
reduction measure; and that
complementary measures may be
needed to avoid either simple
diversion (e.g. to HWRCs) or fly

tipping. O

Other options mentioned in the

literature:

e Increase postage charge on bulk
mail

e Taxor levy on junk mail

e Legislative backing
stickers, allowing LAs to enforce
them

e Requiring all direct mail to
details

have MPS

e Would need to be implemented at EU
level

e Not suitable for products with high
fAi-mseo envir ompaosnt al
(need to be guided by life cycle
assessment (LCA) of product)

4-13% reduction in total
household waste from
recycling and source
reduction combined
(WRAP estimate)
Equivalentto ~0.69 million
tonnes

1.0 million to 2.5 million
tonnes

(reduction in LA col lected
waste based on scenarios
percentage reductions from
2006 Defra study applied to
updated 2008 Defra waste
statistics for baseline)

119 k to 223 k tonnes
direct mail could be avoided

(scenarios based on package
of 6o0ther

Unknown

opti on:

4 Resource Futures for Defra WREP (forthcoming),

Waste Component Analyses

\WRO0119.

Understanding Waste Growth at Local Level

WRO0121. See also Resource Futures (forthcoming),

Municipal Waste Composition: A Review of Municipal
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5.3 Potential contribution of policy measures to waste prevention impacts

Confronted by the evidence presented in table 5, policy makers face a number of challenges:

e figures for tonnage impact are based on widely differing methodologies (some are derived from
empirical research; some are based on case studies; some are based on modelling)

e some policy options have 6unknowné quantitative i mpact
e the range of tonnage impacts T from 20k tonnes per annum to 3+ mil lion tonnes per annum T is very
wide

e impacts relate to different waste prevention behaviours which, as we saw in chapter 3, are very
diverse

e impacts would appear to be in part a function of wider social, institutional and political conditions

e most measurem ent of impacts has been in terms of tonnage diversion. For policy purposes, one also
needs to consider both the carbon and the cost impacts, as well as the qualitative impacts which are
not amenable to measurement.

The research teamds r eHalemgestaie presented im the fina seetion of this executive
report.

6 Monitoring and evaluation

As we have just seen, data on the impact of various waste prevention measures cannot currently be

easily assembled into a format that permits straightforward decision -making by policy -makers. If local
authorities, Defra and other stakeholders are to make robust decisions, robust and high quality data are
required (on tonnage, carbon and cost impacts, as well as information on less tangible qualitative

impacts).

The means by which such data and information are secured T through monitoring and evaluation T can
be difficult, and are characterised by a number of sensitivities. If policy makers are to further develop

their capacity for evidence  -based policy making, however, they will need to overcome these difficulties

and manage the sensitivities. This secti on of the executive report presents what has been learned from

the review about monitoring and evaluation so as to support such efforts.

6.1 Coverage of the review

The number of robust waste prevention evaluations is currently small [5, 17]. Often, evaluation S report
on projects targeted at groups of volunteers, rather than general populations. In addition to the general

literature, WREP projects provide useful examples of M&E approaches in different contexts [2, 3, 4, 5].

Further detail on the range of approaches , their strengths and weaknesses, the evidence sources

reviewed and references can be found in further modules:
Level 2 report Level 3 reports
L2 m6 Monitoring and evaluation L3 m3/3 (D) Impacts of public campaigns & interventions

L3 m6/1 (D) Approaches to monitoring and evaluation
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6.2 Approaches to monitoring and evaluation

Household w aste prevention is notoriously difficult to measure , the key problems being:

e We canoti pasi@patiortcannot be observed visually as it can be with recycling.

e We <canodt know i f it has happened even i f it disaggregaiio wgn t of
prevention fromrecycling effects is difficult and diversion to other channels is possible (e.g. HWRC s).

e Even where we can classify changes as waste prevention we canodt eitheow whet
accidental or maintainable 7 if a consumer buys a light -weight ed bottle this week they may or may
not have intendedto i andth eymay ormay not repeatthe behaviour the next week .

A variety of differ ent approaches to the measurement problem were identified in the review:

QEERZE Context applied

Self -weighing , monitoring or Working with volunteer households to prevent waste. Households weigh,
reporting or observe, or audit the amount of waste they produce and record this
using diaries or feedback sheets.
Use of collection round data to Uses a mix of monitoring techniques, e.g. tracking waste arisings via
accurately measure waste arisings waste tonnage / collection round data and surveys, upon which to
evaluate impact of campaigns.
Control and pilot groups to compare To compare performance in an area targeted with an intervention with a
changes so that changes in waste comparable area where no intervention happens.
arisings can be accurately
measured
Attitude and behaviour surveys Before, during and after surveys which are based on declared
including metrics, interviews and participation, attitudes, behaviours. At times attitudes and behaviours
focus groups (outcome focused) are also captured through diaries. Surveys are typically used to estimate

how many people do a particular action; focus groups are used to
uncover why they act and/or their response to campaign material.

Participation surveys (or To gauge the reach of the initiative proposed i at times this can be
participation monitoring) either actual (e.g. web hits) or claimed participation. Also monitors the
including enquiries to help lines, uptake of incentives, e.g. nappy vouchers, sale of home compost bins,
web statistics, publications or registrations to the Mail Preference Service.
disseminated, etc.

Compositional analysis To understand the impacts of initiative across different waste mate rials.

Conversion factors, estimates and Using conversion factors, proxies and ratio model with available detailed
modelling figures on consumption and waste generation.

Hybrid approach - a combination of Uses a mix of monitoring and evaluation techniques.
any one or more of the above
approaches

Table 6 Monitoring and evaluation methods identified in the evidence review (for references see text in section 6.3)

6.3 Key issues relating to monitoring and evaluation approaches

In the evidence reviewed, t here were no generally accepted monitoring and evaluation approaches which

could be applied more widely for measuring the impact of consumer waste prevention interventions (see

especially [5]); norwas t here 6o0off the shelfd guihlenkERNStdam diahred rigéeu sgeh t sse
the accepted basis for calculating reuse tonnages: even so, reuse is a good example of a sector where

monitoring and evaluation is particularly difficult, and where there is considerable unease with respect to

relying too hea vily on quantitative (tonnage) measures, as these do not reflect the social and other

benefits of reuse activities

The review uncovered no formal evidence assessing either the scale or the impact of the sensitivities
associated with monitoring and evaluation. That these sensitivities are real was confirmed by the
engagement with stakeholders: issues associated with ho w householders feel about being monitored,
about media reactions to monitoring and about different political approaches to waste all have the
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potential to impact on decisions about monitoring and evaluation. The need for evidence in support of
policy deve lopment nevertheless remains.

Key insights about the various approaches reviewed were:

e Self-weighing and diary data are widely used as an alternative to waste collection round data , and
can be an effective alternative to collection round data [2, 11] . Its use on a larger scale carries risks
because it is labour intensive if done properly and data quality can be poor [4] .

e The use of w eight -based data needs to be complemented by qualitative and survey evidence.

e  Surveys in most cases worked well, however various issues need to be taken into account:

o0 Good sample design, including large sample sizes ;
0 The risk of small samples in some engagement models ;
0 Self selecting and unrepresentative samples ;
o Selfreporting, e.g.  tendency to over -estimate waste reduction impacts .
e Short term evaluations provide no indication of sustained behavioural change. However, longer term
approaches reveal sustained change can occur.

e Pilot trials and large -scale projects tend to have more rigorous monitoring regimes and as a resul t
tend to have better data.
e Small group (volunteer) approaches where there is drop out from baseline to follow -up surveys can

compromise sample sizes and statistical robustness

6.4 Barriers to progressing monitoring and evaluation

The key monitoring and  evaluation barriers discussed in the evidence are [see in particular 3, 4, 5]:

e lLack of funds, lack of staff capacity, lack of skills (including data analysis), non -availability or
unsuitability of data, unexpected problems [4,5] ;

e Projects were also not always able to estimate the cost of monitoring, the resources required, or
likely sample sizes before starting, meaning that monitoring had to be abandoned or revised [5].
Action research using experimental approaches may be particularly prone to this issu e [4];

e Even where changes in waste arisings or behaviour can be reliably measured, it can be difficult to
distinguish the impact of a waste prevention initi ative from the impact of other factors , e.g. influence

of national campaigns [5, 19] ;
e Use of collect ionround data is inappropriate for non  -geographically based interventions;

e The need for longitudinal data for monitoring and evaluation can pose a problem. One study [5]
recommended that baseline data for at least a year should be gathered before a waste prevention
initiative is launched and the evaluation should track progress over tim e to see if change is sustained.

6.5 Opportunities for progressing monitoring and evaluation

Various suggestions are made in the evidence base for taking forward activity on monitoring and

evaluation, including

e I nvestigate t he cost i mplications for each approach t o
approaches to operators.

e To consider the development of further waste prevention n
waste reducer and home composting).

e  Further insight could be gained from evaluation s on a selection of past projects to see if behavioural
change / tonnage reductions have been sustained.
e A clear steer is needed on reporting priorities for carbon, tonnages, volume and cost when it comes

to evaluating waste prevention initiatives.
e Explor e linking waste prevention on a national level to personal consumption expenditure rather than
GDP to allow for measurement of impact on pr oduct groups or market activity.
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In addition, WRAP is currently revising its monitoring and evaluation guidance which should encourage
further movement towards best practice approaches. Gu idance is also being provided on how to develop
strategic targets for waste prevention via the Waste Pre vention Toolkit. The toolkit will be supported by

a training programme for Local Authorities to help bridge the skills gaps outlined above. In its new

guidance, WRAP has also developed a series of recommended waste prevention survey questions.

Sources in the review, and the present authors, concur that there is no further benefit to be obtained in
trying to collate evidence from past waste prevention projects. A more promising way forward is to
ensure that evidence is captured and collated into a common resource as it is generated.

- Stakeholder engagement feedback

7.1 Scope of the stakeholder engagement

Given Defraods definition of evidence (see section 1), a pr o
specified in the research brief. The purpose of the engagement was primarily to:

e Draw into the evidence base stakehol dersd experience of wo
e Help to identify gaps in the evidence

e  Gauge views on the barriers and opportunities for progressing waste prevention

The engagement programme involved four workshops in London (2), Leeds and Bridgwater, together with
two stakeholder surveys, one in the evidence scoping phase and one during the development of the
analysis.

In all, 148 stakeholders (practitioner, policy and academic) attended wor kshops ; 106 responded to the
Wave 1 survey; and 148 responded to the Wave 2 survey. Further details of the stakeholder engagement
are given in modules L2 m7 and L3 m7/1 (D)

This level of engagement compares favourably with the consultation that contribut ed to Englandds W:

45 Nevertheless, it is inevitable that the

Strategy 2007, in which 500 organisations submitted responses
findings from an engagement process can only report on the basis of those engaged. The rest of this
section, which reports on th e findings from the engagement, should be read on that basis. It should also
be recalled that the inclusion of or reference to any given policy should not be taken to imply that it has,

or will be, endorsed by Defra as an option for England.

7.2 Evidence gaps

Gaps were most frequently highlighted in the areas of waste prevention data, monitoring and evaluation.
Stakeholder views of the gaps concurred with the scoping exercise for this review. Stakeholders reported

that they need more evidence specifically wit h respect to:

e O6Harddé (i.e. statistical) data on the impact and/ ori potent
including impacts of campaigns, relative benefits of different options, central guidance on actions to
prioritise, and LCA/carbon benefits for different options.

e Guidance on accepted methods for measuring waste prevention 7 including techniques,
standardised benchmarks for measuring performance, and how to deal with issues s uch as attribution

and displacement effects.

“HReview of Englandds Waste StrateppummacCynefil ResponsBsctmenthe Consultationo,

for Defra, 2006
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e Campaign messaging and evidence on successful behavioural change levers T most notably
understanding of consumer motivations but also how to target or segment audiences, what messages

are effective and lessons f  rom best practice case studies. Recycle Now and Love Food Hate Waste
were frequently mentioned as exemplary models, supporting local authorities with thoroughly tested
messaging based on expensive research that  no single authority could afford.
e How the con figuration of waste services can favour waste prevention T including robust
evidence on the impact of system design on recycling and source prevention (e.g. alternate weekly
collection or bin size) and cost benefit analysis of waste prevention versus recyc ling to help O6mak:

cased f or poleal athdrity conncillors (see footnote 16).

7.3 Experience of waste prevention — how to work with consumers

Workshop attendees were asked to list which waste prevention actions they th ink householders are
curr ently taking , what they think consumers should be encouraged to do and how people could be
motivated. These views were further tested in the wave 2 survey, where respondents were asked if they

agreed with the prioritisation of actions. Key findings on curr ent household behaviour were:

e The most mentioned actions that stakeholders thought households were already doing were using
Freecycle, eBay and charity shops, home composting, reusable nappies, avoiding junk mail, food
waste and plastic bags

e Bulky waste reuse and shopping related prevention behaviours were ranked lower.

The top five priority actions that workshop attendees thought households should be  doing were:

e Use re -use facilities

e Develop a better understanding of what needs to be done, particularly the distinction between
recycling and waste prevention

e Smart shopping (e.g. avoid special offers) and plan shopping

e Buyless

e Home composting

Renting of e.g. consumables and appliances and reducing food waste followe d these top five.

A majority (74%) of survey respondents endorsed the five actions above, re -emphasising the need for
general attitudinal and behavioural change, as well as wanting to add food waste and junk mail to the list.

Three actions that would need to be taken by other stakeholders rather than households were also
flagged as priorities: producer responsibility; government action to enable and encourage prevention; and

education campaigns.

7.4 Perceptions of barriers and motivating actions

Key barriers were thought to be

e Consumer culture, understanding and knowledge

e Lack of retailer partnerships with other stakeholders (e.g. local authorities)

e Weak supply chainin centives (e.g. implementation of producer responsibility)

e The nature of incentives operat ing on local authorities as a result of waste policy (a feeling that the
current system inadvertently favours recycling over prevention)

e Lack of evidence of what works to support decision making

e Lack of feedback to householders on waste performance
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Stakeholders think these factors, together, lead to inconsistent messages to households, and make it
difficult to define what the priority actions should be at local authority level.

When asked what actions retail, policy or local authority stakeholders could take to motivate action on
waste prevention, the top three me asures identified by workshop delegates  were:

e Better i and more cross -sectoral - information provision to consumers about waste prevention
activity and options (from government, retailers and local authorities ~ working together )
e  Better promotion and capacity building of the third sector to develop re -use services.

e Householder financial incentives, implemented by local authorities with national support 46

Other suggestions made in the worksh ops related to  retail options and design of collection systems (e.g.
bin limits). A majority (86%) of survey respondents agreed with these priorities. The biggest area of
debate was around incentives; 26 (of 148) respondents thought that incentives should not be a priority.

Producer responsibility measures were the main aspect thought to be missing.

8 Evidence gaps and signposts

This section describes the current state of the evidence base on household waste prevention and outlines
areas for further eviden ce gathering, based on the gaps identified in the research and by stakeholders.
Supporting modules are:

Level 2 report Level 3 reports Level 4 reports

L2 m8 Evidence gaps and signposts L2 m8/1 (T) Waste prevention evidence map L4 m/1 Scoping sources

L2 m8/2 (D) Waste prevention bibliography L4 m/2 Evidence review summaries

8.1 The evidence base for household waste prevention

Because household waste prevention covers so many different subject areas the evidence is spread very

wide and thin across diffuse or ganisations. This review has been a significant attempt to consolidate
important sources ( L3 m8/2 (D) ) and begin to log international experience ( L3 m5/29 (D) ). WREP and
WRAP studies are key sources of information, providing some of the greatest depth an d robust insight on
waste prevention activities.

WREP studies are important sources on:

e Third sector waste organisations and community sector waste projects

e Consumer motivations (particularly theoretical understanding)

e Consumer interventions i doorstepping and small group approaches

e Approaches to measuring waste prevention behaviour change i both practice reviews and trial of
methodologies

e Scope and options for policy measures

e Future lifestyle trends and forecasting waste growth

e Concepttesting of refillable packaging and a product service system model

e (and in addition to those included in this review) mandatory deposit systems for returnable
packaging, interaction of waste collection arrangements and waste arisings

WRAP reports and guidance are sources of key information on:

e Retail packaging solutions, including refills (the retail innovation programme)

e Consumer attitudinal and behaviour research T from a practical angle (including food waste, home
composting, reusable nappies , plastic bags, jun k mail and reuse)

4 The workshops were held shortly after the closing date for applications to Defra to be a pilot authority for financial incentives. A few
comments were made in the workshops that incentives would only work if they were introduced universally across England.
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Resear ch

Technical data and modelling
Monitoring and evaluation

i e.g. on home composting, food waste, reuse

Practical guidance to local authorities (the waste prevention toolkit)

under Defrabs

sust ai

nabl e

consumer behaviour, in general and for specific topics such as clothing.

8.2 Evidence gaps

Issues around data cut across all aspects of household waste prevention covered in the review. The two

key problems with the evidence
Europe too i

are:

Lack of data T

base on household waste prevention T

national statistics, or nationally endorsed sources of information, which would help
local authorities (and others) identify priorities or understand cons

umer behaviour, including:

o Extent of consumer behaviour for different activities (lack of consistent estimates was

confirmed in this review)
Tracking or longitudinal data

Size and character of waste prevention options T

collections systems on arisings 8

o Benchmarks
Poor quality data

0 (Sometimes) u nclear reporting of methods

o Impact data derived from small sample sizes

e.g. reuse and bulky waste

i e.g. on carbon impacts of different waste prevention activities
- on the impact of campaigns or interventions, including:

and data, assumptions or conversion factors used

Gaps identified through the literature research and by stakeholders are consolidated in table 7, organised

around the principal points of influence framed in the study.

not only in England but across

; impacts of

Consumer

e Which messages work

e Motivations for each specific prevention behaviour

e Realistic participation rates in prevention, including
potential saturation  (e.g. home composting)

e Impacts of campaigns/consumer intervention

e Cost-benefits of dedicated waste p revention officers,
and community outreach resource

e Whether providing incentives adds value to
interventions (e.g. subsidies, prizes etc.)

e Spillover or rebound effects i is recycling a block?

e Ethnographic observation of in -home behaviour to
identify lifest yle levers

Policy measures

e Impact data for high level measures
international

o Methodologies for measuring these impacts (e.g. of
extended warranties on product lifespan)

e Comprehensive data on the prevention effect of
different collection system arrangements, including
AWC

i England and

e Cost benefit assessment of preven tion versus
recycling
Table 7

Retail and third sector
e Consumer engagement with bulky & WEEE reuse

(potentially building on th
sustainable clothing study & product roadmaps)
e Comprehensive data on the size and character of
bulky waste and the reuse sector (see footnote 16)
e Evidence on the impact of producer responsibility
on waste prevention, as opposed to recycling
e Evidence from retailers working with other
stakeholders to prevent household waste
Monitoring and evaluation
e Guidance on o6fit for purpos

operationalise them

e Guidance on measurement issues i
attribution/ displacement

e Good practice on survey design

e Quality of data analysis & reporting

e Use of compositional data tied to attitude/
behaviour surveys

e Standard conversion factors (except FRN standard
weights for reuse, which are widely accepted)

e Standard benchmarks for carbon impacts of
different prevention activities

e.g.

Evidence gaps identified in the evidence review and stakeholder engagement

““Currently

in progress to

inform WRAPO®S

o veationdetailkavadafle. wa s t e

“8 But note that both of these issues are currently being researched by WRAP and WREP respectively.

prevention,
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8.3 Further development of the waste prevention evidence base

Taking these gaps into account, two types of further evidence were identified as being required T
technical research (mainly for consideration by Def ra and the academic community) and good practice
guidance (for consideration by WRAP). These are shown in table 8 below.

Overall, the evidence review has highlighted a general lack of consistent or high quality data on either
practice or impact. The chal lenge going forward will be to put in place processes that:

e can capture the practice data in o6real timed (rather than

until now);
e continue to use central resources to develop consumer insight on key activities that can then be

disseminated to local authorities;
e will develop a suite of best practice guidance on aspects of waste prevention; and is capable of
tracking b oth consumer and  tonnage trends.
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Entry point Possible research options Possible guidance options

Monitoring &
Evaluation

Voluntary
action by
consumers

Stakeholders  *°

Policy measures

Cross cutting

1.
2.

Feasibility of using compositional analysis in local campaign evaluation
Waste prevention behaviour tracking (Defra EBU survey)

Consumer research on attitudes/ behaviours to different reuse actions
(e.g. appliances as part of Defra road map work programme)

Modelling T adoption curves for behaviours & saturation limits

Centrally co -ordinated consumer research specific to individual
behaviours, repeated over time, and disseminated to local authorities
Negative spillover from recycling and ways to overcome

(small scale qualitative research)

Observational/ethnographic in -home study of waste prevention action
to identify lifestyle behavior change levers

Longitudinal follow -up of selected campaigns, with robust method, to
quantify sustained behavior change resulting from interventions

Cost - benefit of dedicated waste prevention officers and/or outreach

Commitment to continual improvement of data on bulky waste and the
reuse economy i WRAP/Defra liaison

Case study research of reuse partnerships with local authorities, how
they work, model service contracts, impacts, benefits and ways of
overcoming barriers (including overseas e xamples)

Case studies of retailer/stakeholder partnerships for reducing

household waste , to support best practice guide

Modelling i relative benefits of recycling and waste prevention, and
priorities for waste/costs/carbon, to support local authorities in making
the business case for waste prevention

Examinati on of case studies of
strategic waste  plans & prevention targets, identifying factors for

success and risks.

Modelling & scenario testing extended product warranties ; consumer

attitudinal research on warranties in context of product lifespan

Role of financial incentives ( NB excluding direct charging ) in

supporting  waste prevention

Table 8 Options for addressing evidence gaps for household waste prevention

6early

1.

2.
3.
1

M&E guidance *°

Standard survey question bank
Standard metrics for impact (e.g. LFHW, home composting)

Best practice guidance on campaign messages, including case
studies that have worked

WRAP toolkit T plan for continuing dissemination & profile
post launch , including training for local authority officers and
others

Di sseminati on afWRARO setdil pragtaranie to
help LAs engage the public on waste prevention and counter
personal responsibi  lity barrier regarding packaging (see
section 2)

Best practice guide for LAs on reuse partnerships based on
research insights

Best practice guide  to local authorities
retailers to prevent household waste

on working with

Continuing update of ~ Best Practice guid ance to local
authorities on how to develop strategic plans and targets for
waste prevention  (already part of training support to WRAP
toolkit)

“WRAPGO6sS WP

tool kit

a n avhid &&Eudegastardiachqoestion bank

50 Progress by WRAP is underway on several of the research and guidance options listed here.

- is in place but will need further development as mo

re methods are used and feedback received.
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9 Implications and issues

This final section provides summary answers to the research questions (section 1) then brings together
the impact evidence for consumer action, retail and third sector options, and policy measures.

0.1 Answers to the research questions

What is the extent to which waste prevention behaviours are practised?

The evidence revealed many limitations in the data available to answer this ques tion, with some notable
exceptions . A significant cause of weakness in the evidence is that no two researchers ask households

about the same portfolio of waste prevention behaviours. Unlike recycling, waste prevention is not
one behaviour but many

Beyond acceptance of top level definitions (such as the OECD and the Waste Framework Directive ) there
is no consensus definition in the |iterature of whidhHis speci f
may help to explain why statistical models stru ggle to explain the origins of waste prevention behaviour T
they typically |l eave around 70% of it unexpl ained. It may |
caused by different motivations for different kinds of prevention behaviours in the models, so that they

lose explanatory power.

Some authors manage to identify categories of prevention behaviours that seem to be broadly related,

such as those that relate to minimising purchase , as opposed to private reuse of products at home.

Others argue thatea c¢ch i ndi vi dual behaviour needs to be understood s
composting and on food waste, which show very different origins, underline the case for behaviours to be

targeted with bespoke messages.

While there is no consensus definition of a waste prevention behavioural portfolio, and estimates vary on

the extent to which different behaviours are practised, studies generally agree that there is a broad

hierarchy of action. Donation for reuse tends to be at the top (mainly clothes), runnin g through private
reuse behaviours, to avoidance or substitution of purchase at the bottom. Stakeholder views on the

hierarchy of consumer practice differed and we speculated that their perception is skewed by their

current interests and activities (e.g. i n food waste). The danger of practitioners and policy makers relying

on oOgut feel & and personal experience to understand consum
perception with the evidence.

What are the barriers and opportunities to encourage parti cipation?

The most significant issue emerging from the evidence is lack of consumer understanding of both the

idea of Owaste preventiond and of the acti ons intphractlar,mi ght be
general tendency to equate the idea of 6reduce wasted with o6recyclingb. Some ¢
that it is only the most environmentally motivated or committed recyclers that undertake prevention

behaviour, and there are hints in the evidence that (kerbside) recycling may get in the way o f developing
prevention habits. So it cannot be assumed that prevention i

Lack of understanding is compounded by lack of visibility. Waste prevention is usually a very personal

behaviour, done imperceptibly (e.g. w hen shopping) or out of the sight of others (at home), so that there

is no descriptive social norm to support it T as there is now with widespread recycling. Equally there is no

injunctive norm 1 the sense that something should be done I because many of th e behaviours involve
rethinking consumpti on. Prevailing consumer identity that 1is
affiliation with brands was identified as a significant barrier to consumer engagement.
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As we saw in section 3, 0  pportunities exist to raise the profile and visibility of prevention, not through

generalexh ort ati ons t o 0rbudby dentifying speckidactivities, helping consumers to be

good at them (e.g. through handy tips, doorstepping, community outreach) and educat ing about the

need to do these things. Consumers may not i mmedi ately ident
other hooks may need to be found, at least in this early adoption phase. This kind of approach is

exemplified in the  WRAP-led Love Food Hat e Waste campaign , asisthe notonof an o6éet hi c-forf car ed
products, the environment or wider society T which was also flagged as a motivation in the literature.

What are the options available to householders?

A variety of methods and tools was identified in the literature to engage households in waste prevention
behaviour. None of them is radically different from the approaches used to increase recycling
participation, for example, doorstep campaigns, or community outreach. Common themes include d the
need to provide specific tips on how to do waste prevention, and activities that break into routine habits

to increase the visibility of waste prevention.

It was possible to identify a small number of interventions where waste impacts had been measu red,
though significant data limitations were identified that make it difficult to produce a robust overall

estimate of the impact of campaigns. Drawing on the data, our best judgement is that campaigns which

target a mix of behaviours can achieve around 0.5kg to 1kg/hh/wk reduction. These can only be
indicative estimates at this stage and much more substantial evidence is required.

Of separate measures, the highest impacts are observed from home composting (where the data are the
most reliable) and food w  aste.

What are the options for stakeholders?

Under this heading, the review looked mainly at reuse in general and the role of the third sector within it

specifically, as well as retail solutions which require active involvement of consumers i notably refi lls and
self -dispensing product systems. Passive solutions, such as light -weighting of packaging materials and or
mandatory deposit return schemes were excluded.

In total, current reuse in the UK amounts to around 500,000 tonnes per annum, of which around half is
textiles. Once again, the data is weak, needing to be pieced together from diverse sources. In addition to

the above, is a commercial second hand market of unknown size, which is important because its channels

compete for supply with local authori ty and third sector options. Freecycle is a new phenomenon which is

growing fast but  currently of unknown impact.

Higher reuse rates are achieved through third sector channels T around 65% to 80% depending on
material, compared to 2 -3% for bulky waste cha  nnelled through local authority collections and HWRC S.
Third sector channels appear able to collect materials of a higher quality, thus enabling the high re -use

rate, whereas LA collections and HWRCs are often collecting bulky waste of very low quality.

Authors agree that there is significant scope to increase the scale of reuse activity in the UK, though

estimates of the tonnage potential vary I perhaps up to double the present level would be feasible . The
evidence points to significant social benefits too from third sector operators, though researchers have

found it very difficult to measure this benefit as a return to public investment.

Forthcoming r evisions to the WEEE Directive are expected to bo ost the reuse economy. There is a
consensus in the literature and from stakeholders that in order to optimise the role of reuse in waste

strategy more needs to be done to create an integrated reuse system, which involves enhancing the

following linkages  and building good working relationships between reuse stakeholders
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e Between waste and social services in local authorities , and between housing departments, housing

associations and ALMOs ®! - to join up supply and demand sides for reused furniture and applia nces;
e Between local authorities and the third sector - through service agreements and consistent
approaches to the payment of reuse credits; and
e Between the service infrastructure and consumers/households T by supporting campaigns and

services that increas e the visibility of reuse options, and working to undermine the stigma associated
with second hand goods.

There are useful international examples of a more retail -focused second hand culture, and more
integrated reuse networks between local authorities an d the third sector. Flanders is an exemplar of a
strategic level, integrated policy package for reuse, including per capita targets and favourable treatment

on product taxes and employment subsidies (L2 m4/1 & L3 m5/1 (T)).

In relation to retail solutions, the principal barriers relate to consumer price sensitivity and no real price

advantage. Consumers like the environmental benefits but these are not a primary motivation for

purchase. Barriers for manufacturers and retailer s relate to a perception of low profitability, stock
management issues, and  possible costs of refitting manufacturing lines . The main role that Defra can play
here is in supporting WRAP and its retail innovation programme; and WRAP through the Courtauld
Commitment. Influencing design standards was also hinted at in the literature, as was a possibility to

influence consumer behaviour through carbon or eco -labelling. This evidence review did not include
mandatory options i such as deposit -return schemes i which is covered in other Defra research 52,

What are the infrastructure considerations and technical solutions?

There is much less opportunity to influence waste prevention through infrastructure  than there was
recycling in the early days of adoption. The mai n scope is to influence the service infrastructure that
supports householder action for targeted prevention activities T such as home composting, bulky waste,
purchasing, and food. The Courtauld Commitment is a key instrument here, especially if its remit can be
widened beyond reduction of packaging in supply chains, as is being done with food waste. Other options

include encouraging formal partnerships between local authorities and third sector reuse organisations;

and supporting local authorities to part ner with retailers to engage households, perhaps by
demonstrating feasibility through best practice case studies.

What is the impact of different policy options and measures on waste
prevention?

The objective set by Waste Strategy 2007 is to reduce residu al waste from households to 12.2 million
tonnes by 2020. To achieve this, the rate of decline of residual waste that has been seen since 2000 will
need to be maintained.

It is beyond the scope of the present review to consider the mix of recycling, compo sting and prevention
that could most effectively and cost effectively achieve this target. It does seem likely, however, that
prevention will need to play a larger role over the next decade than it has in the past decade.

The various policy options that have been investigated in the literature covered by this review T ranging
from measures such as collaborative procurement strategies, through programmes to stimulate re -use,
to charging and incentive schemes i vary considerably both in terms of the scale of their potential

impact, and in the degree of confidence that can be ascribed to calculations of impact. Different
behaviours, different methodologies and different institutional arrangements combine to make
comparison between options exceptionally diff icult.

51 ALMO i Arms Length Management Organisation
52 WR1203 ERM (2008) for Defra.  Review of Packaging Deposits System for the U K.
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Nevertheless, the material presented in section 5 showed that five options emerge from the literature we
have studied as having the potential to reduce household waste by more than half a million tonnes per

year: waste collection scheme design; direct variable charging & incentives; the inclusion of home
composting within LATS; increasing the re -use of durable goods; and local authority targets for waste
prevention.

As we have stressed, this list of policies is no way signifies endorsement by De fra; it merely highlights

the waste prevention options that, according to the literature reviewed, have the potential for the highest
impact on tonnages.

0.2 Relative impacts of waste prevention options

Table 9, below, draws together all the guantitative  ton nage information identified in the review on actual

or potential impact of waste preventions options. It is important to bear in mind the many and various

limitations with the data presented below, even though it is derived from the most robust sources fou nd.
Most of the illustrative totals involve some significant assumptions (e.g. grossing up to England level from

a single local campaign). These figures should be seen as best estimates which illustrate relative

orders of magnitude, rather than definitive statements of potential . (Note also that each
measure is assessed in isolation: no attempt is made to measure any results that might arise from
combinations of measures; note, too, that the impact of some initiatives is a function of the level of

resourc es devoted to them.)

Actual achieved (latest year) i million tonnes/yr

Love Food Hate Waste 2008 (a) 0.14 Courtauld i packaging 2008 (a) 0.08

Bulky & textiles reuse 2007 (e ) ; .
(NB est s. suggest percentage of bulky reused  could 0.50 Carrier bags avoidance 2008 (a) 0.02
~ double in future)

Projection or scenario 1 million tonnes/yr

Home composting by 2020 (p)
(included in LATS)

Love Food Hate Waste (p)

1.40 General household campaigns (p ) 0.56 to 1.12

Love Food Hate Waste (p)

(Courtauld by 2010) 016 (total household food waste inc. above) 0.25
Junk mail i low (p) 0.12 Junk mail i high (p) 0.22
Reuse 1 furniture scenario (p) 0.22 Reuse i WEEE scenario (p) 0.10
Refill i e.g. glass coffee jars (p) 0.08 Refill i e.g. deo stick (p) 0.01
Mandatory rechargeable batteries (p)
. . . 0.02
L (if all single use substituted)
Deepen producer responsib ility (p) 0.25
Self dispensing 1 e.g. cornflakes (p) 70 tonnes
AWC - 4% to residual HH waste (p) 0.69 LA targets & residual levy (p) 3.00 (min)
Charging i 4%to total HH waste (p) 1.01 Charging i 10%to total HH waste (p) 2.52
Table 9 lllustrative potentials of waste prevention options for England
a = actual achieved p = future projection , or scenario scaling up best practice e = estimate. See - for sources and basis of
assumptions
The figures seem to suggest that the largest voluntary gains could come from home composting and local
Cross -cutting waste prevention campaigns (though there is likely to be double -counting here, as local
campaigns normally include home composting promotio n: and, as WRAP point out that,  although there
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are benefits in a local authority implementing multiple (cross -cutting) activities over the course of a year

or more, it may not be appropriate to promote these all under one campaign - advice should be sought
on the best approach to the communications required to support such campaigns, e.g. to avoid too many

messages and to make it clear what people are being asked to do ). The other significant options are all
top -down policy measures, though as explained earlier it is not possible even to make rough estimates of
some of the more interesting options T such as extended product warranties T with current data.

In addition to pure tonnage gains, authors suggest there are potential  duick wins 0in options such as  junk

mail and carrier bag reduction (supported by voluntary agreements) that are popular with the public and

relatively straightforward to implement. However, s ince their quantitative waste prevention impacts may

not be that great (e.g. with bags) it will be important to  leverage any 6 f oot in the deushr 6 ef f e
initiatives in order to educate the public on the bigger impact activities. This will be especially so in local

campaigns.

The international experience also suggests that the most effective and most frequently applied waste
prevention policy measures come in a package including:

e waste prevention targets;
e producer responsibility;
e variable rate charging (pay as you throw) systems for housce
e intense public awareness/commu nications campaigns  (long -term with deeper links to consumerism
and short -term with emblematic targets) ;
e public sector funding pilot projects; and
e collaboration between public, private and third sector organisations

The need for a O0packa gkhda sakpeptr oaafc hme amsures o6, is |linked to and

waste prevention is not one behaviour, but many. Tackling these complex and disaggregated behaviours
will require similarly subtle and variegated policy.
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WR1204 Household Waste Evidence Review | A report for Defra

L1 m1 Executive report

10 Annex 1: Report module navigation

Reporting for WR1204 has been organised into modules that allow for the evidence to be accessed at different levels of detail
depending on the interests of the reader. The modular structure is as follows:

L1 mO Executive summary
L1 m1 Executive report

Technical report

Chapters of report available separately as synthesis papers

under main headings covered in L1 m1 Executive report

Level 3(T): short (5 -8pg) self contained briefs on key topics

flagged at L1 & L2

Level 3 (D): longer briefing papers providing detailed material
that supports L2 & L1 modules

Scoping database T signposts to ~800 sources

Evidence review spreadsheet T summary notes from all
sources reviewed

The table overleaf lists the different modules and their titles. In addition to those shown in the table below are the two Le

evidence sources reviewed: the scop

depth.

October 2009

, and different packages,

vel 4 modules which contain the

ing database of all sources found; an evidence review database containing written summaries for sources reviewed in
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WR1204 Modular reporting map

Level 1 modules - Overarching reports

L1 moO Executive summary L1 ml Executive report
Level 2 modules Level 3 modules
Technical report (single document) Approach & method of the review
L2 m1 L3 m1 (D)

Individual chapters are basis of all L2 modules below & it links to all L3 modules

Iy Policy context links to L3 m5 modules
links to L2 m5 6policy measuresd bel ow below

L2 m3 Consumers - engaging L3 m3/1 (D) Extent to which WP behaviours are practised
L3 m3/2 (D) Motivations & barriers
L3 m3/3 (D) ::n;rr:]e:)c;tig‘n:e(l;im c|>L gglusel‘:gl\;:le;/)vaste prevention intervention
L3 m3/4 (T) Attitudes & behaviour i food waste
L3 m3/5 (T) Attitudes & behaviour 7 home composting
L3 m3/6 (T) Attitudes & behaviour i reuse
L3 m3/7 (T) Attitudes & behaviour i everyday actions around the home
L3 m3/8 (T) Consumer segmentation
L3 m3/9 (T) Small group approaches to behaviour change

L2 m4/1 Reuse & the third sector links to L3 m3/6 (T)

L2 m4/2 Retail solutions 1 refillables & self dispensing systems

L2 m4/3 Product service systems

L2 m5 Policy measures L3 m5/1 (T) Future waste growth, modelling & decoupling
L3 m5/2 (D) International review

L2 m6 Monitoring & evaluation L3 m6/L (D) Approaches to monitoring & evaluation
links also to L3 m3/3 (D)

L2 m7 Stakeholder engagement feedback L3 m7/1 (D) Stakeholder views on waste prevention
L3 m7/2 (T) Future scope for a waste prevention network

L2 m8 Evidence gaps & signposts L3 m8/1 (T) Waste prevention evidence map

L3 m8/2 (D) Waste prevention bibliography
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