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1 Executive summary 

The Environmental Action Fund (EAF) was  a Defra funding programme which supported third sector 

groups to further the Government ôs sustainable development objectives within England. There have 

been several rounds of funding covering discrete three -year periods. In this round (2005 -2008), 

Defra wished to support projects that would:  

¶ Contribute to the sustainabl e consumption agenda identified in the Government's 

Sustainable Consumption and Production (SCP) Framework;  

¶ Build the capability and commitment of communities to change consumption patterns;  

¶ Move from awareness of consumption challenges into action;  

¶ Have E ngland -wide coverage or demonstrate models with potential for wider application;  

¶ Go beyond single - issues covered by other more specific programmes to address 

consumption and lifestyles óin the roundô; 

¶ Attempt some leap of innovation in social or market act ivity;  

¶ Be led by community sector organisations (but developing partnerships was encouraged).  

 

Just under £7 million was awarded to 35 organisations over three years. These organisations were 

asked to apply for funding each year and were required to match what they were allocated from 

the EAF with equal funding from external sources.  

The organisations receiving funding were extremely diverse. They ranged from small local groups 

to large organisations with national reach; from those who had been working on s ustainable 

development for years to those who were entirely new to the subject. What they used the grant for 

also varied greatly ï developing or testing something they were already doing, establishing totally 

new projects within existing organisations and testing new ideas or concepts. The models and tools 

that they used to do this are explored in more detail below (section 1.2).  

1.1 Evaluating the EAF fund 

Brook Lyndhurst was appointed as fund evaluator half way through Year 1 of the fund. The scale 

and scope of the EAF evaluation was extensive. In addition to monitoring outputs and outcomes, 

Defra wanted to learn lessons about the behaviour change  process  ï both in general and 

specifically when delivered by third sector organisations. Because of this, a great deal of emphasis 

was put on analysis of what aspects of the approaches used did and did not work.  

The evaluation consisted of two key elements: (1) a formative evaluation of the whole programme 

by Brook Lyndhurst; (2) an evaluation by each project of its o wn work. (The quality of the latter 

being enhanced by independent evaluation advice offered by Defra to the projects).  

Brook Lyndhurstôs evaluation 

The key components of Brook Lyndhurstôs evaluation are outlined in the table below. 

Component  Frequency  Comp rised  Contribution to evaluation  

Visits to the projects  Annual  
2-3 hours each 
project  

Built a sense of what the projects were 
doing and the barriers they were facing  

e-survey of projects  Annual  30 -40 questions  

Gave comparable data across projects. 

Helped  gauge extent of views/ activities 
and substantiate hypotheses.  

Progress check with 
Defra staff  

Annual  Half day discussion  
Gave the opportunity to cross -check 
findings and feedback insight to Defra  

Participant 
interviews  

Year 2 -3 
174 interviews of 
20 -30 mins  

Insight on changes in behaviour and 
participant interaction with the projects  

National survey of Year 2 -3 2 waves of c. 1000 Nationally representative benchmark of 
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UK public  UK adults  attitudes and behaviours undertaken  

Output and eva -
luation repor ts  

Year 1 -3 
2-4 reports per 
project/ year  

Rich information on project activities, 
outputs and outcomes.  

Workshops with 
projects & Defra  

Annual  Full day sessions  
Informing projects of emerging findings, 
gauging reactions, discussing key issues, 
networkin g.  

 

Table 1 | The components of Brook Lyndhurstôs evaluation 

 

Limitations of the evidence  

The limitations of the evaluation data were 1) a lack of project outcomes  data overall (particularly 

in relation to certain types of activity ï e.g. events and publication s); 2) a reliance on self -selecting 

samples to gauge projectsô success; 3) participant self-reporting of outcome data where these were 

provided; 4) a general lack of clarity about what projectsô own data referred to and 5) a lack of 

data which might allow cross -project comparisons .  

These weaknesses were addressed by the evaluators being  able to triangulate from diffe rent 

sources of information, by  projects being  given evaluation guidance and support  and by standard 

reporting frameworks and survey questions  being  used.  

Strengths in the evaluation data  

Together, the material gathered from the different strands of the evaluation formed a rich source of 

triangulated evidence and enabled both the evaluation team and Defra to follow project progress at 

close hand  and take lessons on board as the fund progressed. This resulted in a formative 

evaluation in the true sense of the word: working closely with the projects throughout the three 

year process allowed practical lessons about behaviour change to be learnt by a ll parties ï 

something which is not possible in more summative evaluations.  

1.2 Engagement models 

As already touched on, projects used many different approaches to deliver their objectives and a 

broad classification was developed which distinguished between t he following project types:  

1.  community action : working to change the behaviour of individuals at a community level  

2.  changing organisations : working to change the behaviour of their own organisations or the 

behaviour of their members  

3.  market development : worki ng to increase demand for/ availability of sustainable products  

4.  policy landscape : seeking to influence policy (either as a core purpose or as an adjunct)  

EAF projects had the scope to tackle the so -called óvalue-action gapô between awareness raising 

and th e uptake of pro -environmental behaviours. Defraôs 4Es model for behaviour change1 is 

predicated on the idea that behaviour change models need to use a package of self - reinforcing 

measures in order to translate awareness into action and óunlockô peopleôs bad habits. This is 

indeed what many of the projects attempted to do: in each case, they used a variety of means to 

engage their audiences and a range of tools to deliver their work (see table below).  

Although the academic work o n behaviour change is comple x, the projects were (knowingly or 

unknowingly) looking to achieve many of the motivational drivers identified in the theoretical 

literature -  getting participants to believe issues are important; building an understanding of 

personal impacts on those issu es; getting participants to want to change those impacts; persuading 

them that doing so is the kind of thing people like them do; giving them the know -how and tools to 

make the changes, etc.... Their work also tied into thinking around the role of personal  drivers and 

personal identity, external social and institutional factors, human agency and some of the newer 

social marketing approaches. This is explored further in the body of the full report.  

                                                
1
 Engage, en able, encourage, exemplify  
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Overall 

classification  

Models used under this classificati on  Approaches to engagement and tools used to deliver work  

Community 

action  

 

(Engage,  

Encourage,  

Enable)  

Community action groups  

 

Targeting people through social networks; community engagement and outreach; providing facilitation and 

support/ advice; trai ning/ supporting ambassadors; outreach work; events; pledges  

EcoTeams  

 

Cascading through membership organisations; provision of materials and facilitation (direct facilitation or 

facilitation training); measuring impact  

Working in schools/ with schoolc hildren  Use of intermediaries (e.g. teachers); group working; workshops; footprinting/ energy audits; pledges; 

providing freebies; learning through experience  

Working with and through faith communities 

(directly or through ambassadors)  

Use of membership groups, intermediaries, ambassadors and champions; holding talks/ sermons; activities 

and events; staff training/development; energy audits; tailored messages (óhooksô); publications; pledges 

Working with low income communities  Resident engagement; aware ness raising; education programmes; use of óhooksô (e.g. health/ finances); 

audits; learning through experience  

Doorstep support  Surveys of householdsô behaviours; provision of products and services (incl. freebies); signposting to sources 

of support;  installation of devices (e.g. s mart meters); audits  

Public education/ large -scale public events  Use of intermediaries (e.g. midwives; charity shops; estate agents); events; newsletters; websites  

Changing 

organisations  

(Engage, 

enable, 

exemplify)  

Engaging  with members and visitors  Cascading information through membership; tailoring information; demonstrations; educational activities; 

consultations; leadership by example; using places that many people visit as examples  

Changing ways organisations operate internally  Designing/ re -designing internal policies and/ or systems; staff training; changing facilities; using seminars/ 

meetings and steering groups to influence colleagues; leading by example  

Supporting external programme development  Building knowled ge and capacity; workshops; seminars; training programmes; one -on-one support  

Market 

development  

 

(Engage, 

enable)  

Removing barriers for final consumers  Use of intermediaries; direct communications to final customers (e.g. via formal media and publicity channels 

incl. web); celebrity endorsement; training courses; directories of services; guides; provision of products and 

services (e.g. recycling collections)  

Improving information flows between demand 

and supply sides  

Use of information networks (e.g. websites); stakeholder events; signposting buyers/ suppliers; setting up 

buyersô & suppliersô clubs; commissioning research to build a business case 

Brokering supply -chain relationships to increase 

availability of sustainable products  

Working with ógatekeepersô of supply and demand (e.g. buyers; service providers; retailers; food service 

companies); increasing consumer awareness; developing skills and training  

Removing supply -side limitations  Working with suppliers (e.g. farmers) to increase production or improve quality of materials (e.g. through 

giving talks); campaigns  

Policy 

landscape  

(Engage, Enable)  Networking events; seminars  

Table 2 | Means of engaging audiences and tools used to deliver work in each project type. 
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1.3 Outputs 

Although some achievements ma y be attributed to more than one source 2, the amount and diversity of 

activity that took place under the EAF was considerable. For example:  

¶ the involvement of at least 78,000 participants;  

¶ the involvement of between 5,500 and 6,000 volunteers;  

¶ the support of around 190 community action groups (many of them new);  

¶ the organisation of hundreds of events, attracting hundreds of thousands of visitors;  

¶ the development of service infrastructure;  

¶ the involvement of at least 3,000 people in EcoTeams;  

¶ the running of  hundreds of workshops and training courses;  

¶ the receipt of pledges from at least 10,000 people;  

¶ the design of websites that have received hundreds of thousands of visitors;  

¶ the formation of hundreds of partnerships with businesses, local authorities and o ther groups;  

¶ the generation of local and national media coverage;  

¶ the distribution of magazines and other printed material to hundreds of thousands of individuals and 

households;  

¶ the creation of a multitude of toolkits and other resources;  

¶ research and dev elopment activity;  

¶ the auditing of hundreds of buildings and installation of energy saving measures.  

Despite the scale of outputs however, it is impossible to estimate the total reach (the number of people 

engaged) of activities undertaken with any degree of precision. Neither is it possible to estimate the total 

reach for individual projects or projects types. There are a number of reasons for this: for instance, not all 

projects provided numeric data on the total numbers of activities they conducted and s ome did not measure 

or robustly estimate how many people took part in activities or received publications.  

The figure of 78,000 quoted above is a best estimate of the minimum  number that were óactivelyô engaged in 

the projects (i.e. that undertook a speci fic activity as a result of the project rather than simply being reached 

by a magazine, publication or open public event). If publications and events are included, the potential reach 

of EAF amounts to millions of people.  

1.4 Outcomes3 

Behaviours 4 

By the end o f the three years of EAF funding, participants were doing more than they were before, and were  

doing so in greater proportions that the general public. Nevertheless, it is obvious from the outcome data that 

certain behaviours proved a lot easier to change than others. Easiest were waste/ recycling and energy, 

intermediate were general consumption and water, and hardest was transport (see section 1.5).  

Overall, the EAF appears to have had most success in encouraging small to moderate increases in existing 

behaviours (e.g. recycling) and in the adoption of many small, low impact behaviours in other areas (e.g. 

energy saving and water). There were also documented successes in encouraging the purchase of sustainable 

food although this was seen as being a relativ ely confusing area given conflicts between food that is organic, 

local, seasonal, etc...  

There were few successes in areas which would have required major lifestyle  changes  by participants, such as 

micro -generation, flying and car use -  but this also refle cts the fact that few projects focused on them 5.  

 

Some of the best evidenced and biggest changes occurred where an organisation was changing its own 

practices as part of its wider engagement with sustainability, and also in some of the market development 

projects where projects had helped to re -engineer supply chains  in favour of sustainable products.  

 

                                                
2 Third sector projects typically survive on a patchwork of grant funding from many sources; it needs to be borne in mind 

that the achievements reported in the EAF may be attributable to more than one source of funding.  
3 The evi dence on outcomes comes from projectsô evaluation reports, the annual project e-survey, information provided 

during project visits and interviews with participants themselves.  
4

 Reducing energy use, waste and CO 2 emissions and increasing sustainable food p urchases were the areas that projects 

most often concentrated on.  
5 Insulation was, in some ways, a surprise as despite it not requiring major lifestyle change there was relatively little 

evidence of uptake in participant households other than where the pr oject led the installation activity.  
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Nevertheless, these successes did highlight the limits to voluntary behaviour change -  they tended to be 

localised and relatively small scale.  

Personal cap acity  

The evidence suggests that projects had an important impact on building the personal capacity of 

participants, even though much of this evidence is anecdotal (e.g. through projects witnessing first -hand the 

changes in those they were working with). E xamples include inspiring participants, fostering their 

commitment, building their confidence, increasing their general understanding of sustainability and their 

knowledge of high - impact behaviours, making them aware of particular products, and so forth.  

Most projects felt they had achieved significant impact in raising awareness and nearly half on building 

specific knowledge to enable action (either now or in the future) -  e.g. through subject specific training, 

providing guidance and tips on specific acti ons, etc... A similar proportion reported changing the willingness of 

participants to take action. Both in the case of building knowledge to enable action and changing willingness 

to do so , however, the strength of achievement seems less than the aspiratio n the projects had at the start of 

the EAF. This discrepancy suggests that awareness raising has been more easily achieved than other capacity 

building goals.   

Community action and capacity building for delivering in the long term  

There is evidence of succ ess in building community capacity e.g. in increased social interaction and social 

cohesion at a community level, in the development of community action groups and community activists, in 

building stronger community networks, in influencing organisations a nd supply chains, in building resources 

that can be used to bring about action on sustainable consumption/ lifestyles and in the knowledge of staff 

and volunteers working on projects.  

Projects were less successful in building community action or developin g community social capital/ wider 

social benefits -  this in part reflects smaller numbers prioritising these areas.  

Value for money  

Value for money cannot be assessed on a consistent basis because of the diversity of projects, the variation 

in depth and br eadth of community engagement, the blurred boundaries around how much of each project 

the EAF funded, and an absence of unit cost data for individual project activities or components. That said, 

there seems to be little correlation between project funding and either reported outputs or project outcomes.  

¶ Overall, there was no clear pattern in which projects achieved high levels of activity;  

¶ Some of the projects receiving the most funding have been unable to demonstrate significant project 

outcomes (though they may have delivered a wide range of project outputs);  

¶ Some of the projects receiving the smallest grants (c. £90,000 -  £150,000) have produced strong 

evidence of output delivery, of influencing their communities and, in some cases, actual changes in 

behaviour;  

¶ Low levels of outputs came from a mixture of project types.  

Nevertheless, although the big picture is mixed, there are examples which represent ógood valueô. In 

particular,  successful market development projects delivered strong project outcomes , and projects which 

engaged people through a) a combination of door -knocking, advice giving and providing goods and services  

(including ófreebiesô) and b) EcoTeams6 appear to be an effective way of reaching large numbers for short 

duration engagement.   

Conversely, because there is little data on the impact of publications and events, spending on these cannot 

be found  in and of themselves  to represent good value for money.  

Additionality  

The evidence points to additionality in  a number of different areas:  

¶ changes to participant behaviour overall ï EAF participants are doing more than they were before they 

took part in the projects and the proportional increase is far greater than that of the general public over 

                                                
6
 The reference to EcoTeams refers to the delivery model and is not a n endorsement of any  delivery organisation.  
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the same time frame. We can therefore deduce  they  are doing more than they would have done 

otherwise and that the projects built on wider shifts in pro -environmental attitudes;  

¶ the speed and confidence with which participants made changes ï participants felt that by being given 

the tools to make changes they knew they needed to make, they had been able to progress further and 

with more confidence than they would otherwise have done;  

¶ market expansion ï markets targeted by the projects have expanded in ways that have not been 

matched in other comparable mar kets.  

The evidence also points to the programme doing more than simply displacing other activity. Projects:  

¶ set up new services, new community action groups and provided support that was not available 

elsewhere;  

¶ entered new areas of market activity, accele rated changes within current markets and rendered them 

more effective;  

¶ were able to conduct R&D activity, take risks and run activities on a larger scale than would otherwise 

have been possible;  

¶ project managers acted as catalysts for change within organis ations.  

Overall, they seem to have successfully built on wider shifts in public attitudes to wards  the environment and 

achieved impacts above and beyond those seen in the behaviour of óaverageô citizens. 

Spill -over effects 7 

There is anecdotal evidence of sp ill -over effects in certain areas, though few projects set out to log or 

measure them. Of the examples found, most relate to secondary impacts on other people rather than spill -

overs from one behaviour to another.  

Longevity  

Few tried to assess whether any  observed behaviour change was sustained . I ncreased capacity amongst 

participants was often seen as a better indicator of longer term impact. Nevertheless, a small number of 

participants did produce evidence of longevity.  

Where projects worked on organisa tional practice or supply chain relationships, there is a good chance that 

changes will be locked in for the medium to long term.  A few projects were also able to ólock-inô behaviours 

through choice editing.   

Catalytic individuals  

A small number of individ uals often played a key part in how projects developed and projectsô success was 

often as much due to the individuals leading them as the engagement models used. óCatalyticô individuals 

operated at all levels. Their enthusiasm, commitment, knowledge and pe rsonality persuaded people to take 

part and they often displayed considerable entrepreneurial capacity. This is certainly an important factor in 

considering the replicability of what was achieved.  

1.5 What worked? 

Engaging audiences  

The kinds of audiences that  were engaged -  Although some projects did engage a broad range of people, 

projects were especially successful in engaging participants who were ógreenerô and more active in their 

communities than the UK population overall 8. This does not signify wasted ef fort though ï people who were 

already óswitched onô to community or environmental concerns were often helped to become more effective 

activists or to focus activities on the environment.  

Projects were also successful in engaging a range of internal  audienc es, both within their own organisations 

and organisations with which they were working. These proved particularly important in giving them 

momentum and enabling lessons learned to be spread more widely. Where projects were dependent on close 

                                                
7 i.e. effects on people or behaviours that were not directly targeted by the project  
8 although they did not necessarily have a smaller environmental footprint  
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co-operation w ith external bodies to carry out their work (e.g. schools and faith groups), internal engagement 

was key to giving them a platform from which to work as well as giving them the credibility to do so.  

How audiences were reached  -  In many cases, projects had relatively privileged access to audiences that 

would otherwise have been difficult to engage with en masse,  be it through the credibility they had with the 

public, the ócaptiveô audiences of large membership organisations, their deep knowledge of the sector, or the 

reach and focus provided by partner organisations (e.g. schools and faith institutions). They made use of this 

position by employing many of the engagement tools  described in section 1.2 ï holding events, workshops, 

and courses, using mainstream publicity channels, developing publications, visiting people at home and so 

forth ï the most successful of which are described below. In terms of engaging internal  audiences, one of the 

big success stories was inviting senior staff to join project steering  groups  as this acted as a catal yst for 

spreading the principles  of the project more widely within organisations.  

How they were motivated -  Projects were particularly successful in five areas:  

¶ Building a stronger sense of personal responsibility  

¶ Giving peo ple facts about how their daily life impacts on the environment  

¶ Making people believe that personal action does make a difference  

¶ Making people feel more confident that they can achieve the changes needed  

¶ Giving practical advice on what to do  

The tools whi ch worked most effectively in engaging audiences and building this motivation were:  

¶ face - to - face contact  (applicable to all audiences, from businesses and suppliers to the general public);  

¶ hand -holding  (e.g. through facilitation and providing people with the personal tools to overcome 

barriers);  

¶ repeated contact  (e.g. through follow -up contact to remind participants and show interest in what they 

are doing); and  

¶ providing tangible/ visible representation  of any changes made (e.g. through auditing or meas uring 

change).  

Other factors of importance included:  

¶ knowing the audience well  (which in turn enabled appropriate projects to be developed, helped projects 

start from where their audience was óatô, etc...); 

¶ pitching information specifically to the audienc e (i.e. tailoring messages given, being able to offer 

appropriate advice or services);  

¶ finding audience hooks  (e.g. using financial arguments as drivers in communities particularly sensitive to 

cost; linking to positive desires/ aspirations such as health and quality of life; targeting moments of 

change in peoplesô lives); 

¶ normalising green behaviours  (e.g. showing people who are taking action that they are not isolated);  

¶ making action more convenient to participants  (to counter the perception that making c hanges is difficult 

and/or time consuming);  

¶ getting participants to take small steps and provide early, tangible results  (reinforcing the theory that 

there is a need to start where people are comfortable and reinforcing a sense of capability by achieving 

early successes);  

¶ using specific ótoolsô such as pledges, freebies, gadgets and rewards (pledges can communicate what 

people should be doing and when scrutinised or followed -up can be found to produce behaviour change 

amongst those who made the pledge. Thi s is most likely to be effective for óeasy actionsô though; freebies 

and gadgets can create enthusiasm and help projects gain access to participants, but they are not always 

used; rewards can be an effective way of reinforcing a sense of achievement);  

¶ auditing or measuring participantsô use of resources (which can act as a motivational tool by making 

impacts visible and creating a feeling of agency but also risk being ineffective when before and after 

samples are non -comparable);  

¶ demonstrating or exemplify ing new behaviours  (particularly using celebration or positive experiences e.g. 

learning by doing) ;  

¶ re - freezing good behaviours  (e.g. through adopting processes so that a behaviour is made routine; 

training or teaching people to manage themselves; and choi ce editing).   

Key barriers to audience uptake of new behaviours -  As we have already seen, certain behaviours were 

particularly challenging for projects and these often had specific barriers to engagement. Projects working on 

transport for example suffered  from a scarcity of public transport in rural areas, the number of stakeholders 

involved in service provision, participantsô safety concerns, and many other barriers. Food was sometimes felt 
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to be a complex subject which was full of contradictions, while t aking large -scale action around energy and 

insulation was reported to be so complicated and difficult that people often lost interest. Issues around buying 

more sustainable products included their availability in particular areas; their affordability and t he limited 

choice on offer.  

There were more generic barriers to uptake as well though. On a personal level for project participants, these 

include the loss of personal control (especially where new actions or behaviours are quite different from the 

old one s); a  fear of the unknown; people feeling overwhelmed by what they were being asked to do; or 

simply lacking the time or skill to take action. Project participants were also affected by external factors such 

as infrastructural limitations which made it dif ficult to convert good intentions into action, institutional and 

structural barriers which presented particular obstacles to those working with organisations, negative news 

stories  which make people doubt the worth of what they are doing, and the public im age of sustainable 

consumption resulting in participants feeling stigmatised.  

Behaviour change models  

Community action groups -  These were successful in building a sense of ownership over environmental 

issues and a sense of empowerment, capability and pers onal motivation as a result. They provided a 

structure to focus individualsô desire to act9 and gave participants access to new skills and viewpoints, mutual 

support and encouragement which may translate into increased community capacity to support 

environ mental action in the longer term. They did however take a long time to establish momentum and, 

because continued successes were central to the motivation of group members, were limited to what could be 

tackled in small, achievable steps (e.g. events and sm all, everyday behaviours). Because initiatives taken 

were the decision of group members, their behavioural outcomes were also relatively unpredictable. Groups 

needed cohesiveness in order to be successful, and this common óglueô needed to be relatively strong (more 

than simply living on the same street). Lastly, their success also relied on skilled facilitators with knowledge 

of the sustainability agenda and considerable people and community development skills, and it is therefore a 

relatively resource inte nsive model.  

EcoTeams -  These bring many of the same advantages as community action groups, but are more 

prescriptive over the targeted outcomes and had notable successes on key headline behaviour goals s uch as 

better energy management  (especially in relat ion to heating). The semi - facilitated model shows good 

potential for being scaled up, but spill -over effects are unknown 10 , as is the extent to which behaviours 

continue in the longer term.  

Working in schools -  This provided access to large audiences and o ffered the opportunity of mainstreaming 

environmental action. The impact on pupils was often an educational one, although projects were also 

successful in provoking small changes in everyday behaviours that were within pupilsô control. The impact on 

school s themselves could often be more significant (e.g. in changing energy use patterns or procurement). 

Key to the success of working with schools is the buy - in from school staff, followed -up contact, and projects 

themselves providing all the resources needed to deliver programmes and maintain momentum.  

Working with faith communities ï This is an effective means of reaching large numbers with messages 

tailored to their personal values. The institutional frameworks linked to faith can also lock - in changes in th e 

longer term. Successful projects relied on long - term relationships with leaders or individuals within 

congregations, good understanding of how the community functions, credibility, and the ability to provide 

hands -on advice and support. This said, there was little evidence of these types of projects creating sustained 

changes in attitudes or behaviour.  

Working with low income communities ï Projects working with this group helped empower low income 

households, contribute to social inclusion and community cohesion and improve quality of life. Where choice 

editing was used (e.g. in re -negotiating service contracts) they also made significant environmental gains but 

voluntary action mainly focused on small, everyday habits. Projectsô success came from adapting óhooksô (e.g. 

promoting cost saving and getting involved in local environmental activities); providing hands -on support 

(e.g. through associations or influential individuals) and using networking as a way of initiating and sustaining 

contact.   

                                                
9 i.e. attracting people who might be more active and motivated than average anyway  
10  e.g. the impact on behaviours outside the home  
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Working w ith champions, ambassadors and volunteers -  The impact of working with intermediaries was 

largely positive, enabling projects to extend their reach and impact, and providing a cost -effective means of, 

for example, facilitating local groups. Contributions w ere most effec tive  where projects paid close attention to 

recruitment and offered training and on -going support.  

Doorstep support ï Door -stepping provided access to large audiences (including people who might not be 

reached by other means) and is a model t hat could be widely replicated. Successful projects were able to 

offer practical help and advice to the householder and often used freebies to óget through the doorô. They also 

conducted follow -up contacts as a reminder and to measure outcomes. Householder s were shown to make 

small changes to everyday behaviours, though using gadgets sometimes resulted in more substantial 

impacts. Having said this, there was little evidence of significant behavioural change being achieved.  

Public education campaigns and lar ge scale events  ï These were the only models capable of reaching 

very large numbers. Although they were usually one -off contacts, projects were able to tailor messages and 

language to specialist audiences and were able to give clear and simple calls to act ion. This said, the impacts 

of these initiatives are largely unknown and it is highly unlikely that they are able to deliver behaviour change 

without being part of a wider package of action.  

Changing organisations projects ï These achieved success in tack ling a range of behaviours within 

projectsô own organisations (which they were able to lock-in through changing working practices), and were 

able to achieve large -scale reach (through their memberships and through clients/ visitors with varying 

results). S uccess factors included securing buy - in from senior staff, having dedicated project personnel, 

knowledge of how organisations themselves function, what makes clients/ members tick, having credibility 

with internal and external audiences and being able to i nfluence working practices. Working with 

organisationsô members was often found to have a catalytic effect on organisations themselves. 

 

ñThe project has normalised environmental and green behaviour [and led to a] massive shift in awareness 

and understandi ng internally.ò 

NT project manager  

 

Market development projects  ï These projects have the potential to expand market share for sustainable 

products and achieved significant successes in altering patterns of consumption in specific areas. (They 

showed less success in fuelling more radical changes in consumption patterns). Key factors in their success 

included a good understanding of the markets in which they were operating and a strong business case. 

Some also identified supply chain ógatekeepersô for their particular products and increased purchasing by 

building strong relationships with these individuals (who then influenced the choices available to consumers) 

rather than working to influence consumers themselves. Independent accreditation of products prove d an 

advantage.  

Projects working to influence the policy landscape ï These projects relied very heavily on personal 

contacts and networking to build relationships but were not able to demonstrate any direct impact on 

behaviours (although could point to imp ortant outputs in some cases).  

Other successes  

Partnerships -  A clear achievement of the EAF was the development of new partnerships (formal and 

informal) which enhanced the ability of projects to deliver their work. Examples included partnerships with 

local authorities who acted as gatekeepers (to new markets and to the provision project support), with other 

EAF organisations which enabled sharing of knowledge and resources, and commercial partnerships which 

provided access to new markets and advertising o pportunities.  

New technology ï A number of projects invested part of their funding in new technology e.g. website 

design. Where the brief was a complicated one, they often had trouble obtaining what they had specified and 

several projects incurred higher c osts that they had anticipated and project overruns. This said, technological 

investment has led to significant benefits such as enabling scheme participants to see the impact of their 

efforts and engaging new members of the public.  

Leveraging extra suppor t ï EAF funded organisations  were able to secure a lot more support than they 

directly paid for. In many cases the bulk of work on the ground was done by volunteers ï be this through 

formal volunteering programmes or, for example, through partnerships with  schools and colleges. This 

significantly expanded projectsô reach. 



Environment Action Fund (EAF): A Review of Sustainable Consumption and Production Projects for Defra 
Chapter 1: Executive summary 

10  
January 2009  

Innovation  -  The EAF has brought a great deal of small -scale innovation and re - innovation to tackling 

behaviour change by developing new products, engagement tools, partnerships and bespok e packages for 

particular settings. In particular, projects were very successful in transferring standard engagement 

approaches and tools into their own organisations and projects, and many developed creative packages of 

measures which were ófit for purposeô to address the opportunities they identified. This óinnovationô has 

enabled projects to develop entirely new activities, work more effectively, extend their reach and better serve 

their audiences but it cannot be concluded that EAF brought about a óleapô in innovation. Nevertheless, 

working within and through membership organisations and some of the projectsô supply chain brokering 

should be seen as distinctively innovative and as successful outcomes.  

1.6 Operation of the fund  

Overall, the projects were very  complimentary about the level of support offered to them by the Defra team, 

especially in the earlier stages of funding, and they felt them to be both approachable and helpful. The 

evaluation support offered also proved extremely useful. It has helped bui ld evaluation capacity within the 

organisations and has almost certainly increased the quality of the data available.  

The length, size and nature of the fund had advantages in terms of projects being offered stability, freedom 

and flexibility, giving them ambition and encouraging risk taking in terms of trying out new models. In 

particular, the fundôs flexibility was the most common source of praise about the EAF as a funding vehicle. 

This enabled many of the projects to adjust their work plans in the  face of changing circumstances  and, 

consequently, enabled them to achieve more than they would otherwise have done. The facilitated 

networking opportunities presented by the annual workshops were also seen as useful.  

The disadvantages mentioned were that in try ing to build the capacity and confidence of community - level 

groups even three years was not felt to be a long time. Many projects also struggled with match funding  

(through the diversion of staff resources, the project being unattractive to potential funde rs and the narrower 

remits of other funders).  

In terms of fund set -up, the main complaint was that reporting requirements were not explicit from the 

outset. Projects tended not to have prior experience of evaluating their projects or reporting evaluation 

findings and they certainly experienced some difficulties doing both of these (notably due to the time -

consuming nature of evaluation -  which some felt got in the way of them getting things done -  and the 

difficulty in obtaining accurate baseline data). Hav ing said this, many also felt that, overall, they had 

benefitted from having to evaluate their work.  

1.7 Legacy of EAF 

The overall legacy of EAF is a strong one, but one which lies in large part in the increased knowledge and 

capacity of people and organisati ons involved with the programme, rather than in behavioural changes that 

have already taken place as a direct result of project activity.  

For the funded organisations , EAF has resulted in increased financial stability and organisational capacity; 

the train ing and additional experience of staff and volunteers (which may continue being of benefit to the 

wider agenda, even if staff or volunteers themselves move on); the formation of new partnerships and closer 

working with others in the sector; the mainstreami ng of pro -environmental behaviour change within 

organisations; the proven worth of behaviour change engagement models; a better understanding of project 

audiences (which will enhance future engagement) and new systems, products and toolkits.  

For those that  the organisations have worked with , there is strong evidence of the projects having built 

up personal capacity around environmental issues, and having contributed to increased community capacity 

as well as direct behaviour change (through increased social  interaction and community cohesion, the 

development of community action groups and community activists, the building of stronger networks in 

communities, the influence projects have had on supply chains and 3 rd  party organisations and the new 

resources wh ich can be used by those working at a community level to bring about action on sustainable 

consumption).  

In addition, funded organisations have contributed to policy debate, expanded markets for sustainable 

products and óeco-brandsô and produced a large amount of published material.  



Environment Action Fund (EAF): A Review of Sustainable Consumption and Production Projects for Defra 
Chapter 1: Executive summary 

11  
January 2009  

Many of the projects will keep going, either as stand alone entities or through becoming mainstreamed within 

their organisations. However, the legacy of the individual projects is only a small part of the overall legacy of 

EAF and question marks remain over what will happen to the rest ï to the personal and community capacity 

that has been built, to the resources that have been produced, to what has been learned about different 

engagement models, and so forth.  

For some of thes e things there are óquick fixesô. Defra itself can ensure that project reports are published and 

that the lessons emerging from a) how to run a fund of this nature and b) what kinds of models and tools 

work for particular types of projects, are used to inf orm how other funds are run, what types of projects to 

support and what information to make available to community practitioners. Other things are not so simple 

though. In particular, without a direct successor to EAF, there is no obvious means of continui ng to provide 

facilitation for community groups. There is no means of gauging what might happen to existing groups once 

this has gone.  

In deciding which models are worthy of further support, Defra (and other funders) need to be clear about the 

overarching objectives of funding ï in particular whether what is desired is to bring about rapid and large -

scale measurable behaviour change among the UK public, to build the long - term capacity of communities, or 

both. If the objective is simply to deliver rapid beha viour change on a scalable basis then the following 

options seem worthy of consideration:  

¶ choice editing or supply chain brokerage;  

¶ door -knocking advice or audit, supported by help to source products and devices;  

¶ supporting influential individuals/teams of  people to perform a challenge and hand -holding function for 

public institutions, large membership organisations or similar to catalyse significant institutional behaviour 

change.  

1.8 Recommendations 

This evaluation has highlighted a number of areas in which t he experience of EAF could provide lessons for 

future funding models.  

Supporting the third sector  

Visible government action/leadership on climate change  

The work of funds like the EAF needs to be supported by top -down communication and visible government 

action on climate change. These communications should aim to straighten out some of the inherent 

contradictions in less mainstream behaviours such as food.  

Tackling ódifficultô behaviours through multi- stakeholder partnerships  

Multi -stakeholder projects a re essential to overcoming  barriers around ódifficultô behaviours where the 

landscape is more complex.  

Improved co - ordination between government departments  

Better co -ordination between departments with different remits would help support grass roots acti on on 

sustainability. Additionally, funders could offer coordinated access to advice from several government 

departments for projects aiming to change whole lifestyles óin the roundô. 

Sustained support throughout the funding programme  

Any support offered t o projects should be sustained throughout the duration of the funding programme not 

just at start -up, allowing the opportunity for reassurance and feedback on both sides (and a level of 

flexibility). Access could also be provided to partners who may be abl e to help projects overcome any possible 

infrastructural and institutional barriers.  

Long - term funding  

Longer - term funding (similar to  that of  the EAF) should be considered for future behaviour change 

programmes (particularly where there may be delays bet ween project activity and behaviour change).  

The applications process  

A two - step application process  

A two -step application process could  provide an opportunity for funders to feed expe rience into project 

development,  signpost applicants to useful material s and project partners , and allow funders and applicants 

to jointly develop an appropriate evaluation plan. It could  also  ensure  that  projects and funders do not 

utilise more resources than necessary.  
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Demonstrating knowledge  

Projects  should be able to de monstrate  their ability to change  behaviour rather than simply raise  awareness. 

Funders should c onsider (a) how well the applicant understands their target audience and (b) how projects 

are proposing to address the success factors for engaging audiences.  

Using existing audiences  

Third sector projects can be successful where an audience already exists and are accessible en masse . 

Membership organisations, for instance, do not have to spend time recruiti ng or attracting their audience . 

Recognising the importa nce of personality  

Where successful models appear reliant on certain catalytic leaders, it may be beneficial to fund the person  

for the duration rather than the project . 

Considering local authority partnerships  

Third sector partnerships with local authorit ies can achieve the best of both worlds ï access to service 

gatekeepers and a level of officiality but with local óbuy inô.  

Utilising workshops  

It may be beneficial to hold workshops before funding programmes begin to build capacity within projects.  

Old i deas vs. ónewô innovation 

Significant scaling -up of successful projects can be achieved by funding proven models to extend their reach 

and impact. Old ideas/existing projects may be just as favourable as ónewô innovation. 

Evaluation  

Providing long - term eva luation support  

Evaluation should be embedded at the outset through an outcomes -driven approach rather than rigid task 

specification (outputs). Projects could be encouraged to focus on the measurable  aspects of their work. 

Reporting requirements should be as explicit as possible at the outset.  

Key components of a successful evaluation methodology  

The evaluation should consider: integrating data collection into work plans; conducting baseline 

measurement; carrying out types of work where impacts are easier to evaluate; working with audiences 

where behaviour change is easier to gauge; working for realistic goals in the timeframe given; and having 

regular access to project audiences.  

Fund evaluators  

Fund evaluators should be involved for the entire fund durat ion, need to have direct access to the projectsô 

audiences and must be able to triangulate from different sources of information.  

Funders must be closely involved in the evaluation process  

Funders should be involved in the development of the overall evalua tion approach and have regular contact 

with the evaluators so that interim findings can shape internal thinking and policy. Where possible, an 

experienced research manager inside the funding team can be extremely useful to provide ongoing guidance 

and chal lenge to the evaluators.  

Dissemination of EAF knowledge  

Networking events  

Defra is in a good position to hold networking event(s) to bring together the lessons and the people from its 

Climate Challenge Fund, Every Action Counts and Environmental Action Fu nds.  

Mentoring  

Fund managers should consider enabling  and/or support ing  the mentoring of newly funded projects by 

project managers from the EAF. This could reduce the risk of repeating the same mistakes.  

Use of evaluation reports  

There is scope to m aximise  access and signposting to evaluation reports and óbest practiceô guides, possibly 

on the Defra EAF website or by establishing a new repository.  

Use of toolkits  

It is worth c onsider ing  how toolkits and other engagement tools developed during the EAF could be used 

beyond the project that developed them, either freely or through avenues such as licensing.  

Compile a óstakeholder networkô 

Finding a method to compile a óstakeholder networkô of key EAF project managers/catalytic individuals could  

ensure that exp ertise on behaviour change/community action work  is retained by Defra . 

 

For recommendations on future research, please see the concluding chapter of the main report.  
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2 Introduction  

In October 2005, Brook Lyndhurst was commissioned by Defra to conduct a thre e year review of the 

Environmental Action Fund (EAF) 2005 -8, to assess and determine behaviour change impacts and key 

factors for success. This is the final technical report of the evaluation, which brings together all the evidence 

gathered throughout the review. The introductory chapter outlines:  

1.  The scope of the EAF ï its objectives and policy context  

2.  The scope of the evaluation ï its aims and approach  

3.  Coverage of the report  

2.1 Scope of the EAF 

Objectives of the EAF 2005 -8 

The Environmental Action Fund (EAF)  is a Defra funding programme which has supported third sector 

groups to further the Government ôs sustainable development objectives within England. There have been 

several rounds of funding covering discrete three -year periods, each with a distinctive foc us. The current 

round (2005 -8) allocated just under £7 million to 35 projects. In this round, Defra wished to support 

projects that would:  

¶ Contribute to the sustainable consumption agenda identified in the Government's Sustainable 

Consumption and Productio n (SCP) Framework;  

¶ Build the capability and commitment of communities to change consumption patterns;  

¶ Move from awareness of consumption challenges into action;  

¶ Have England -wide coverage or demonstrate models with potential for wider application;  

¶ Go beyon d single - issues covered by other more specific programmes (e.g. energy efficiency, waste) to 

address consumption and lifestyles óin the roundô; 

¶ Attempt to make some leap of innovation in social or market activity (as distinct from innovation in 

technology) ;  

¶ Be led by community sector organisations -  but the development of innovative partnerships was 

encouraged.  

ñCommunitiesò were defined as either physical communities in a particular place, or communities with a 

common affiliation, such as faith, social int erest or demographic group. Within these parameters, Defra was 

not prescriptive as to how the projects should operate or what specific outcomes they should deliver, but 

there was a general emphasis on changing behaviour and discovering effective ways of do ing this.  

Policy context  

Defraôs thinking and evidence base on pro-environmental behaviour change evolved rapidly during the 

period in which the EAF 2005 -8 operated. This has affected both the landscape in which projects operated 

as well as the expectation s against which their achievements will inevitably be judged. Three key 

developments need to be flagged in this respect:  

1.  The UK Sustainable Development Strategy & Defraôs 4Es framework 

In the 2005 -8 round, the scope of the EAF was moulded by evidence and t hinking that had fed into the UK 

Sustainable Development Strategy. Research at that time was suggesting that a ñmuch more active 

approach to change habitsò is required if the public is going to adopt more environmentally sustainable 

lifestyles 11 . The Strate gy set out a framework for engaging the public in behaviour change which was 

organised around four axes ï engage, enable, encourage, and exemplify 12 . With their long history of 

delivering community engagement, and of developing novel engagement models, comm unity organisations 

seemed particularly well placed to test how Defraôs 4Es could be put into practice. 

                                                
11  Securing the Future, UK Government Sustainable Development Strateg y Helping People Make Better Choices. See also 

the review of behaviour change theory in Professor Tim Jacksonôs Motivating Sustainable Consumption, Andrew Darntonôs 

Taking it On  literature review for Defra, and Brook Lyndhurstôs consumer research on Bad Ha bits; Hard Choices.  
12  The framework is considered in more detail in chapter 4 in relation to the evaluation methodology.  
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2.  I will if you will from the Sustainable Consumption Roundtable  

In the first year of the EAF, work underway on the Sustainable Consumption Round Tableôs I will if you will 

report added further weight to the idea that community -based action is a vital tool (among others) for 

bringing about sustainable consumption. The SCR also advanced propositions that behaviour change 

programmes needed to focus on key con sumption goals ï namely food, personal travel, homes (particularly 

home energy), and holiday travel. This work partly informed the development of Defraôs evidence and 

research strategy for sustainable consumption 13 . 

3.  Defraôs framework for pro-environmental b ehaviours  

Defra then developed its framework for pro -environmental behaviours 14  through a series of activities 

including stakeholder deliberation. The framework sets out Defraôs approach to researching, testing, 

implementing and monitoring activities design ed to promote pro -environmental behaviour.  

Within the framework is a set of 12 headline behaviour goals, comprising ña range of low/high impact and 

easy/hard behavioursò. The headline behaviours concentrate primarily on those with significant carbon 

saving  potential though Defra recognises that there are others which it may wish to promote that are not so 

narrowly focused on carbon reduction.  

The EAF evaluation has both contributed to Defraôs evolving thinking on pro-environmental behaviour and 

been shaped by it in turn, as was anticipated in the original objectives for the evaluation.  

2.2 Scope of the evaluation 

Aims of the programme evaluation  

The evaluation was designed to look beyond the traditional evaluation themes of processes, outputs and 

outcomes, to pr ovide Defra with lessons on effective approaches to behaviour change in the domain of 

sustainable consumption. Defra wished to know:  

¶ What  measurable impact have EAF projects had on changing the behaviour of individuals, households 

or business?  

¶ Which kinds of projects and engagement models are more successful at delivering behaviour change on 

sustainable consumption?  

¶ What are the lessons from the EAF about critical success factors and barriers involved in delivering 

effective behaviour change projects in com munity based projects?  

¶ Can successful initiatives in one location, or with a particular target group (e.g. those already receptive 

to sustainable behaviours), be replicated on a wider scale?  

¶ What are the implications for future funding streams and policy  developments?  

Approach to the evaluation  

To answer Defraôs questions, a research-led, formative approach was adopted. Brook Lyndhurst was 

appointed half way through Year 1 of the Fund, to deliver bursts of research activity throughout the next 

three years  and provide regular feedback on emerging lessons. This feedback shaped Defraôs on-going 

management of the Fund, the support it provided to projects (covered in chapter 9), as well as its strategic 

thinking on pro -environmental behaviour.  

In designing the evaluation, we acknowledged that some behaviour change outcomes would be difficult to 

evidence, and that community based projects do not always have the capacity or skills to undertake 

rigorous evaluation. To provide as much information as possible, and to  ensure that different perspectives 

were taken into account (i.e. the projects, the participants, and Defra), the evaluation therefore joined up 

evidence of several different kinds, from many sources.  

The detailed content of the evaluation and any limitat ions are set out in detail in chapter 4. The following 

table provides a summary of the main research components and how often they were carried out during the 

three -year exercise.  

 

                                                
13  http://www.defra.gov.uk/envi ronment/business/scp/research/themes/theme3/sustain -consump.htm   
14  http://www.defra.gov.uk/evidence/social/behaviour/index.htm   

http://www.defra.gov.uk/environment/business/scp/research/themes/theme3/sustain-consump.htm
http://www.defra.gov.uk/evidence/social/behaviour/index.htm
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Task  Frequency  Scope  

Visits to the projects  Annual  2-3 hours each project , each year  

e-survey of projects  Annual  30 -40 questions to collect standardised 
data around themes emerging from visits  

Review of projectsô progress reports to Defra Annual  Projectsô quarterly/six monthly reports of 
outputs and outcomes achieved  

Check -up on progress from Defra EAF 
administrators & research manager  

Annual  Half day discussion of project progress and 
analytical themes  

Interviews with project participants  Year 2 -3 174 interviews of 20 -30 minutes  

Benchmark national survey of UK public  Year 2-3 Combined sample of 2,014 adults  

Review of projectsô own evaluation reports Year 3  Detailed review & data extraction from 34 
reports  

Full -day workshop with projects & Defra  Annual  Feedback presentations on emerging 
findings; plenary and break -out disc ussion 

groups; poster presentations and policy 
feedback led by projects in Year 3  

 

Table 1 | Scope of the EAF evaluation 

 
The findings and analysis in this final evaluation report draw on interim reports produced in Years 1 and 2 15 , 

as well as the research condu cted by Brook Lyndhurst in the final year of the EAF. The Year 3 work included 

a detailed review of the 34 projectsô own final evaluation reports as well as primary research with the 

projects and participants.  

2.3 This report  

The evaluation evidence is present ed in three main parts: what projects did and how they were evaluated 

(chapters 3 -5), what they achieved (chapters 6 and 7), what worked and the key lessons for other projects 

and funders (chapters 8 -10). The detail of these chapters is as follows:  

¶ Chapter  3 ï Projects receiving EAF support  

This chapter introduces the projects that were funded by the EAF, how much they were awarded, and 

the diversity of activity covered by the EAF.  

¶ Chapter 4 -  Evaluation method  

This chapter describes the many sources of dat a which the evaluation drew upon, how sources were 

used in the analysis and any data limitations.  

¶ Chapter 5 -  Delivery and engagement models  

This section is concerned with the different approaches used by projects to build action on sustainable 

consumption  in their communities. It outlines a typology of project types and behaviour change tools as 

a framework for analysing achievements and lessons learned.  

¶ Chapter 6 ï Outputs  

This chapter is a descriptive account of the principal outputs achieved by EAF proj ects, focusing on the 

activities that were delivered.  

¶ Chapter 7 ï Outcomes and impacts  

This chapter considers the outcomes that resulted from projectsô activities, in terms of headline 

environmental behaviours, and the capacity of individuals and communiti es to take action on sustainable 

consumption. It also considers questions of additionality, longevity and spill -over effects.  

                                                
15  Separate reports on project outputs, and on researc h findings in both years. See 

www.defra.gov.uk/ENVIRONMENT/eaf/index.htm   

http://www.defra.gov.uk/ENVIRONMENT/eaf/index.htm
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¶ Chapter 8 ï What worked?  

This chapter provides an interpretative discussion of what worked, firstly in terms of motivating 

behavio ur changes, then in terms of engaging audiences and using different types of delivery model.  

¶ Chapter 9 -  Operation of the Fund  

This section looks at projectsô experiences of the EAF process, how it supported them to deliver their 

projects, and the barriers  that they encountered. It draws out lessons for similar funds.  

¶ Chapter 10 ï Legacy of the EAF  

This chapter considers what the legacy of the EAF will be for the projects themselves and the wider 

world, what they will do next, and the scope for replicabilit y and scaleability of models developed during 

the EAF.  

¶ Chapter 11 ï Conclusions and recommendations  

This chapter brings together the main findings of the evaluation, discusses their implications for Defra 

and presents a set of recommendations.  
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3 Projects Receiving EAF Support 

This Chapter provides the context for the evaluation analysis which then follows. It introduces the EAF 

projects and highlights the diverse nature of the activity that was supported by the Fund. This diversity is 

an essential feature of  the EAF 2005 -8 but it has made the job of evaluating behaviour change outcomes 

challenging. Readers need to bear this diversity in mind because it affects the nature of the evaluation 

evidence collated and the extent to which generalisations can be made a bout behaviour change outcomes.  

3.1 Allocation of funds  

Just under £7 million was awarded to the 35 organisations 16  over three years (2005 to 2008). These 

organisations were asked to apply for funding each year and were required to match what they were 

allocate d from EAF with equal funding from external sources 17 . One project (WestDen) did not receive 

funding in Year 3 and is not included in the evaluation; the other 34 projects received funding for three 

years.  

Most of the organisations had not received EAF gran ts previously and the 10  that were funded in both 

round s (2002 -5 and 2005 -8) either started entirely new projects or proposed significant developments of 

their previously funded models.  

The total awarded to each project over the three years of EAF varied f rom around £90,000 to around 

£400,000, with half of the projects receiving over £200,000 each. Table 2 shows the breakdown, as well as 

a brief pen portrait of each project (more detailed descriptions are provided in Appendix A). Projectsô full 

titles are u sed in the table but thereafter acronyms are used to aid readability. A list of project acronyms is 

given in the glossary.  

 

Recipient organisation  
Total 
awarded  
(05 -08)  

Total claimed 
(05 -08)  

Brief project description  
(see Appendix A for more detailed desc riptions)  

Action for Sustainable 
Living (AfSL)  

£150,150  £147,588  
Promoting sustainable living through pledges & local 
action groups; local partnership/network building  

Association of Charity 
Shops (ACS)  

£111,500  £111,500  

ñChoose2Reuseò campaign for clothing & textiles in East 
Anglia, delivered through charity shops & local media, 
plus stakeholder engagement on developing the re -use 
collection/processing infrastructure  

Baby Green Recycled 
Organic Ethical 
(BABYGROE)  

£245,444  £245,444  
National magazine for new mothers to promote 
sustainable living & baby products  

BioRegional 
Development Group  

£266,304  £266,304  
Piloting buyersô & suppliersô club to secure use of ñOne 
Planet Productsò in housing development (pilot mainly 
with Housing Associations)  

Blooming Futures (BF)  £148,300  £148,300  
Promoting use of Pure Plant Oil through work with 
farmers and vehicle owners  

Carplus  £113,583  £105,993  
Action research to identify the impact of a car club in 
York  

Common Ground À £338,314  £338,314  
Promoting local distinc tiveness of food through events, 
media, books & support to local action groups  

Community Service 
Volunteers (CSV)  

£214,053  £214,053  
Food growing, recycling, & cycling projects with local 
residents in Birmingham and Bristol  

Conservation £112,942  £96,230  ñParish Pump Programmeò to support take-up of 

                                                
16  Or groups of organisations where these bid together to run one project.  
17  Applicants could be in receipt of suppor t from other government departments, agencies or local authorities but could not 

use such support as matching funding. Total government support for the project could not exceed 50% of relevant 

expenditure and public funding had to be in cash rather than co ntributions in kind. See 

http://www.Defra.gov.uk/corporate/regulat/forms/envprot/eaf14.pdf  

http://www.defra.gov.uk/corporate/regulat/forms/envprot/eaf14.pdf
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Foundation (CF) À environmental action in the Church of England, including 
newsletter, workshops, training & publications  

Cornwall Sustainable 
Building Trust (CSBT)  

£224,847  £224,847  
Sustainable construction -  t raining & workforce 
development support for individuals & businesses  

Devon and Cornwall 
Housing Association 
(DCHA)  

£93,500  £90,520  
Sustainability officer to enhance environmental 
management in the HA & engage low income residents in 
environmental action  

Eden Local Agenda 21 
(EDEN)  

£219,408  £216,965  

Engaging local residents & businesses in environmental 
action, through community action groups and 
energy/waste projects in community buildings & 
businesses  

Environmental Assoc of 
Universities and 
Colleges ( EAUC) 

£117,800  £117,800  
Providing hands -on support to FHE institutions to adopt 
sustainable procurement policies & practice  

Envision  £176,817  £176,817  
Year - long engagement with groups of KS4 students in 

secondary schools on environmental projects  

Forest  Stewardship 
Council UK (FSC)  

£170,590  £160,278  
Working with retailers to increase supply of FSC 
products; campaigns & outreach to promote consumer 
awareness  

Global Action Plan 
(GAP)  À 

£231,967  £231,967  
Promoting sustainable living through EcoTeams  ï 
indi viduals working in groups to reduce their own 
householdôs environmental impact 

Green Alliance À £115,959  £115,958  
Promoting debate on key policy areas through events, 
stakeholder engagement, research & publications  

London Sustainability 
Exchange (LSx)  

£21 2,654  £211,544  
Engaging minority ethnic communities in environmental 
action, through events, faith groups & community 
ambassadors  

Marine Stewardship 
Council (MSC)  

£292,406  £289,959  
Brokering new supply & demand relationships in food 
service supply chains to enhance take -up of MSC fish in 
schools & restaurants  

National Energy Action 
(NEA)  

£365,100  £365,100  
Increasing consumer understanding & encouraging 
sustainable living -  through home energy audits, 
sustainable living packs & installation of smart m eters    

National Federation of 
Women's Institutes 
(NFWI)  

£114,865  £114,865  

Membership consultation followed by four environmental 
action projects: EcoTeams  with local WI groups; local 
purchasing demonstration project, car sharing workshop; 
home composting trai ning  

National Trust  £263,000  £257,817  

Promoting ógreenerô working internally; demonstration 
activities to expose visitors to sustainable living (e.g. 
food, eco -ógadgetsô); schools outreach & energy saving 
week  

Peace Child 
International À 

£214,100  £214,1 00  
School visits & follow -ups to secure ólifestyle contractsô 
(mainly with KS2 pupils); recruiting & training secondary 
students as ambassadors  

Peterborough 
Environment City Trust 
(PECT)  

£162,372  £156,914  
Home advice visits & ógoody bagsô of eco-products to 
new residents to promote more sustainable living  

Royal Yachting Ass. 
(RYA) / British Marine 
Federation (BMF)  

£402,062  £402,061  
Promoting more sustainable boating practice amongst 
members on pollution, recycling & wildlife protection, 
through multiple a ctivities  

Soil Association  £278,606  £278,606  
Enhancing demand for organic food through support for 
local action groups, an annual organic food festival & 
ñwhy organicò website 
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Somerset Trust for 
Sustainable 
Development  

£254,500  £254,500  
Supporting loca l community action groups & providing ad 
hoc advice to local óactivistsô as they need it 

SPAN partners
18

 £315,000  £315,000  
New network of community sector organisations to 
support grass - roots food growing & other sustainable 
development projects  

Sponge Su stainability 
Network Ltd  

£99,500  £99,500  
Working to promote the business case for sustainable 
homes & support home -buyers with an information 
leaflet on the questions they need to ask sellers  

Studentforce for 
Sustainability  

£101,683  £92,738  
A toolkit to  conduct environmental performance checks 
of community buildings. Initial & follow -up visits 
undertaken by student volunteers  

Sustain -  Alliance for 
better food and 
farming  

£140,260  £140,260  
Through its ñLondon Food Linkò bringing together local 
food sta keholders from demand & supply sides, providing 
advice & information, running events  

Westden  £79,632  £67,260  
This project was not funded after Year 2 and is not 
included in the evaluation  

Wiltshire Wildlife Trust 
(WWT)  À 

£90,000  £90,001  
Supporting the d evelopment of ñClimate Friendly 
Communitiesò through local action groups, events and 
visits  

WWF UK  £177,535  £177,284  
Testing an ñaction learningò model of environmental 
engagement by providing facilitation support to three 
local community groups  

Youth H ostel 
Association (YHA)  

£355,243  £355,243  
Delivering educational activities to visiting school groups, 
developing Environmental Activity Leaders, & training 
staff on environmental management  

 £6,969,996  £6,891,632   

À Organisations receiving funding from previous rounds of EAF  

Table 2 | Project funding allocation 

 

3.2 Types of organisations funded 

The organisations receiving funding were very diverse. They range from small local groups to large 

organisations with national reach; and from those who had been working o n sustainable development for 

years to those who were entirely new to the subject. Some of the important dimensions on which they differ 

-  which affect what they did, how they did it, and what they were able to achieve -  are:  

Organisational status  

EAF reci pients included organisations that could be considered ónational institutionsô (membership charities 

such as NT, YHA and NFWI), national or regional environmental charities and action groups, certification 

organisations (FSC, MSC), a regional housing assoc iation (DCHA), right down to very small groups set up by 

individuals with a pro -environmental zeal (e.g. BF, AFSL, EDEN, BabyGROE).  

Organisational size  

Some of the larger organisations (e.g. NFWI, NT, YHA, WWF) could provide access to extra internal 

resour ces and wide audience reach, whereas this was not the case for some of the smaller groups, who 

often relied entirely on one or two key people, which constrained how much they could do (e.g. EDEN, CF, 

BF).  

Geographical scale  

Half of the projects were workin g on a national scale 19  (e.g. RYA/BMF, NT, FSC, GAP) while the rest were 

divided between projects with regional scope (e.g. DCHA, WWT, Sustain) and those working mainly in a 

focused local area (e.g. EDEN in Cumbria, WWF in Surrey, PECT in Peterborough, Carp lus in York). The local 

projects were funded to test out models which may have potential for national scaleability or could be 

widely replicated.  

                                                
18  The SPAN partners were: Community Composting Network, Federation of City Farms & C ommunity Gardens, Garden 

Organic, Permaculture Association UK, Womenôs Environmental Network,  
19  Source: Year 1 projects e -survey  
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Knowledge of sustainability  

Some organisations already had sustainability at the core of their work (e.g. Co mmon Ground, WWF, GAP) 

while others had to build the SCP agenda into their existing work streams. In these cases there was work to 

be done to get buy - in from the organisation as a whole (e.g. DCHA, NFWI and YHA). Those already focusing 

on sustainability va ried from tiny, activist - led, organisations (e.g. Eden, BF) to well -known environmental 

NGOs, such as WWF or the Soil Association.  

Single vs. multi - issue focus  

Some organisations focused on narrow product or lifestyle areas (e.g. BF on Pure Plant Oil; FSC on 

sustainable timber; SA on organic food) so that they had potential to make significant advances in one 

behavioural area. Others ï especially the projects promoting lifestyle change óin the roundô - had more 

diffuse behavioural targets and therefore a we aker starting point for achieving significant gains in any one, 

individual, SCP related sector (e.g. AFSL, CSV and WWT).  

Experience of working with different audiences  

Some EAF organisations already knew their target audiences well (e.g. BabyGROE and new m others, EAUC 

and higher education, Envision and Peace Child and schoolchildren; the RYA/BMF and boaters). Others were 

engaging new types of audience for the first time and had to develop an understanding of their needs, 

which necessarily demanded investmen t in terms of time and energy (e.g. BioRegional, MSC, LSx).  

Financial standing  

For some groups, (e.g. EDEN, AFSL, BF, CG) the EAF grant was either most or a very substantial part of the 

groupôs income. At the other end of the spectrum were well resourced national membership organisations 

and charities (e.g. NT, YHA, NFWI, WWF). In between were the third sector environmental organisations 

that are used to surviving on a patchwork of funding from different grant funds (e.g. GAP, Envision).  

3.3 How organisations used the EAF funding 

Organisations used the EAF grant in different ways to fund:  

Further development or testing of something they were already doing  

In these cases there was already a certain level of in -house expertise on how to run the project, enabling 

organisations to óhit the ground runningô (e.g. CF, BabyGROE, BF, CG, GAP, Envision and Sustain). 

ñDevelopmentò in these projects took various forms, including expanding audience reach, tweaking 

engagement techniques or refining models that had been part tr ialled previously.  

Totally new projects within existing organisations  

These were of two main types:  

¶ Where community -based sustainability groups took the opportunity to trial activities or approaches that 

they had not done before.  

¶ Where organisations concer ned less directly with environmental behaviour change developed a stand -

alone pilot which might not have been funded otherwise as part of mainstream activities (e.g. in some 

of the large membership organisations and certification organisations).  

Testing a  new idea or concept  

The ñoutcomesò in these projects were the learning generated about the engagement methods as much as 

actual behaviour change achieved (e.g. Carplus testing the impact of a car club, WWF learning about how to 

facilitate community actio n and learning).  

Partner organisations working together to form a bespoke project  

One project (SPAN) was set up by five partner organisations to investigate ways of improving support and 

information to community groups involved in food production and cons umption.  

In evaluating what contribution the Fund made, it has been extremely difficult to draw boundaries between 

what was and was not funded by the EAF (and the associated match funding), and therefore how much of 

the projectsô outcomes should be attributed to EAF. In a number of cases, projects were apparently able to 

do more than could have been supported by the EAF grant alone, because:  
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¶ other aspects of their project were funded from another source (e.g. where the EAF paid mainly for 

project managemen t staff, or where different components of the project received support from other 

funders 20 );  

¶ they could piggy -back on other resources or existing infrastructure in the parent organisation (e.g. 

communication channels);  

¶ or they had already built some momen tum for their project by previous work 21 . 

Sometimes, there were also blurred boundaries between core activities of the organisation and the EAF 

project as a separate entity.  

To some extent, these blurred boundaries reflect normal conditions in the third sec tor, where projects 

typically survive on a patchwork of grant funding from many sources; but in looking at outputs and 

outcomes in chapters 6 and 7 it needs to be borne in mind that the achievements reported may be 

attributable to more than one source of f unding.  

3.4 Projectsô approaches 

As well as the recipient organisations being diverse, so too were the projects they ran and the approaches 

they used. A broad typology of approaches was developed by the evaluation team in order to make it easier 

to distil key  lessons from the EAF in the later analysis. The typology is introduced briefly here (figure 1), 

then described in more detail in chapter 5. It is important to note that the categories overlap and that 

individual projects may span more than one category. T he typology distinguishes between:  

1.  ócommunity action projectsô -  projects working to change the behaviour of individuals at the 

community level  

This is the largest category, covering projects with very different breadth and, depth of engagement with 

their participants -  from óone-offô contacts on a large scale to frequent contact with the same small group 

over sustained periods. Many of the projects were concerned with tackling lifestyles óin the roundô ï 

encouraging people to think about sustainable consum ption as a package of behaviours.  

2.  óchanging organisationsô projects -  projects working to change behaviour within their own 

organisations, or of their members  

This category includes several large, national, membership organisations (and others) which under took 

projects to both engage members and visitors, and change internal working practices (e.g. NT, NFWI, YHA). 

A few focused externally to support change in other organisations (e.g. the EAUC in higher educations and 

the CF working with the Church of Engla nd).  

3.  ómarket development projectsô -  projects working to increase demand for, and availability of, 

sustainable products.  

Projects under this heading vary from those working on developing the market for one  product (e.g. MSC 

and sustainable fish, FSCouncil and sustainable wood products) to those working towards the wider 

development of a sector (e.g. BioRegional and sustainable construction, BabyGROE and sustainable baby 

items). Most were concerned with bridging a perceived gap between demand and supply side s, ranging 

from information sharing to hands -on brokering of new supply chain relationships.  

4.  ópolicy landscapeô projects -  projects which sought to influence policy either as a core 

purpose or as an adjunct to their project work  

Only Green Alliance focuse d exclusively on influencing policy makers. Others, such as Sponge (in building a 

demand - led case for sustainable homes) and BF (in promoting the use of Pure Plant Oil as a vehicle fuel) 

have tried to influence debate in the particular areas within which t hey have been operating.  

 

                                                
20  e.g. NFWI being funded for conducting their members ô consultation and organising initiatives but the initiatives 

themselves being conducted with other sources of funding The NFWI case is further complicated because one stream of 

their work ï the NFWI EcoTeams ï was part funded by GAP and GAP has also reported on their outputs and outcomes.  
21  e.g. the CFôs Parish Pump programme. 
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Figure 1 | Categorisation of the delivery models used by EAF projects, Source: Brook Lyndhurst (2007) 

 

3.5 SCP areas projects have been working on 

Reflecting the funding criteria of the EAF, and the desire to address sustainable consump tion across the 

board, EAF projects were involved in tackling a wide range of behaviours, covering most of Defraôs headline 

behaviours (table 2  22 ). Projects were asked at the end of Year 3 to reflect on what they had done and to 

say which areas of activity  had been priorities for them over the three years. Looking at their responses, 

four behavioural areas stand out (figure 2):  

¶ reducing energy use (16 of the 32 projects responding said this was a high priority)  

¶ reducing waste 23  (14/32)  

¶ reducing CO 2 emissions  (14/32)  

¶ increasing sustainable food purchases (14/32)  

Tackling water use followed some way behind, while transport behaviours and switching to green energy 

supply were a high priority for relatively few projects. Reflecting the fact that market developmen t projects 

were fewer in number than those using the community action model, just nine out of thirty two rated 

ñincreasing the market size for sustainable productsò as a high priority. A few had very specific priorities not 

covered by options in the survey , such as marine pollution, or access to land.  

Even more projects indicated that increasing the capacity of participants to act on sustainability was a high 

priority, notably:  

¶ increasing the willingness of people to take action (27/32)  

¶ or giving them the c apacity, knowledge and skills that would enable them to act (29/32)  

 

                                                
22  The table lists projects by goal regardless of whether their work in a given area was a priority or just a small part of the 

project, so the weight of responses is different from that shown in the figure based on priorities.  
23  Covering recycling and was te prevention  
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Large numbers (25/32) also mentioned awareness raising as a high priority. One important question is 

whether the projects regarded awareness raising as an aim in and of itself since the f und explicitly urged 

projects to go beyond awareness raising. By the fact that 29 out of 32 projects claimed that increasing the 

capacity, knowledge and skills of their participants to take action was a priority, it would seem that they 

were indeed looking  to go beyond awareness raising.  

Despite the fact that building the capacity and commitment of communities to changing existing patterns of 

consumption was a main objective of the fund, fewer projects explicitly set out to build social capital or 

develop activism at the community level (figure 3). Both aspects were at least a moderate priority for most 

projects, however. In qualitative responses, a few projects also mentioned aspects such as social inclusion, 

health and empowerment.  

Defra Behavioural Goals  (no of 
projects in brackets) 24  

Projects identified (by BL or projects themselves) as working in each area  

Efficient vehicles (2)  BF, WWT  

Car use (11)  
AFSL, Carplus, CSBT, DCHA, Envision, GAP, NFWI, Peace Child, PECT, WWT, 

YHA  

Non -essential flying (2 ) WWT, YHA  

Water (15)  
AFSL, BioRegional, CSBT, DCHA, GAP, LSx, NT, NEA, NFWI, Peace Child, PECT, 

RYA, Studentforce, WWT, YHA  

Insulation (5)  AfSL, DCHA, EDEN, Studentforce, WWT  

Energy usage (17)  
AFSL, BioRegional, CF, CSBT, DCHA, EDEN, Envision, GAP,  NT, NFWI, NEA, 

Peace Child, PECT, STSD, Studentforce, WWT, YHA  

Recycling (15)  

 

ASFL, CSV, DCHA, EDEN, Envision, GAP, NFWI, NT,  

Peace Child, PECT, STSD, Studentforce, WWT, WWF, YHA  

Waste (19)  

 

ACS, AfSL, BabyGROE, BioRegional, CSBT, DCHA, Envision, GAP, Green 
Alliance, LSx, NEA, NT, NFWI, Peace Child, PECT, RYA, STSD, WWT, RYA  

Efficient/ eco friendly products (14)  
AFSL, BabyGROE, BioRegional, Envision, EDEN, FSC, GAP, NT, Peace Child, 

PECT, RYA, Sponge, Studentforce, WWT  

Micro -generation (5)  AfSL, CSBT, Envision, WWT, YHA  

Food locally in season or lower 

impact (16)  

AfSL, BabyGROE, CG, CSV, Envision, GAP, LSx, MSC, NFWI, NT, PECT, SPAN, 

SA, Sustain, WWT, YHA  
 

Table 2 | EAF projects working on Defraôs headline behaviour goals. 

 
 

 
 

                                                
24  Two of the behaviour goals -  adopt diet with lower GHG/ environmental impacts  and eat food locally in season  ï have 

been combined in our analysis because projects often failed to differentiate between the two. Waste has been taken in the 

br oadest sense rather than specifically in relation to food.  
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Figure 2 | Thinking about your project, over its 3 years, to what extent, if at all, have the following been a priority? 
Based on projectsô responses to the Year 3 e-survey  
N = 32 answering this question 

 

 

Figure 3 | Thinking about your project, over its 3 years, to what extent, if at all, have the following been a priority? 
Based on projectsô responses to the Year 3 e-survey  
N = 32 answering this question 
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3.6 Who the projects worked with  

An analysis of the characteristics  of the audiences that projects actually engaged is given in chapter 8. The 

following is a brief summary of the types of audience projects were targeting, to give a sense of the breadth 

of audience types covered by the EAF projects. This last fact is impor tant because it is another factor which 

makes it difficult to compare across projects when analysing which models were successful.  

In general terms, projects had four main types of audiences (see also chapter 5 on engagement models):  

Individuals  ï who were  contacted or engaged in a wide variety of settings, including at home, at events, 

on day visits and holidays, through websites and publications, at school or church, at training courses, at 

group meetings, or simply as friends or family of those more dire ctly involved.  

Community groups  ï the majority of projects claimed to have regular or ad -hoc contact with community 

groups, either community action groups they were supporting directly, or others they collaborated with for 

specific activities.  

Businesses and employees  

Many of the ñchanging organisationsò projects worked with employees within their own organisations. 23 

projects also claim to have had regular contact with businesses, for example, food producers and caterers 

(e.g. Sustain, MSC, Soil Associat ion), developers, housing associations and contractors (e.g. BioRegional, 

DCHA, Sponge) and energy companies and regulators (e.g. NEA, DCHA).  

Public institutions  

With the exception of those working on policy, most projects have not sought to directly targe t public 

institutions, though (22) reported they had had regular contact. Some projects worked through local - level 

public institutions in order to access their intended audiences, and others formed links and partnerships to 

help deliver their projects.  
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4  Evaluation method and evidence 

The overall approach to the evaluation was described in the Introduction. It outlined how the analysis in this 

report has drawn on many different sources of information to form a rounded judgement on the outcomes 

of the EAF. This chapter provides a detailed account of the principal data sources, how they were collected, 

and any limitations. Each source is covered in turn as follows:  

1.  Projectsô progress reports submitted to Defra as a requirement of the funding. 

2.  Projectsô own end of fund evaluation reports.  

3.  The Brook Lyndhurst research and formative evaluation.  

This is followed by an explanation of how the research design and analysis were informed by the literature 

and theory on behaviour change, and concludes with an assessment  of the lessons learned from the 

evaluation in terms of data and content. Projectsô own experiences of the evaluation are covered in section 

9 where lessons regarding the evaluation process  are identified.  

4.1 Project progress reports to Defra 

 

Evolution of th e reporting process  

The initial application form specified that applicants should describe how they would know whether or not 

they had achieved their objectives 25 . Defra asked funded projects to report both on outputs (i.e. what they 

had done) and outcomes  (i.e. what they had achieved as a result of their activity). This approach took on 

board criticisms made by CAG in their evaluation of the EAF 2003 -5 that projects had produced little 

evidence of outcomes or impact. 26  

Projects were initially asked to report  on a quarterly basis as well as to produce an annual report 

summarising their activities for the year. Following initial feedback that the quarterly reporting process was 

too time -consuming, Defra moved to six -monthly reporting in Year 2. More detail on h ow and why the 

reporting process evolved is provided in chapter 9.  

Data quality and limitations  

During Year 1 there were substantial variations in the style and content of the reports produced. Additional 

guidance was therefore given to projects about the form that reporting should take and about the expected 

content. 27  The variability continued in years 2 and 3, however, so that the progress reports on their own did 

not provide enough robust information for evaluating the outputs and outcomes of the EAF as a whole. The 

main weaknesses of these reports as evidence sources were:  

¶ inconsistent reporting (e.g. on the time -periods covered and what activities were included in which time 

period);  

¶ incomplete reporting (e.g. lists of activities without any indication of how many people had participated 

in them)  

¶ confusion between outputs and outcomes;  

¶ a tendency to report on activities rather than on the impact that these activities were having.  

Use of this source in the analysis  

The progress reports were, though, a ri ch source of information on individual project activities and outputs, 

which could be cross -checked against information from other sources (e.g. to verify the wealth of 

information provided during the Brook Lyndhurst project visits) and to fill gaps (e.g. in information given in 

the projectsô own evaluations).  

                                                
25  See http://www.Defra.gov.uk/corporate/regulat/forms/envprot/eaf14.pdf   
26  Environmental Action Fund 2002 -5 , Summat ive Evaluation , CAG consultants working with Northumbria University 

www.defra.gov.uk/environment/eaf/pdf/eaf -cag2005 -execsumm.pdf   
27  Guidance included examples of projectsô best practice. See http://www.defra.gov.uk/environment/eaf/pdf/good -practice -

handbook.pdf  

http://www.defra.gov.uk/corporate/regulat/forms/envprot/eaf14.pdf
http://www.defra.gov.uk/environment/eaf/pdf/eaf-cag2005-execsumm.pdf
http://www.defra.gov.uk/environment/eaf/pdf/good-practice-handbook.pdf
http://www.defra.gov.uk/environment/eaf/pdf/good-practice-handbook.pdf
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They were also used as background material in preparation for Brook Lyndhurstôs annual project visits 

(especially in Year 1) and were the main source of information used to compile the annual summar y reports 

of project outputs for Defra 28 . 

As regards data used in this report, project progress reports to Defra were used alongside other information 

sources (see below) to piece together the account of EAF outputs provided in chapter 5.  

4.2 Projectsô own evaluation reports  

Evolution of evaluation during the EAF  

The absence of useful outcome data was flagged as a key concern in the Year 1 evaluation report, as was 

the fact that only a few projects had plans in place for a rigorous evaluation of outcomes. The re port 

warned Defra of the risk that only limited óhardô data on sustainable consumption impacts would be 

produced by the end of Year 3.  

As is explained in more detail in chapter 9, Defra responded by reducing the requirement on projects to 

compile progress reports, but at the same time asked them for an evaluation plan which would generate 

information for their final project report. Defra offered free access to an independent evaluation expert 

(Kathryn Rathouse) to projects who wanted it.  

Evaluation approach es used by the projects  

It is important to recognise that most of the EAF projects had limited resources (money and time) to 

undertake extensive research into the behaviour change outcomes of their projects. Moreover, behaviour 

change is itself often diffi cult to measure and often requires expensive research techniques to measure it at 

all (e.g. direct monitoring of participant behaviour, large -scale baseline and follow -up surveys).  

Through the evaluation support, projects were encouraged to focus on manage able techniques, and on 

aspects of their projects that would be measurable using these techniques. The rationale was that it was 

better to produce robust data for some aspects of projectsô activities rather than weak and un-useable data 

for everything. The y were further provided with an evaluation handbook written specially for the EAF by the 

independent evaluation advisor to help them with the analysis and presentation of their findings 29 .  

Appendix B provides short case studies of good evaluation practice i n the EAF, together with examples 

showing how some projects measured actual behaviour changes or environmental impacts resulting from 

their activities.  

Data collection methods  

Projects used various methods to collect data, tailored to their engagement mode l and target audience. It 

was much more common that projects measured their outcomes through surveys (i.e. self - reported data) 

than they did by monitoring actual changes in consumption behaviour (e.g. purchases, meter readings). 

Some of the constraints pro jects faced in capturing behaviour change outcomes are described further 

below.  

In their final Year 3 evaluation reports:  

¶ 22 projects reported data from both baseline and follow -up surveys;  

¶ from post -project surveys (with no baseline);  

¶ 1 from baseline surv eys only (with no follow -up) 30 . 

Additionally:  

¶ 10 reported having conducted focus groups;  

¶ 19 having conducted depth interviews;  

¶ having conducted footprinting and/or having used carbon calculators;  

¶ 8 having conducted building audits.  

Examples of data collect ion methods are provided in the table below.  

                                                
28  Both of these reports are available at: http://www.Defra.gov.uk/environment/eaf/  
29  See http://www.defra.gov.uk/environment/eaf/pdf/good -practice -handbook.pdf  
30  This project was not used to ga uge outcomes  

http://www.defra.gov.uk/environment/eaf/
http://www.defra.gov.uk/environment/eaf/pdf/good-practice-handbook.pdf
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Research methods  Example projects  

workshop or event feedback forms  CF; CSBT; Eden; Sponge; Sustain; WWT  

postal surveys  

¶ of staff and/or volunteers (e.g. ACS; BioRegional; 

NFWI; NT)  

¶ of readers or project/ websit e registrants (e.g. 

BabyGROE, CF; RYA/ BMF; Soil Association; Sustain)  

¶ of householders (e.g. Carplus; PECT)  

self - completion questionnaires with scheme/ 

group participants  

CSV; Eden; LSx; NT; Soil Association; Somerset Trust; 
WWT; WWF; YHA  

face - to - face su rveys (interviewer administered)  

¶ of householders (e.g. DCHA; PECT)  

¶ of general public (e.g. FSC)  

¶ of school children (e.g. CSV; Peace Child ask for a show 

of hands)  

telephone follow -ups  

¶ with participants recruited directly (e.g. AfSL; CSBT; 

MSC; SPAN; Susta in; NFWI)  

¶ with participants recruited through intermediaries (e.g. 

BabyGROE)  

¶ with subset of main sample (e.g. Carplus; Green 

Alliance; RYA/BMF; Studentforce)  

¶ with previous participants (e.g. Envision; GAP)  

on - line surveys  

¶ of present participants (e.g. Bab yGROE; Green Alliance; 

MSC; Soil Association)  

¶ of past participants (Envision; GAP)  

focus groups  With subsets of respondents taken from an original sample 
(e.g. Carplus; Soil Association)  

meter readings  DCHA; GAP; NFWI; NT; YHA  
 

Table 3 | Were there any drawbacks to being part of a group?  
Based on interviews with public participants in year 2 and 3  
Base = 41 answering this question 

 

Constraints on being able to measure behaviour change directly  

There were valid reasons why many projects used surveys, self - rep orted or qualitative data, including:  

Many projects did not have contact with their participants in an environment where behaviour 

change could have been measured. Contact often:  

¶ happened at events  (e.g. Common Ground at Apple Day; Eden during its ógreen build fortnightsô);  

¶ happened in a place other than the one where desired actions would take place  (e.g. CSBT 

during their training courses; Envision and Peace Child at school);  

¶ happened indirectly  (e.g. ACS through shop staff and volunteers; BabyGROE throu gh its magazine; 

Soil Association through its website);  

¶ could not result in an easily measurable outcome  (e.g. Green Allianceôs influence on decision 

makers).  

Measurement in itself is often problematic:  

¶ some behaviours are extremely difficult to measure o bjectively  (e.g. many people do not have 

water meters; there is no way of gauging whether people actually take flights);  

¶ it is hard to quantify the combined value of many small lifestyle changes.  Impact may depend 

on how it is observed e.g. a focus entirel y on individual behaviours may underestimate the cumulative 

impacts of those sustainable living projects that succeeded in getting many people to change lots of 

small everyday actions.  

¶ some projects or participants had no access to means of measurement  (e. g. school children not 

having access to household bills);  
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¶ some projects lacked skills to measure what they were doing  as demonstrated by the demand 

for evaluation support;  

¶ some projectsô were aiming to build capacity more so than change behaviour so it was  hard for 

them to establish the latter ;  

¶ some data were deemed commercially sensitive and were not made available, for example, 

sales data.  

Data coverage  

Reflecting the fact that much of the evaluation work was administered through surveys, there is much 

better coverage of self - reported changes in behaviour than actual monitored changes. In their final 

evaluations:  

¶ 22 projects reported claimed changes in participant behaviour;  

¶ 13 reported attitudinal changes amongst participants;  

¶ 13 reported changes in part icipantsô willingness to act; 

¶ 9 reported actual (monitored) changes in participant behaviour.  

The fact that almost all the projects were able to produce an evaluation of their impact was significant 

achievement of the EAF. In particular, it is impressive t hat 22 projects had baseline and follow -up data with 

which to gauge the impact of their work. While the changes may be self - reported in most cases, being able 

to compare follow -up to baseline behaviour adds weight to the robustness of the data. One project  (NEA) 

also compared both baseline and follow -up results to a control sample, giving further confidence that the 

changes resulted from project activity.  

Throughout the report we have made a distinction between:  

¶ Self - reported behaviour change  

These are refe rred to as ósoft outcome dataô and are derived from survey data, pledges, qualitative 

research etc.  

¶ Measured behaviour change  

These are referred to as óhard outcome dataô and are derived from direct observation or monitoring, 

through meter readings or weig hing waste for example  

¶ Environmental impacts of changes in behaviour  

These are included in the definition of óhard outcome dataô and include conversions of impacts to CO2 

equivalent units or global footprints, for example.  

The table below identifies where there are the most data, showing which projects produced information 

under Defraôs headline behaviour goals. A detailed table containing the actual outcome data by behaviour 

goal is included in Appendix C.  
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Behaviour Goal  óSoftô outcome data óHardô outcome data  

Efficient vehicles  WWT; CSBT  BF 

Car use  
AfSL; Carplus; Envision; GAP;  
NFWI; Peace Child; PECT; WWT  

Carplus; DCHA; YHA  

Short haul flights  AfSL; WWT   

Water  

AfSL; EDEN; Envision; DCHA;  
GAP; LSx; National Trust; NEA;  
Peace Child; PECT; Somerset Tru st; 
WWT 

GAP 
NFWI  
PECT 

Insulation  AfSL; WWT  DCHA 

Energy usage  
AfSL; DCHA; Envision; GAP;  
National Trust; NEA; Peace Child;  
PECT; WWF; WWT  

DCHA; GAP; National 
Trust; NFWI; YHA  

Recycling  
 

AfSL; EDEN; Envision;  
DCHA; GAP; LSx; National  
Trust; NEA; Peace Ch ild; PECT;  
RYA; Somerset Trust;  
WWT 

CSV 
DCHA 
EDEN 
GAP 
NFWI  

Waste  
 

ACS; AfSL; BabyGROE;  
DCHA; Envision; National Trust;  
Peace Child; PECT;  
Somerset Trust; WWT  

DCHA; GAP  
National Trust  
NFWI  
WWT 

Efficient/ eco friendly products  

AfSL; BabyGROE; BioRegional;   
EAUC; EDEN; Envision;  
GAP; MSC; National Trust; NEA;  
PECT; FSC; GAP; Peace Child; WWF; 
WWT 

MSC 
FSC 

Micro -generation  AfSL; WWT   

Food locally in season or lower impact  
AfSL; BabyGROE; CSV; Envision; FCFG; 
GAP; National Trust; PECT; Soil 
Association; Sust ain; WWT  

NFWI  
MSC 

 

Table 4 | Projects which provided evidence on outcome sin their final evaluation reports, split by Defra headline behaviour goals 

 
The table highlights the fact that only a small number of projects were able to produce óhardô outcome data 

although there is a wealth of evidence from ósoftô outcome data, which is available for all Defraôs behaviour 

goals. Some key points to note are:  

All projects have provided some outcome data although there is a great deal of variation in the 

amount  and qualit y of outcome data provided.  

Projects working on internal  change in their organisations (e.g. DCHA, NT, YHA)  were  more 

likely to provide óhardô outcome data. This may in part be because they are likely to have access to the 

means of proving any changes ï e.g. energy bills and mileage figures ï and so it was easier for them to do 

so.  

Transport projects were particularly able to estimate the impact of their projects in terms of CO 2  

reductions  e.g. BF and Carplus. In the case of BF, savings have been quite size able, reflecting the fact that 

the organisation has concentrated on commercial vehicles which do long distances.  

With a few exceptions, community action projects found the provision of óhard dataô problematic. 

This in part reflects the nature of their pro jects and the relationship they have with participants (they are 

not ñgatekeepersò of products and services in the same way as some of the market development projects 

are; and have little access to meters, bills etc, in the same way as those who are effect ing changes within 

their own organisations).  
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But, community action projects which were directly involved in service provision were  able to 

provide hard evidence . CSV, thanks to its role as provider of the ñrun-a-muckò organic waste collection, 

Eden through  provision of recycling bins in community buildings, and DCHA, thanks to its coordination of 

improvements to its housing stock (e.g. the fitting of insulation and new boilers) have each been able to 

provide reliable figures for service take -up.  

Where monit oring was factored in as part of the work plan, some community action projects 

were also able to provide outcome data . This was the case for the GAP and NFWI EcoTeams as well as 

for the WWT Urchfont group sustainable living trials, and Peace Child which ha s been able to quite clearly 

demonstrate which types of pledges its audience has been able to keep to.  

Projects that followed up  all or some of their participants could show behaviour change e.g. PECT 

and AfSL have both been able to provide an indication o f whether participants stuck to particular behaviours 

between initial and follow -up contact.  

Some projects with long -standing programmes  in place can indicate longevity of impact where 

they have contact details for past participants and have done followed  up surveys (e.g. GAP and Envisionôs 

follow -up studies with previous programme participants pointed to their work having positive long - term 

impacts).  

Many of the projects receiving lower levels of funding had relatively poor data  (hard or soft) so 

may look  as though they have had very behavioural impact when the scale of the outputs they delivered 

may suggest otherwise.  

Projects which used mainly published materials to target audiences seem to have found it 

particularly difficult to provide any outcome data . (e.g. Common Ground, Sponge). Because of this 

they may appear to have had little behavioural impact but their impact is simply unknown and could be 

great or small. Their activities generally had a potential for large audience reach but nothing can be sai d 

about whether this was actually achieved, or what scale of behaviour change it led to.  

Data limitations  

The data from the projectsô evaluations come with certain caveats. (These caveats have been taken into 

account in the reporting of outcomes in chapter  6).  

There was heavy reliance on self - reported data. While such data is valuable (and the evaluation 

support enhanced the quality of the questionnaires being used in our judgement) it is, by its very nature, 

subjective. The main drawbacks are over -claiming , misestimating and, simply, differing views of what 

should come under particular categories such as ña lotò or ña littleò.  

Survey or observation samples were often small  ï this was often dictated by the small size of the 

audience (e.g. WWTôs Urchfont energy and waste trial; LSxôs water diaries) or resulted from low response 

rates (in a few cases). Samples ranged from nationally representative quantitative surveys to surveys of 

just 8 participants -  too small to provide any useable data from which inferenc es could be drawn.  

Drop out from baseline to follow -up surveys  was significant in some cases so that the samples are too 

small and/or too different to be compared reliably. Some projects made interpretations about changes 

between baseline and follow -up tha t cannot be supported. A notable exception was NEA which, though its 

samples were small, had undertaken statistical significance testing.  

It was sometimes difficult to gauge where data came from  -  both who were the audiences being 

referred to (including sa mple sizes) or where and how the data had been collected. Where necessary, and 

where it was possible, we have inferred sample sizes from other information provided but where we cannot 

be sure of sample sizes the data are treated with caution.  

Samples were generally self - selecting  ï and there is a risk that those responding may have been the 

more active or environmentally engaged participants in projects. NEA were able to demonstrate this by 

comparison with their control sample; others noted it as a possibil ity (e.g. Carplus).  

Samples may not be representative of all project participants ï since we typically do not know 

whether respondents are representative of the target audience in general, or the whole population which 

was engaged, the results cannot neces sarily be generalised. An important example is the GAP and NFWI 

findings. While their data on actual behaviour change is some of the most robust produced during the EAF, 

in both cases it is based on a sub -sample rather than all of the Eco Team participants . The sub -sample was 
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those people whose contact details had been recorded and who chose  to return data. It cannot be assumed 

therefore that the behaviour recorded by the sub -sample can be applied to the rest of the Eco Team 

members and scaled up to cover t he whole EAF Eco Team population.  

Detailed methods for scaling up or calculating impact were not always explained ï especially for 

aspects such as CO 2 savings (e.g. BF), planet savings (e.g. LSx) and other transformations or 

extrapolations.  

Interpretation of the data was sometimes questionable  -  e.g. projects reaching strong conclusions 

from the results from just a few interviews; some projects combined data from intermediaries, those 

directly participating in community - level groups and their wider audience s through events and other 

activities.  

Use of the data in the analysis  

All 34 projects produced final evaluation reports, of varying depth and rigour. All of these reports were 

read, assessed for robustness, and summarised as part of the Brook Lyndhurst pr ogramme review. They 

were a crucial source of information on behaviour change outcomes and lessons learned about particular 

approaches. The data have been used extensively in the analysis of outcomes in chapter 7 and in the 

discussion about lessons learned  in chapter 8.  

While the evidence produced by projects in this round of the EAF is most certainly an advance on what has 

been produced historically, the limitations outlined above mean that there are still gaps in the evidence, 

specifically with respect to  behaviour change outcomes. The limitations have translated into:  

¶ little high -quality data on óhardô behavioural outcomes; 

¶ difficulty in distinguishing between changes in attitudes and behaviours what would have happened 

anyway and those that were the dire ct results of projectsô work. 

At the EAF programme level, this means that it is still difficult to establish a complete picture of what the 

funding outcomes have been; it is difficult to compare results across different sectors and different types of 

proje cts; and it is difficult to gauge exactly what has proved to be the best value for money.  

For these reasons, the data on outputs and outcomes are presented separately from our interpretation of 

what worked. The latter is informed not only by the measured o utputs and outcomes, but also the rich 

qualitative data from Brook Lyndhurstôs annual visits and discussions with the projects.  

4.3 The Brook Lyndhurst programme -level evaluation  

As explained in the Introduction, key principles behind the Brook Lyndhurst eva luation were that it:  

¶ should be formative  ï that is, it should run in parallel to the Fund throughout its life and use the 

lessons learned to inform delivery of the programme;  

¶ should be research led  ï to provide an analysis of successes and barriers in usi ng community -based 

behaviour change models to promote sustainable living;  

¶ would develop and use data from a variety of different sources and angles  -  so that a 

comprehensive and rounded judgement could be reached about what the EAF had achieved.  

To achieve  these objectives the following research tasks were carried out:  

1.  Annual project visits  

2.  Annual electronic survey with the 34 projects  

3.  Participant interviews selected from a sample of projects  

4.  A national benchmarking survey of public attitudes and behaviour  

5.  Annual feedback sessions with the Defra EAF team  

6.  Annual networking workshops with the projects and Defra  

7.  A desk review of progress reports and final evaluation reports  

The specifics of each element are outlined below.  

Project visits  

Each project was visit ed every year of the ô05-ô08 funding by Brook Lyndhurst. The visits typically lasted 

between two and three hours (resulting in 200 -300 hours of interview material). Although the interviews 



Environment Action Fund (EAF): A Review of Sustainable Consumption and Production Projects for Defra 
Chapter 4: Evaluation method and evidence 

33  
January 2009  

were relatively informal, they followed a topic guide which was dev eloped and agreed with Defra. 31  The 

interviews were digitally recorded and researchers wrote up notes according to a standard proforma.  

¶ Year 1 focused on getting to know the projects, their skills and capacities, and how they had fared 

during the project se t -up phase. It highlighted the urgent need for evaluation support.  

¶ Year 2 focused on progress in project delivery, what they had learned about the models and 

approaches being used, and further challenges regarding evaluation.  

¶ Year 3 focused on achievements  over the course of EAF and how they could be proved, what projects 

had learned about engaging people in sustainable consumption, and the implications of their work for 

policy.  

Strengths  

The qualitative data gathered via the visit interviews is an extremel y rich source of evidence. In particular, 

the visits provided a breadth and depth of understanding that would not have been possible through other 

means  (e.g. on organisational barriers, how the engagement model was working or not). It allowed us to 

build a real sense of what the projects were doing, the barriers they were facing, and how they were 

tackling them. This further enhanced our ability to probe, understand and critique what projects reported in 

their progress reports and final evaluations.  

Limit ations  

As an evidence source on its own, the material from the visit interviews has some limitations, however. 

Some of these are generic to qualitative data ï the information gathered is dependent on the knowledge 

and interpretation of the person being int erviewed, and that person may have a particular story to tell ï but 

others relate specifically to the EAF. In this last respect, the two main limitations were:  

¶ the data collected is often not directly comparable across projects . Although a common topic 

gui de was used, interviews had to be tailored to each individual project within this overall framework 

because of the sheer diversity of projects. This meant that not all areas received the same weight in 

every interview.  

¶ the volume of data generated makes it  difficult to do full justice to the material . Brook 

Lyndhurst has 200 -300 hours of recordings from the visits and despite extensive visit notes being 

drawn up, it is almost inevitable that some of the finer detail is not captured in the analysis.  

Use of t he data in the analysis  

The qualitative material from the visits was used extensively in the formative stages of the evaluation to 

develop a rolling analysis of what was working and what wasnôt ï both in terms of engagement models and 

actual behaviour chan ge. The hypotheses developed in years 1 and 2 were explored further in the year 3 

work, and tested against the outcomes reported by projects in their evaluation reports. The qualitative 

evidence therefore informed the analysis of outputs and outcomes in ch apters 6 and 7, and was drawn on 

extensively to develop the interpretation of what worked in chapter 8.  

The annual e -survey  

Each year, projects were sent a link to an electronic survey which they were asked to complete. The 

purpose of the survey was to co llect comparable, standardised data on the key themes that were covered 

qualitatively in the visit interviews. The content therefore covered much the same ground as that outlined 

above for the visits. Nearly all projects completed the survey each year, but  one or two did not (depending 

on year).  

Strengths  

The surveys generated data that could be used to demonstrate the weight of certain perceptions, activities, 

or priorities across the EAF as a whole, to substantiate (or not) hypotheses being developed from  the 

qualitative evidence (e.g. lack of formal evaluation; reliance on certain tools such as awareness raising 

techniques). It was a useful complement to other sources of evidence.  

Limitations  

The main limitations arose from trying to apply a standard surv ey template to such diverse projects. 

Projectsô diversity meant that: 

 

                                                
31  The Year 3 guide can be found in Appendix D while earlier guides are provided in the year 1 and Year 2 evaluation 

reports.  
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¶ finding questions which applied equally to all projects was difficult so that some questions may 

not have been interpreted in the same way in all projects and not all of the response ca tegories were 

applicable in every case;  

¶ questions asking projects about audience reach did not work.  ñReachò meant very different 

things in different projects depending on the engagement model being used; and projects sometimes 

ñguesstimatedò reach because they did not have robust figures. Similar issues arose with counts of 

volunteers, and ñpartnershipsò. These data were only useful with reference to other sources, such as 

the outputs reports;  

¶ it is preferable not to interpret the e - survey results in perce ntages terms because the small 

base sizes may make certain figures look unduly significant. However, this makes it more difficult to 

compare these results with those generated by other areas of the evaluation.  

Participant interviews  

Brook Lyndhurst conduct ed 174 semi -structured interviews with project participants, spread across Years 2 

and 3:  

¶ 86 with public participants (e.g. schoolchildren, householders, members of action groups)  

¶ 66 with intermediaries (e.g. leaders of community -based groups or changing o rganisation projects, 

volunteers, ambassadors)  

¶ 22 with businesses (e.g. commercial partners, food producers, restaurant owners)  

The purpose of the surveys was to get a second opinion from the participantsô perspective on what projects 

had achieved and how they had motivated people.  

A target number of interviews was set for each project according to a sample frame agreed with Defra, 

which aimed for a roughly even split between public participants and intermediary/business participants. A 

further aim was goo d coverage of participants who had been involved in community groups, both as 

participants and leaders. Certain types of project were excluded (e.g. policy landscape; those that could not 

provide follow -up contacts). Selection of respondents was dependent on contacts provided by the projects 

and then their willingness to be interviewed.  

Strengths  

The interviews provided quantitative data on claimed behaviour change that could be used as an indicator 

of change across the EAF as a whole. The combination of c losed ended questions and open discussion 

provided useful insights on:  

¶ participantsô understanding of SCP issues; 

¶ their relationships with the funded organisations;  

¶ the hooks that got them involved;  

¶ the barriers that they faced both in terms of getting in volved and in terms of making changes to their 

lives;  

¶ the impact that their participation had on their attitudes and behaviours.  

Limitations  

The principal limitation arises from the nature of the sample (and it size). It was envisaged originally that 

the s urvey would have access to many more participants than proved possible in practice, and that a more 

representative sample would be drawn as a result. As it is, the sample is highly self -selecting and the 

results need to be viewed in this light. The main sa mpling constraints and sources of bias were:  

¶ reliance on projects to nominate interviewees  so that it is likely that we interviewed people who 

the projects had most contact with, or those who were more enthusiastic towards them (although some 

participants  expressed negative views about their experience);  

¶ some projects were hesitant to provide contact details for those they had worked with , or 

simply did not have those details (e.g. in the case of those attending events) and as a consequence we 

did not achi eve the target number of interviews for some projects according to the sample frame;  

¶ potential respondents were often very busy and, on some occasions, reluctant to be 

interviewed  which again impacted on our ability to achieve an even spread.  

Use of the da ta in the analysis  

The participant survey data has been used mainly in places where there are other sources of data with 

which to triangulate it, because of the limitations outlined above. As a qualitative sample it is large and 
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provides enough insight to be able to make generalisations about aspects such as feelings about the 

environment, behaviour change motivations and barriers.  

Use of the ICM omnibus  

In order to benchmark responses from participants in EAF projects, and to provide an indication of 

addi tionality, selected questions that were asked of participants were included in two rounds of the regular 

ICM telephone omnibus. The timing of these two rounds matched the two bursts of interviewing of project 

participants in May and November 2007.  

Strength s 

The sample is a nationally representative sample of the UK population and the survey is executed to the 

highest market research standards by ICM, which is a leading polling and research company.  

Limitations  

Although the participant interviews were conduc ted by telephone at more or less the same time as the 

omnibus survey the sample frame was very different (as outlined above). The results need to be viewed in 

the light that we are comparing a self -selecting sample of active citizens from the EAF participa nts with a 

general population sample from the omnibus.  

Use of the data in the analysis  

The data have been interrogated in two ways: to compare the amount of action that EAF participants claim 

to have taken to reduce their environmental impact compared to a  general UK sample; to put into context 

the behavioural areas they say they changed the most when compared to activity that is already happening 

amongst the wider public.  

Annual workshops  

Annual workshops involving all the EAF projects were held at the end  of each year.  The purpose of the 

workshops was to inform projects of emerging findings from the evaluation, to capture their reactions, 

discuss key issues, and provide networking opportunities. The Year 3 workshop followed a slightly different 

format; its  aim was to disseminate both the work of the projects and the results of the evaluation to a wider 

audience of policy makers and potential funders, from both within and outside Defra.  

The workshops were used principally as a sounding board and check on em erging findings from the 

evaluation, which proved extremely useful. The feedback from all three years has informed the 

development of thinking and analysis in this and interim reports.  

Defra feedback sessions  

Following each yearôs project visits, the Brook Lyndhurst and Defra EAF teams met to discuss the projectsô 

progress and emergent findings. The sessions provided an opportunity to check evaluation findings with 

Defraôs account managers (who had more contact with the projects on a day-to -day basis); and  to feedback 

insight to Defra as the evaluation developed. The insights provided by these meetings have been 

incorporated with the other qualitative evidence from the evaluation.  

4.4 Links to behaviour change theory and research 

As well as stimulating activit y on the ground, Defra wanted to learn more through the EAF about how 

behaviour change works in practice, and how this relates to the motivations and barriers identified in the 

theoretical literature. EAF was one of the first opportunities for Defra to tes t on the ground some of the 

ideas on behaviour change that lay at the heart of the UK Sustainable Development Strategy. In particular, 

projects were funded which appeared to have scope to tackle the so -called value -action gap 32  -  to go 

beyond awareness rais ing and secure measurable change in behaviour in their communities.  

Defraôs 4Es model provided a framework against which project approaches and successes could be assessed 

(figure 4). The model was predicated on the idea that behaviour change interventions  need to use a 

package of self - reinforcing measures in order to translate awareness into action and to óunlockô peopleôs 

unconscious óbad habitsô. The 4Es model has been used in this review as a framework for describing the 

behaviour change tools used by p rojects (chapter 5).  

                                                
32  Put simply, the idea that raising awareness and changing people ôs views about the environment will not automatically  

lead to pro -environmental behaviour.  
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The 4Es framework was itself developed from reviews of the practice and theoretical literature at that time, 

notably Professor Tim Jacksonôs reviews of behaviour change theory.33  Key behavioural drivers that were 

identified in Jacksonôs work included:  

¶ The important role that ópersonal cognitionô plays in choice ï including moral values and personal 

capacities, such as self -esteem and confidence;  

¶ The role of existing peer, social and cultural norms in constraining óacceptableô choices; 

¶ The role of institutional structures in shaping choice ï in particular, by limiting or expanding the range 

of choices available;  

¶ The symbolic role of consumer goods ï and its important contribution to psychological well -being, social 

and family relationships  etc;  

¶ The importance of habit and routine in understanding the dynamic of behavioural ólock-inô. 

Other authors (e.g. Ekins et al 34 ) similarly identified the important confluence of personal drivers  and 

external social and institutional factors  as drivers of  behaviour. The ESRC Environment and Human 

Behaviour programme led by Ekins also highlighted the important role of human agency , which can 

perhaps best be translated as individuals believing they have the power to change things through their own 

actions . M ore lately Darnton (2008) has added to this literature providing a detailed review and synthesis of 

models and theories of behaviour and change 35 . 

 

 

 

Figure 4 | Defraôs 4Es model 

 
Since the start of the EAF in 2005, Defra has commissioned further research project s that have investigated 

how aspects of behaviour change theory can be operationalised to motivate consumers to adopt more pro -

environmental behaviour, including (currently) projects looking at the role of personal and social identity, 

and the role of soci al networks and catalytic individuals. During the time that EAF has been in operation, 

                                                
33  Notably, Jackson, T. (2005), óMotivating Sustainable Consumption ï a review of evidence on consumer behaviour and 

behavioural change ô, London: Policy Studies Institute.  
34  Theoretical approaches to policy change and h uman behaviour, Johnson C & Ekins P, (2003) Policy Studies Institute, 

ESRC Environment and Human Behaviour Programme  
35  http://www.gsr.gov.uk/downloads/res ources/behaviour_change_review/reference_report.pdf  

http://www.gsr.gov.uk/downloads/resources/behaviour_change_review/reference_report.pdf
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there has also been growing interest in social marketing approaches 36 . Social marketing has various guises 

but one accepted approach is where behaviour goals are identifi ed and agreed, the target population is 

profiled and segmented, barriers to change in communities and segments are identified, external ones are 

removed and the community is then involved in the development of interventions to motivate change, and 

progress  is continuously monitored. These various developments in Defraôs evidence base and approach 

have been taken into account in the evolution of the analytical framework for the EAF review.  

Much of the academic work on behaviour change is complex and technica l and is not repeated in detail 

here. Its usefulness to the EAF review is to describe a checklist of motivational factors against which the 

methods that the projects have used can be assessed. A crude translation of the drivers identified in the 

theoretica l literature suggests that the following are key factors in motivating individuals to change 37 :  

¶ Believing that the issue is important  

¶ Knowing what your own impact is  

¶ Wanting to change your impact  

¶ Feeling comfortable itôs something for ópeople like meô 

¶ Knowi ng what specific actions you can take to change your impact  

¶ Having the know -how and tools to be able to enact the change  

¶ Feeling confident that you can achieve what needs to be done  

¶ Being supported by those around you, practically and emotionally  

 

These fa ctors informed the development of a óbehaviour change basicsô guide that was provided to the EAF 

projects at the Year 1 network event. They were then incorporated and built on in the design of standard 

evaluation questions on motivations to be used in surv eys of participants (by both Brook Lyndhurst and the 

projects). Similar factors were also included in questions asked of the projects in the annual e -surveys. The 

table below shows how the response codes in the participant questions (left -hand column) rela te to 

behavioural drivers (right -hand column). Participants were asked ñthinking about why the project has 

helped you to reduce your environmental impact, how important have the following factors beenéò  

 

Standard questions on motivational factors ï 
respon se codes  

Rationale (i.e. motivation or barrier from behaviour change 
literature that this aspect addresses)  

Given me facts on how my everyday life impacts 

on the environment  

-Build knowledge to influence cognition of problem & influence 

feelings about how  important the problem is, personally. In 
turn, influence individualôs willingness to act. 
-Make it personal ï show people how their behaviour links with 
environmental impact  

Made me feel more strongly that environmental 
action is my personal responsibil ity, not someone 
elseôs  

- Influence internal personal norms: that this is something that 
matters to me, something I want to be doing something about.  

Made me believe that what I do actually makes a 
difference to the environment  

- Influence personal norms: I want to do something about this 
and it is worth the effort.  
-The ñpower of oneò. 

Made me more confident I can actually do the 
things that are needed to reduce my impact  

-Self -efficacy: I can do it, I wonôt fail, and I wonôt make myself 
look stupid.  

Giv en me practical advice on what I can do to 
reduce my impact  
 

-Supports self -efficacy by helping people put intentions into 
practice.  
-Reduces the effort barrier (i.e. increases prospect of reward for 
unit of effort put in).  
-Reduces access to information b arrier.  

                                                
36  See Defraôs Framework for Pro-Environmental Behaviours  

http://www.defra.gov.uk/evidence/social/behaviour/ pdf/behaviours - jan08 -report.pdf   
37  This translation was informed by Brook Lyndhurstôs think piece for Defra on Triggering Widespread Adoption of 

Sustainable Behaviour (2006),  

http://www.defra.gov.uk/science/project_data/DocumentLibrary/SD14006/SD14006_3804_INF.pdf   

http://www.defra.gov.uk/evidence/social/behaviour/pdf/behaviours-jan08-report.pdf
http://www.defra.gov.uk/science/project_data/DocumentLibrary/SD14006/SD14006_3804_INF.pdf
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Given me new products or services so I can take 
action to reduce my environmental impact  

-Tackles habitual lock - in.  
-Reduces effort barrier.  
-Appeals to ópersonal rewardô motivation. 

Given me information on where to go for 
advice/to get environme nt friendly products  

-Reduces access to information barrier.  
-Reduces effort barrier.  
-Breaks into habitual thinking regarding. choice sets.  

Persuaded me that being ógreenô is normal -Personal identity and social identity.  

Helped me meet other people lik e me who are 
trying to reduce environmental impact in their 
everyday lives  

-Social identity: shows me Iôm not strange. 
-Personal affirmation from group peer support.  
-Social learning: others can provide me with useful tips that I 
trust because they come fr om people like me.  

Shown me what personal benefits I can get from 
reducing my environmental impact  

-Appeal to personal reward norm (does not rely on altruistic 
personalities).  

Shown me examples of what other people are 
doing to reduce environmental impac ts in their 
own lives  

-Descriptive social norms: itôs more usual than I think. 
-Self -efficacy: if others can do it then so can I.  

Shown me what government & business are 
doing on the environment  

 

-Descriptive social norms: itôs more usual than I think. 
- Injunctive social norm: I should be doing it because itôs 

expected behaviour  
-Personal norm: power of one, itôs worth me doing it personally 
because big institutions are taking it seriously.  

 

Table 5 | Rationale behind the standard questions designed for the projects 

 
The responses to these questions are used in chapters 7 and 8 in the assessment of outcomes and what 

worked in terms of changing behaviour.  

4.5 Successes, barriers and lessons from the evaluation process 

Projectsô experiences of the evaluation process are covered in chapter 9 in relation to their overall 

experience of the managements and requirements of the fund. Here we are concerned with lessons that can 

be identified about evaluation methods and securing data quality in this type of evaluation.  

Succes ses 

The following components were central to the success of the programme level evaluation:  

Gauging insight from a wide range of different sources , including frank discussions with project 

managers and interviews with project participants;  

Triangulation of  data sources  so as not to be overly reliant on one account of what projects have 

achieved and/or how they have achieved it;  

Following the developments from the beginning of the fund  to be able to track progress and learn 

from projectsô experiences right the way through;  

Having in - depth face - to - face contact with projects in addition to their paper reports submitted to 

Defra which provided a better understanding of what they were actually doing or had achieved;  

The large quantity of qualitative evidence  prod uced both by projects and the evaluation team which 

avoided undue reliance on poor quality or incomparable quantitative data.  

Barriers to evaluation  

In Year 2 we reported that few projects had the financial or staff resources needed to undertake large -scale 

or repeat surveys. We also reported that it was hard to attribute changes in attitudes or awareness to the 

project themselves rather than to background noise.  Our Year 3 conclusions concur with this earlier 

analysis. The main barriers to projects providi ng full, good quality data seemed to be:  

Projects not being set up with evaluation in  mind  and therefore:  




