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
Note

In line with the Freedom of Information Act 2000, Defra aims to place the results of its completed research projects in the public domain wherever possible. The SID 5 (Research Project Final Report) is designed to capture the information on the results and outputs of Defra-funded research in a format that is easily publishable through the Defra website.  A SID 5 must be completed for all projects.

· This form is in Word format and the boxes may be expanded or reduced, as appropriate.

ACCESS TO INFORMATION

The information collected on this form will be stored electronically and may be sent to any part of Defra, or to individual researchers or organisations outside Defra for the purposes of reviewing the project.  Defra may also disclose the information to any outside organisation acting as an agent authorised by Defra to process final research reports on its behalf.  Defra intends to publish this form on its website, unless there are strong reasons not to, which fully comply with exemptions under the Environmental Information Regulations or the Freedom of Information Act 2000.


Defra may be required to release information, including personal data and commercial information, on request under the Environmental Information Regulations or the Freedom of Information Act 2000. However, Defra will not permit any unwarranted breach of confidentiality or act in contravention of its  obligations under the Data Protection Act 1998. Defra or its appointed agents may use the name, address or other details on your form to contact you in connection with occasional customer research aimed at improving the processes through which Defra works with its contractors.
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It is Defra’s intention to publish this form. 


Please confirm your agreement to do so.
YES  FORMCHECKBOX 
  NO  FORMCHECKBOX 

(a)
When preparing SID 5s contractors should bear in mind that Defra intends that they be made public. They should be written in a clear and concise manner and represent a full account of the research project which someone not closely associated with the project can follow.


Defra recognises that in a small minority of cases there may be information, such as intellectual property or commercially confidential data, used in or generated by the research project, which should not be disclosed. In these cases, such information should be detailed in a separate annex (not to be published) so that the SID 5 can be placed in the public domain. Where it is impossible to complete the Final Report without including references to any sensitive or confidential data, the information should be included and section (b) completed. NB: only in exceptional circumstances will Defra expect contractors to give a "No" answer.


In all cases, reasons for withholding information must be fully in line with exemptions under the Environmental Information Regulations or the Freedom of Information Act 2000.

(b)
If you have answered NO, please explain why the Final report should not be released into public domain

	


	
	Executive Summary


7.
The executive summary must not exceed 2 sides in total of A4 and should be understandable to the intelligent non-scientist.  It should cover the main objectives, methods and findings of the research, together with any other significant events and options for new work.

	In order to meet UK and European waste targets, local authorities are looking for new ways to divert bio-degradable waste from landfill. Collecting food waste for centralised composting represents a significant opportunity, it being 19% of municipal waste.
 

As of September 2009, 137 UK local authorities were providing a separate collection of food waste, either in a bin on its own (food-only collection) or in a bin where food waste can be mixed with garden waste. Just over 1 in 10 UK households have this service, allowing around 2% of domestic food waste to be recycled currently.

In October 2006, Defra’s Waste and Resources Evidence Programme funded a research team led by consultants Brook Lyndhurst
 to explore consumer behaviour with respect to food waste collections. As more authorities roll out food waste collections, this research will help them to maximise public engagement in food recycling.  The research questions were:

-  How do households respond to the provision of food waste collections?

-  How does their response differ by socio-demographic group or housing type?

-  How does service design affect behaviour?

-  What is the role of communications in tackling participation barriers?

The project compiled existing evidence on UK and overseas practice then undertook large-scale household surveys (4,431 interviews), focus groups, and data work on scheme performance in six case study areas – Bexley, Cambridge, Fenland, Hackney, Taunton Deane and Weymouth & Portland.

Claimed participation in food waste collections is high, with three-quarters of respondents saying they use the service at least occasionally. When matched against actual monitoring data held by local authorities it appears that between ~20% and 70% are regularly putting food out for recycling, depending on authority.

Across the case study areas, participation is highest where food waste is collected weekly and refuse fortnightly.  According to the fairly limited data available, food waste capture per household also appears to be higher in food-only collection areas (1.6 and 2.2 kg/hh/wk) than in areas where food waste is mixed with garden waste (0.5 to 1 kg/hh/wk).

Households are generally more aware that fruit & vegetables can be recycled than ‘meat and mush’ (e.g. plate scrapings, sauces), and this is reflected in a hierarchy of actual behaviour.  There is some evidence that materials may be diverted from home composting but the two areas in the study with the highest home composting rates also have the highest participation in the food waste collection.

There are high levels of support for food waste collections. In the case study areas, only 1 in 10 don’t see why they should be recycling food waste and 78% agree the environmental benefits are important to them. The main reasons people give for taking part are disliking waste and wanting to act on the environment, and simply feeling they should participate because the service is provided.

The main barriers are fears about ‘yuck’ and mess, using food in other ways (e.g. home compost or pet food), not having enough food to recycle, and not wanting to make the effort. Significantly, those who have never tried the service are more concerned about ‘yuck’ than those who actually use it. Householders who wrap their food, or use a kitchen caddy to store waste before putting it in their outside food bin, find it less yucky than those who put it straight into their collection bin.

Having a low interest in recycling generally was also identified as an important barrier amongst non-users.  A key challenge is to engage these particular households in any kind of recycling, not just for food.  Home composting households need further advice that food collection complements, rather than replaces, what they are already doing on food waste.

Reflecting the mix of practical and interest barriers that different households face, participation tends to be lower amongst young people, students, unemployed people, very small or very large households, some minority ethnic households and those living in conversion flats and private rented property.  Places with concentrations of private rented property and high residential mobility are identified as areas where it will be especially difficult to achieve high participation in food recycling. 

When asked unprompted, half of non-users fail to come up with suggestions that they think would engage them.  The main suggestions (~1 in 10 for each) are practical help (e.g. caddy liners, bin cleaning); more frequent collections – especially in areas where both food and residual waste are collected on alternate weeks; information; and incentives (e.g. council tax reduction). In focus groups, some non-users reluctantly acknowledged that they will not participate unless it is made compulsory.  When prompted in the survey, half thought this would be an effective measure while 4 in 5 thought that a local tax rebate would work.

The report makes a wide range of recommendations for local authorities on service design and communications, which include the need to target ‘missing’ foods (meat and mush); learn from best practice on using pictorial information and non-technical language; provide feedback to consumers on how well they are doing; provide robust facts and guidance to balance underlying fears; and devote extra resources to areas with ‘transient’ populations.

Principal implications for policy are a need to:

(1) Support additional research to increase and strengthen the performance data on food waste collections. This may include more evidence on the relative performance of food-only and food waste mixed with garden waste collections; and a consideration of whether WRAP’s new food waste analysis framework should be adopted in future compositional studies so that specific foods can be targeted for collection;

(2) Recognise the special problems that inner city areas and those with youthful populations will face; and

(3) Continue to provide leadership on supporting the development of a widespread social norm on sustainable food behaviour, including national level communications work.




	
	Project Report to Defra


8.
As a guide this report should be no longer than 20 sides of A4. This report is to provide Defra with details of the outputs of the research project for internal purposes; to meet the terms of the contract; and to allow Defra to publish details of the outputs to meet Environmental Information Regulation or Freedom of Information obligations. This short report to Defra does not preclude contractors from also seeking to publish a full, formal scientific report/paper in an appropriate scientific or other journal/publication. Indeed, Defra actively encourages such publications as part of the contract terms. The report to Defra should include:


the scientific objectives as set out in the contract;


the extent to which the objectives set out in the contract have been met;


details of methods used and the results obtained, including statistical analysis (if appropriate);


a discussion of the results and their reliability; 


the main implications of the findings; 


possible future work; and


any action resulting from the research (e.g. IP, Knowledge Transfer).

The FINAL PROJECT REPORT is provided as a separate word document.



	
	References to published material


9.
This section should be used to record links (hypertext links where possible) or references to other
 published material generated by, or relating to this project.

	The following is a list of key references on food waste and food recycling attitudes/behaviours. A full bibliography is given in the Technical Report. Hyperlinks to these documents are given in the Summary Report and bibliography to the Technical Report.
ACR+ (2005) Managing Biodegradable Household Waste: What prospects for European Local for European Local Authorities?
Brook Lyndhurst for the Resource Recovery Forum (RRF), (2000-4) Household waste behaviour in London, Phase 1 and 2 reports. Brook Lyndhurst for the Greater London Authority (GLA), Government Office for London (GoL) and London Waste Action (LWA), (March 2006) Household waste behaviour in London 2005.
Eunomia for WRAP, (2008) Food waste collection: Update to WRAP biowaste cost benefit study.
 

Eunomia (Hogg, D., Barth, J., Schleiss, K. and Favoino, E.), (March 2007) Dealing with food waste in the UK.
Eunomia (November 2006) Kitchen waste collections: Optimising container selection.

Eunomia (2007) Managing biowaste from households in the UK: Applying life cycle thinking in the framework of cost benefit analysis.


Organic Resource Agency (ORA) for ECT Group (2004) Recycling organics trial in West London (OWL), Phase II Final Report.

Organic Resource Agency (ORA) for Milton Keynes Council, (2007) Pilot food waste collection trials in Milton Keynes 2005-2006. 

Organic Resource Agency (ORA) for Waste Recycling Environmental Ltd on behalf of London Remade Ltd (2004) Recycling organics trial in West London (OWL), Phase 1 Final Report. 
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� References and data sources are given in full in the Final Project Report and Technical Report.


� In addition to Brook Lyndhurst, contributors to the research were Waste Watch, the Resource Recovery Forum, consultant Jennie Rogers, ICM and Viewpoint Field, as well as a Sounding Board of waste experts.
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