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Executive summary

Changing householder behauiois key in going further and faster in terms of driving up recycling rates and
reducing the amount of waste for disposalecognising and rewarding the right behaviour can have a part to
play in delivering this change.

5STNI Qa wS g NR chemeRestsvdsithawapgpsitileiwaste béhaviour is affected through different
kinds of reward and recognition schemes and what factors help or hinder such schemes in achieving this
behaviour change. It is an opportunity and a ssf@ce to learn about what wks and what does not work
when delivering and evaluating these types of schemes. Up to £2 million was made available for three Spending
Review years to 28 schemes. This support package was made available to pilots led by local authorities and civil
sociely organisations. The programme supports an eclectic group of schemes looking at innovative ways of
tackling issues around food waste, recyclinguse and waste prevention and reductio@efra commissioned
NE2]1 [@YRKdANARG | & {K@sedrd K8 ¥aldatbn paginRr. LIN2 INJ YYSQa

This interim report looks at eight schemes which by summer 2013 had been assessed and offersakestoick
SYSNEAYy3 fSaaz2ya oFlaSR 2y (GKAA aYlffxs RAGSNERS &l YL
sclemes now or considering doing so in future. The eight schemes assessed to date are diverse in terms of
behaviours and audience targeted. With regard to behaviours: increasinthesgo recycling, increasing
purchases of reuse items and increasing partibgrain household dry recycling collections all feature. The
target audiences of these eight schemes also vary, covering: students, passersby on busy streets, low recycling
households and reuse shop visitors.

Reward and recognition schemes cannot be seed | WljdzA O1 FAEQ® ¢ KS& NBIj dzA NB
investment, especially if they are not only meant to be successful, but also to demonstrate their success and
impact. The common challenges encountered by the schemes were related to knoh@gwauld work with
their target audience, communications, choosing appropriate rewards, operational issues, project management
and working with delivery partners. At this interim stage it is not possible to list the factors that help to deliver a
successil scheme. It would appear, however, that unless certain preconditions are in place the schemes stand
little chance of demonstrating success. The preconditions that ought to be considered are:

e Stable, simple, easily accessible and effective service poyisi

e Clear information and strong communications tapping into different channels;

¢ In-depth knowledge of target audience;

e Tailored and regular recognition and feedback of seruie

e Ability to demonstrate impact and attribution of rewards; and

e Tailored asessment and careful selection of reward delivery mechanism.

Across the schemes, improvements in recycling and reuse tended to be linked to better services and promotion
rather than being attributable directly to the rewards. Rewards and recogniteore he potentialto validate,
reinforce and, pesibly improve a preexisting behaviour rather than act as a catalyst for new behaviours.
{ OKSYSa YIRS LI NHAOALIYyGA FSSt GKIG NBOeOfAy3da +y
WiKEG TERERANIGSNE | LILINSOALF GSRQ® C2NJ a2YS AdG rtaz |
and reused which links back to the importance ofgming feedback and communications.
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The diversity of schemes, different monitoring and evaluation approgchmed data quality and limitations make
scheme comparisons difficult. Therefore, it is not advisable to draw definitive results and conchespesially

with regard to the sustainability and cost effectiveness of schemes. When further schemes haasbessed it

is hoped that firmer conclusions can be drawn. In the meantime, readers are particularly encouraged to read the
case studies in full that may be relevant to inform their own local scheme.



1. Introduction

1.1 Policy landscape and current state of affairs
¢CKS /21t A0 A 2pyogrdnghentadEla ¥dnyhiim@rit stating:
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encourage councils to pay people to recycle, and
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environmental terms. This means respecting the waste hierarchy and regueusing and recycling all thedn
be.

Recycling rates across England in recent years kaaduallyincreased towards the 2020 50% tatgaes

illustrated by the graptbelow.? In the last five years household waste for recycling, composting or reuse
increased by 10% while refuse waste fell by £7%.
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The current reuse estimate for consumer items (furniture, large W/E&Rall WEERN texties including
clothes, linens footwear and accessories) in England is 971,d00nes This covers only the majoeuse
pathways for which reasonable estates are available namely: furniture reuse and reuggnisations; charity
shops, private seconbland, informal exchange, online exchange, car boot sales and otremels’

Moving from actuatlatato seltreportedR I (i = G KNBS FAFGKA 2F NB2D1DRagkRrSy (i &
surveystate thatthey recycle everything that can be recycl®dhenlooking at values and attitudes to recycling,

a strong majority (93%, n= 1,0213tated that recycling housetd waste was important to them and three
quarters (75%, n=827) maintained that they recycle even if it requires additional &ffort.

* Source: HM Government (2010). The Coalition: our programme for government. Accessed online 17/10/2013:
https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment data/file/78977/coalition_programme_for_government.pdf
% Source: Defra (Updated August 2013). Waste and recycling statistics Series: Quarterly local authority collected waste statistics from 2006 incorporating

October to December 2012 (provisional results). Accessed online 17/10/2013: https://www.gov.uk/government/statistical-data-sets/env19-local-authority-
collected-waste-quarterly-tables

*Source: Defra. 6Statistics
August 2013. Accessed online 17/10/2013:

https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment data/file/227090/mwb2012130Q3_Stats_releasel.pdf
Waste Electrical and Electronic Equipment.

® Source: Team Leader, Waste Science, Resource, Atmosphere and Sustainability via personal communication October 3, 2013.
® Source: 3Rs (Re-use, Repair, Recycle) England Tracker Survey, WRAP, 2011. Sample: 1,100 online respondents by GfK.
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In the2013WRAP trackerespondents were askeaboutdisposing of items

e Of those who disposed déxtiles over twothirds (69%, n4,333 statedthat they donated or gave
them away

o Of those who disposed ddrniture over half (5%, n=397) statedthat they donatedor gave it way.

e Of those who disposed tdrge electrical appliancesuch as fridge, cooker, washing machine, eter
one-third (35%, n#50) statedthat they did so via the council.

o Of those who disposed amall kitchen appliancesuch as toasters,ditles, irons, etc. almost three
fifths (58%, n¥19) stated thatdid so via the council.

Despite thesgromisingsurveynumbersand actual tonnages of recycling and reuse achierette needs to be
done. The Government Review of Waste Policy in Engl@id »utlineda relevant principal commitment:
oSupport initiatives which reward and recognise
people who do the right thing to reduce, reusad
NEOe Ot S ®KSANI 6 ai So¢
Changing householder behaviour is key in going further and faster in terms of driviregyging rates and
reducing the amount of waste for disposal.

In 2005 Defra commissioned 53 local autheriywd waste partnershiped trials to test the effectiveness of
incentives in encouraging positive waste behaviours. AEA Technology was comedigsidDefra to conduct a
systematic evaluation of the costs and benefitsiock Sa S a4 OK S Y S & in€eatiye® fadiie & ysaful ibd | (1 &
G2 FdzZiK2NAGASE (GKIG gA&aK (2 SyKlFyOS Yédwbver i®nisaddt vy OS
WEYy aA1TS Fada FttQ ARSIt &azfdzZiaz2zy FyR RIFEGE ljdz-fAde Y
offer of an incentive. Their key lessons were:
¢ Publicity and 360° communication are essential to raise awareness, motivate and recoghisevard
people of ongoing success;
¢ Collaboration with local partners and stakeholders can maximise the reach of the scheme and be very
costeffective;
e There is a ptential for additional benefits beyond increasing recycling rates (e.g. increased community
cohesion); and
e Accurate and bespoke monitoring (e.g. monthly recycling tonnage figures, aoiet postscheme
participation rate monitoring, percentage of engaged households, contamination rate, media coverage,
surveys, and partner feedback) is cruciatietermine the attributable impact of the schem#&s.

More recentlythe PolicyStudies Institute was commissionbg Defrali 2 dzy RSNIi I {S | WwS@ASS
use of reward and recognition schemes in enhancing recycling and WaNt& @Sy (i A 2 y. The feearéhA 2 dzNA
identified a number of evidence gapzamely
¢ The need for more rigorous and lofigrm approaches to evaluation in order to understand the specific
mechanisms by which rewards and recognition work with diverse target groups;
¢ The cost effecivenessof reward and recognition schemes;
e The influence of rewards on consumption i.e. potential rebound effects; and

” Via the council was defined to include waste recycling centre and council collection but excluded refuse collection s as in fdthrew it away in
® Source: 3Rs (Re-use, Repair, Recycle) England Tracker Survey, WRAP, 2013. Sample: 1,819 online respondents by Icaro-Consulting and ICM.

® Source: Defra (2011). Government Review of Waste Policy in England 2011. Accessed online 17/10/2013
https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/69401/pb13540-waste-policy-review110614.pdf

 Source: p. v in AEA Technology for Defra (2006). Evaluation of Household Waste Incentives Pilot Scheme. Accessed online 17/10/2013
http://archive.defra.gov.uk/environment/waste/localauth/documents/aeat-householdincentives.pdf

™ Source: AEA Technology for Defra (2006). Evaluation of Household Waste Incentives Pilot Scheme. Accessed online 17/10/2013
http://archive.defra.gov.uk/environment/waste/localauth/documents/aeat-householdincentives.pdf
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¢ The longterm effects of rewards and recognition on behaviour and an understanding of the additional
measures needed to sustain behavichange'?

WRAP have also undertaken work with local authorities on incentive schemes looking at increasing waste
prevention, reuse and recycling (elndon Borough of BexI®gEondon Green Points Incentive Sotee)'®

Given the work to date and thekhf £ Sy 3S | KSF R 2F RSt A dhSréldag ah appetitd oS NB 4
trial and test new ways of encouraging peavironmental behavioursSpecifically there was a need ¢xplore
how rewarding and recognising people for doing the right thing can@age positivevaste behaviour

1.2 D e f rRewasd and Recognition Scheme

The Government believes that it is better to reward householders for doingighé thing with theirwaste than

to penalise them for doing the wrong thing. With this in mind and as giathe Waste Review, Defra launched
the Reward andRecognitionsScheme in June 2011. Thishemeaimed toinvestigatea range of approaches for
rewarding and recognising people for adopting positive behavitmssmrds managing their wasté\pplicants
were encouraged to develop schemedating tofood waste recycling, reuse,waste prevention and reduction.

Up to £2 millionwas made availableof three Spending Review years from 2011/2012 to 2013/2014. This
support package was made availablepitots led by local authorities and civil society organisations.

5STNI Qa wSél NR | Yy RstswoStBodv Hositivieiagts beHadokirScNaBgis affected through
different kinds ofreward and recognitionThe programme is an opportunity and a safeace tolearn about

what works and what does not work when delivering and evaluating these types of schEngemain intent
behind the programme is to explore and learn from innovative schemes trialling reward and recognition
technigues to encourage positive wadehaviours (e.g. more and better recycling and reuse).

16 schemeswere fundedin the first roundand a furtherl5 were funded in the second roundThis totals25
unique organisations and 28 schemes (3 were extensions to first round schemes).stheses all aim to
enga@ and encourag people to recycleand reusevia individual prize draws, individual rewardcommunity
rewards and feedbackas theVenndiagramoverleafillustrates™*

Rewardscat the community or individual level are considered tdd S W02y aSljdzSyO0S Ay OSy
provided after the performance of tharget behaviour. Prize draws are a form of raffle or lottery where the

award is attributed randomly to those participating. Recognitat the community or individual level is
understood as providing (tailored) feedbatt participants on the service and performancén order to
encourage better and correct age (e.g.feedback on what itemsannotbe recycled, comparison of recycling

rates with neighbouring stregt Some schememtroduced an element of competition in their mechanism of
delivery so that participating audiences competed against each other in order to obtain the rewards.

2 Source: Bell, S., McGeevor, K., Mocca, E. and Shaw, B., Policy Studies Institute for Defra - ( 2 0 1S$nthess Report: Review of evidence on the use of

reward and recognition schemes in enhancing r.Admessedanlingl7/a0fkdl3waste prevention bel
http://randd.defra.gov.uk/Default.aspx?Menu=Menu&Module=More&Location=None&Completed=0&ProjectID=17819#Description
®Source: LWRB (2013). O6Flats RecyAdedssedonlife13/g02allime Eval uati on Reporto.

http://www.lwarb.gov.uk/UserFiles/File/Flats%20Recycling%20Programme%20/LWARB_Review_final_email.pdf
** For more information on the schemes funded see https://www.gov.uk/household-reward-and-recognition-scheme-guidance-for-local-authorities The eight
schemes discussed in this interim report are in italics in the Venn diagram overleaf.
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Individual
_ prize draws

Westminster and Camden

North Tyneside

Waste Aware North East

Norfolk (2)
Birmingham
Hyndburn
Norfolk (1)

AireValley Recycling
CQ Sense
Gloucestershire Waste Partnership (1)

Communityrewards Milton Keynes

Waverle
Competition
Housing 2
Greenwich Colehester National  Individual .and
Rother Union of Commumty
West London Waste Students
i Feedback
Authority
Furniture Matters
BathNES
Bolton

Individual rewards Runnymede Borough Council

Bracknell Forest

Eco Computer Systems

Friends of St Nicholas Fields
Gloucestershire Waste Partnership (2)
Preen CIC (2)

1.3

Evaluating the Reward and Recognition Scheme

Defracommissioned Brook Lyndhumssresearchpartner, with a dual role:
e To provide aehoc monitoring and evaluation support to the schemes funded; and
e To carry out a programmtevel evaluation of the fundf

The main elements of our evaluation methodology are outlined in the diagram below.

AProject logic model

grid
ASWOT grid

AProject site visits with project
managers and delivery
partners and writeups

APre and postscheme

ARegulartelephone
catchups

AAd hoc support

AExpert and practitione
workshops

A Applications

AFinal reports

ARaw data; tonnage/survey

A Synthesis, analysis and brain stormg
AReporting

The esearch questions for the evaluation are:

What worked welbndis ittransferrable?

What were the barriereindchallenges to thecheme?

What are the behaviour changes resadfifrom reward and recognition?
What is the cost effectivenesssessmendf the sshemesand programme?
Are the schemes sustainahpest-Defra funding*®

a s

*® For more information see http://www.brooklyndhurst.co.uk/evaluation-of-the-reward-and-recognition-fund-_184?path=17,184
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Though our evaluatio methodology and framework drawfom HM Treasur@ & al 3Sy (I, the | y
evaluationis not intended to bea systematidmpact assessment as understood by thlagentaHandook or

the Government Social Research standamise evaluation was intended to provide evaluation and monitoring
support to schemes and to attempt better comparability of data at a progradawel.

1.4 Data limitations and this report

This rgoort presentsthe initial findings from eight of the schemes that had finished and reported to Defra as of
summer2013. The purpose of this report is to present theerviewresults of these schemes and disctiss
emerging lessons around reward and recitign.

Beyond the literature mentioned in section 1.1 it is not the intent of this interim report to address the behaviour
change theory which is being tested by the programme and the individual schemes. For a more complete
discussion of the theory thahformed the thinking behind this piteseg for examplethe work of Defra on pro
environmental behaviours, Andrew Darnton, MINDSPACE and Elizabeth'Shove.

The primary audience for this report is local authorities, especially those considering rewardeaodnition
schemes as a way of increasing recycling and reuse (for exabgheficiaries of the Department for

] 2YYdzyAGASAE yR [201t D2gSNYyYSyiQs 2881te /2t{tS0GAz2

All schemes were evaluated againstif key criteria waste indicatorscost effectiveness data; control group
data'®, andbehaviouralnsight data to assess the additioraipact and attribution of this impact to the scheme.

The diagram below outlines the list of data indicators the evaluation teanlaghkggto assess.
Cost effectiveness
data (also uses
waste indicators)

Behavioural and
attitudinal
research

Waste indicators

G
/

data

\ / <

There is a mismatch between the data that the evaluation team set out to collect and gave support to collect (as

outline in the diagram above) and the data submitted by the schemes as part of their final reports. The text
below outlines the main data limitatns that some (but not all) schemes encountered.

16 As discussed in section 1.4 this interim report only focuses on the first three research questions and provides a stock-take of eight projects rather than an
overall assessment of the programme.

"Eppel S, et al. A review of Defradés approach to buil di ngonsematicnand®eyclng base
Vol. 79, October 2013; Defra, 2010. Understanding and influencing behaviours: a review of social research, economics and policy making in Defra;
Darnton, A., 2008. GSR Behaviour Change Knowledge Review i Practical Guide: An overview of behaviour change models and their uses;

Institute for Government (2010). MINDSPACE: Influencing behaviour through public policy; and Shove E, 2010, "Beyond the ABC: climate change policy
and theories of social change" Environment and Planning A Vol. 42(6).

%8 In this instance an ideal control group/area is defined as a collection round or rounds, university and reuse shop that have similar characteristics to the
scheme area including aspects like: location, waste service systems, social-economic demographics, housing tenure and recycling/reuse rates. Control
groups are areas where no scheme or intervention took place (i.e. no communications, no rewards, no feedback). Control group data contains both waste
and behavioural and attitudinal indicators. Results of control groups are then measured against results from the scheme area to ascertain the additional and
attributable impact of the scheme.

f
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Main data limitationsthat some schemes encounteréatluded

e Lack of high quality comparable waste and behavioural insight data across theaightes (e.g. use off
estimates not weights)

e Limitedor missing control group data both for waste and behavioural insight;

¢ Lack of a matchedample from preto post monitoring for waste and behavioural insight;

¢ Lack of comparable timseries data over a long period of time for ggeheme tonnage data;

e Lack of pogress reported against original targets sefundingapplication;

e 21 30S RIFGF y20 02fftSOGSR F2fft26Ay3 2w!tQa |a2yAl
rates, timing of preand postscheme monitoringshort monitoring periods

e Missing datgoints or unexplainable anomalies in tonnage and participation rate data;

e Selfselecting/bias/predisposddaptive survey samples;

¢ Needing to rely onddf reported changes ihehaviourand attitude;

e Missing preor postscheme data;

o Different categoriations of costsand

e Small ample sizeg; sample sizesf less than 50 respondents for behaviounasight data have beeh
excluded from analysis

Data limitations regarding a specific type of data (e.g. tonnage, costs, survey, etc) or a specific scheme are
discussed in the relevant chapters.

In attempt to alleviatethe data limitations the researchiteam undertook a thorough investigation of topline
reported results, identified issues and where possible addressed them directly with the scheme. After this phase
of data qualitychecking a moreforensic assessment of the raw dgiahere availableJollowed. In this phase

the research team spotted, investigated and, where possible, rectified, data anomalies and &irerinal

phase of data checking consisted @fsensecheck ofcalculations and methods used.hafe feasible the
research team harmonised the data to make it comparable and standarttisedataacross the eight scheme

(e.g. including nomesponses in percentages for survey results, adopting sancelatbn for tonnage change

with data series)As with any data checking process there comes a point where the data checking effort has
diminishing returns in terms of outcomes. This factor along with lack of time and resources means that certain
anomaliesin the & O K S Waa(parsist.With regards to the survey data the research team conducted some
additional statistical analysis to assess the comparability of the results.

It is important to recognise that this report represents a sttake of eightschemes ratherthan a systematic
review of all 28schemes, therefore, emerging findings aréssons learned need to be viewed in this context.
Final results and lessons may change when analgsitefrom all the schemesThis reportfocuses on the first
three research questions stated abovésection 1.3. The reader should not attempt to drawdefinitive
conclusions from the results presente@specially around cost effectiveness and sustainabilitthe intent of
this interim report is notto provide answeis but to outline emerginginsights againstte researchquestions.

The structure of the report is as follows:

e Overview of findinggchapter 2)¢ this chapteracts asa summary of theresults to datelooking at
tonnages and costs, and audience and behavamuoss all eight schemes

e Case studies (chapter 8}this chapter is formed of two to four page standalone case study efach of
the eight schemekoking at how the scheme came about, schemheévery,and impacts and outcomes};

e Lessons and insighf{chapter 4) ¢ a concluding chapter discussing key insightssonsand takeout
messageto date around therelevant research questions; and

o Next steps (chapter ) this chapter outlines the timeline for the evaluation and remaining schemes
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2.1

from. The table belowresentsS I O K

Overview of findings

Introducing the eight schemes

Before introducing the eight schemes it is worth taking a step backderstandwhere these schemes came

27T
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aroakisatoBséation, Sivieepgorasionservice

provision statusand materials targetedo that the starting point of each scheme can be understood.

Leading Type of Scheme . . - Status of service  Materials targeted by
o . ... 19 Locationtype Service provision . 0
organisation organisation | abbreviatior! provision schemé
Aire Valley Community AVR City- Kerbside collection | Service established | Dry mixed recyclables
Recycling group Bradford Source separated | but pockets where | Textiles and shoes
Boxes service provision is
Fortnightly missing
Bath and North | Unitary BathNES City and rural Kerbside collection | Service well Dry mixed recyclables
East Somerset = authority - Bath Boxes and bags established but Textiles and shoes,
Weekly pockets where batteries, mobile
service provision is | phones, ink cartridges
missing spectacles, &
batteries, engine oil,
cardboard, brown
paper and cartons.
Separate food waste
Birmingham Unitary BCC City- Kerbside collection | Service well Paper and cardboard
City Council authority Birmingham | Boxes and bags established
Fortnightly
Gloucestershire Six waste GWP City, town Kerbside collection = Service well Dry mixed recyclables
Waste collection and ruralg Service provision | established Some districts also
Partnership authorities Gloucester,  varies by container | One district changed collect batteries,
and one Cheltenham, = type (box or during the trial by aerosols and cartons
waste Stroud and wheeled bin) and | expanding the range
disposal Tewkesbury | frequency(weekly | of materials
authority and fortnightly) accepted
Norfolk County = Waste NCC City, town Reuse Shops at Reuse shops All unwanted
Councll disposal and rural recyclingcentres recently improved household items
authority Collection and sales and rebranded except old electrical
equipment and baby
toys
National Union | Voluntary NUS City¢ Bristol, | Containers in Recycling service Dry mixed recyclables
of Students membership London, studenthall established in halls | and some have
organisation Reading and = kitchens (recycling) but new cohort of additional materials
Winchester Drop-off points in students come each (e.g. food waste)
communal area year Reuse trial all items
(reuse) New reuse facilities = that could be reused
Preen Community Preen Town/rural¢ | Reuse shops Established Furniture, electrical
Community group Biggleswade | Collection andsales = operating in the area and electronic items,
Interest and for about 4 years textiles, brica-brac,
Company Dunstable in prior to scheme books, and other
Bedfordshire household goods
Westminster Unitary WCC City¢ London | Litter bins with Litter bins with Litter that can be
City Councll west end separate recycling section hac recycled (paper, card,

compartment for
recyclable items
Paper and mixed

recycling bins

been recently
introduced

cans, plastic, cartons
glass bottles and jars)

° This is how the scheme is referred to throughout this interim report.
20 Dry mixed recyclables typically include cans, paper, card, plastic bottles, glass bottles and jars. For detail on any additional materials accepted or
exceptions see individual case studies and notes in this column.

See case study for further information.



The eightschemesthat this report compares area diverse groupboth in terms of behaviours and audience
targeted. Withregard to behavioursincreasing orthe-go recycling,ncreasing purchases of reuse items at
recycling centreandincreasing participation ihouseholddry recyding collectionsll feature When it comes to
target audiencethe schemes are also varied, includirgjudents, passersby on busy streettow recycling
households andeuseshop visitors. The table below outlines the leharacteristicof each schemé

Sheme Scheme name

Delivery
type

Recycling

or reuse

Waste behaviour
targeted

Target audience type

Target
audience
reach

AVR YwSgl NRa ¥F Community Recycling Increase recycling Low recycling performing 1,652
wS0&a Ot Ay 3Q organisation participation and households households
tonnages
BathNES | W, 2 dz LJ S R3 Partnership Recycling Increase recycling Low recycling performing 5,082
NBsI NRQ participation and households households
tonnages
Improve presentation
BCC Birmingham City Local Recycling Increase paper and car( Rounds with households that 4,392
| 2dzy OAt Qa authority recycling participation | were motivated by rewards households
Reward Schemfor with Low tomedium recycling
paper recycling business role performing households
GWP Recycle for your Partnership = Recycling | Increase recycling Low recycling performing 10,132
Community Incentive tonnages households households
{ OKSYSQ
NCC No formal name; Single local | Reuse Increaseionnages and = New and existing visitors to | Not specified
loyalty card or authority led sales of reusg¢éms recycling centres
voucher scheme
NUS Student Switch Off Partnership = Recycling | Increase recycling Firstyear university students 11,338
recycling competition and reuse | tonnages living in halls students
Preen Wt NESyYy t2Y Community Reuse Increasetonnages and New and existing visitors to 252,000
/ KI £t Sy 3S5Q organisation sales of reuse items two reuse shops individual$®
WCC W, Ay> { Ol y Partnership Recycling | Increaseamount of Commuters passershy and Not specified
litter recycled visitors to scheme areas

The eight schemes also had a variety of ways of rewarding and recogfiibmgablebelow outlines the main
distinctions between the rewards and regmation in terms of type, size, mechanism and engagement

Reward or Reward type

recognition

Reward detail

Size of reward

Reward mechanism

Engagement

AVR Reward Community |Benches, litter picks, compost Not known | If participationtonnages increase | Doorknoding
container and workshops then community gets rewarded
BathNES Reward+ Individual 15 Bath Olivers (local currerjcy Not known Householdsewarded ifsuccessful in| Doorknocking
recognition or food caddy liners pledge to recycle more or better
BCC Reward Individual Nectar points £0.500ne off | 100bonus pointsawarded at sigrup | Printed materials and
£0.13collection | 25 Nectar points awarded/ collectior publicity
GWP Reward Community | Financial rewards to £0 to £635/ | If recycling tonnages increased groyu Campaign by
community groups group™ receive reward from recyielg credits community groups
NCC Reward Individual Vouchers: mseum, DVD £1 to £24 Loyalty card £1 spent got a stamp | Printed materials and
rental, gym and park &de £4 would get you a voucher publicity
NUS Reward+ Individual+ | Chocolates posaudit £250 to £500/ Hall with greatest increase in Campaign,champions
recognition |community | Money for hall/summer ball winning hall | recycling or reuse awarded andsocial media
Preen Reward Community | Points to members for Up to£5,000 | Parish councils got awards based ol Local champions and
purchase and donation cash& £22,000 | donation tonnages, participation anc parish councils and
Preen vouchers money spent in Preen shops councillors
across 78
parishe§’
WCC Reward Individual Voucher: Amazon, BIS, John £20 Scan QR code on recycling bin with Printed materials and
Lewis, Love2shop or theatre phone and enter daily prize draw | publicity

2 gee individual case studies in Chapter 3 for further information.
% population within geographical area Preen collect from.

24 Out of the five community groups range was from £0 to £635; average was £224 and median was £164. Values were: £0; £125; £164; £198; and £635.
% preen had set aside up to £5,000 in cash and £22,000 in Preen vouchers across in the hope to engage a large proportion of the 78 parishes. This comes
to ~£64 in cash per parish and ~£282 per parish in Preen vouchers assuming all 78 parishes participated. See individual case study for more information.
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2.2  Participants and behaviour at a

glance
In total the schemedad a potential reach abver 263,300 peopleNUS
andPreen- A y Of dzRA y 3 t NSpbtghfieiiaud@rkicérdadhlofi
252,000local residentsand over 21,200 househol@aVR, BathNES, BC@"
and GWP)This excludes NCC and WCC as it was not possible to prog
estimates ofpotential audience reach for thesechemes.

When looking at actual participatioalmost 15,000 householdsand, A
additionally,over 11,300 individuals participated in the schesfiz The 'E 'I ,F ,E 'I t
table below outlines the audience reach, targeid participant numbers o

for each of the eight schemes. /m ﬂ‘ "‘ 'T 'F'F /[\ ,r\ 'E
It is worth remembering that these schemes engaged with very different /I\ /l\ /n\ 'I\ /l\ T’l‘
audience types. In the case of some schemes these were much more

WOIF LIWGAB®SQ Ay GSN¥xa 2F 20l uxzy,ﬁzi\'gﬁ\qibi{uz,ﬁ}m,i Y R
Furthermore, three of the schemes required paents to sigrup or

opt-in (e.g. BCC, BathNES and Preen).

Scheme e GBS i Commentson participating audience
audience reach’  target’® audiencé® . participating
AVR 1,652 960 637 | Households = No Participating audience derived fropostscheme
participation rate multiplied byotential audience reach
BathNES 5,082 Not 3,866 Households | n/a Participating audience derived from pestheme
specified 710 participation rate multiplied byotential audience reach
710 were households whogiiged
BCC 4,392 802 3,426 | Households @ Yes Participating audience derived from pestheme
1,121 participation rate multiplied byotential audience reach
1,121 were households who signed up
GWP 10,132 Not 7,008 | Households @ n/a Participating audiece derived from posscheme
specified participation rate multiplied byotential audience reach
NCC All users of two 1,000 258 | Individuals No NCC printd 1,000loyalty cards to distribute but only 319
reuse shops anc (based on loydty cards were exchanged for vowers and of these 61
recycling centres loyalty cards) were repeat customerg hence the 28
NUS 11,33% 1,701 2,710 Individuals Yes Participating audiencis based on number of students
who signedup as Ecd?ower Rangers (scheme supporter
Preen 252,000 4,290 7,505 | Individuals Yes Participating audienceased on members who signed up
during the scheme
WCC Alllocalpassershy 500 844 | Individuals Yes Participating audiencedsed on number of unique
andcommuters entrants to prize draw during the scheme

% Household figures used for BathNES and BCC are those derived from post-scheme participation rate multiplied by audience reach. Source: Images have
been purchased from iStock: http://www.istockphoto.com
% The potential audience reach is the maximum number of individuals or households that a scheme could engage with (e.g. number of households in target
rounds for GWP, BCC, BathNES and AVR, number of students living in target halls for NUS).
8 The audience target, where available, are based on actual targets (either percentage or number) provided by the schemes.

® The participating audience is either the number of sign-ups/entrants or derived from multiplying the post-scheme participation rate and the potential
audience reach.
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When it comes to changes in behavipas reported in the posscheme surveysnost respondents statkthat

the scheme has not made a diffeto how they recycle/reusé. ONE & &

0§KS aA Eetwaed B6%Y SaQ

(n=31) and 46%(n=136) ofrespondents stied that they already recycled/reused and the scheme has given
0 KSFEMNI Sy 02 doewlsa’Ine §waph Belowi @mparesthe four most frequently giveranswer

optionsto this question®*

Top four answers: Which of the statements below best describes you and tf

Rewards and Recognition Scheme?

L FfNBFRe NBOe2OfS
made a difference to how | recycle/reus

| already recycled/reused and it has
given me extra encouragement to recycle/reu

| started recycling/reusing because
of the scheme and will carry on

L ¢layQid ¢l NS 2F GK
recycle/reuse and/or recycle/reuse more for othe
reasons

mwcCcC
(Base=135)

mGWP
(Base=128)
H Preen
(Base=169)
mNUS
(Base=913)
mBCC
(Base=294)
mAVR
(Base=200)

0% 10% 20% 30% 40%

50% 60% 70%

The research teanizd S Rt Schi-Biia®ay t6€sh and standarided residuals to investigate whether the
differences between the schemes with regards to a specific survey question were significant. More detail of the

tests can be found in section 4.2.

After running these testthe following can be statedcross theschemes®

¢ BCC and WCC respondents are more likely to have claimed that the scheme gave them extra
encouragement to recycle. This may be linked to the individual nature of their rewards.

¢ NUS respondents are more likely to have claimed that they alreadyglest and that the scheme did
not make a difference to how they recycle comparedtber scheme respondents. This may suggest
that some studerd were already in the habit of recycling before the scheme.

e AVR and Preen respondents were less likely to beeawhthe scheme
recycle/reuse more for other reasons.

For a more detailed discussion of behaviours see section 4.2.

but started to recycle/reuse or

% This question was not asked in NCC post-scheme survey and only asked in the online post-scheme survey for BathNES which achieved only 33
responses i so only the remaining six schemes are included in the analysis. In the survey analysis, NUS responses exclude London School of Economics

as they offered a reuse scheme and had different questions in their survey.

% It is worth noting that BCC, Preen and WCC asked these questions to those who had signed-up to their scheme which may reflect a more pre-disposed

audi ence. Also some schemes added their own answer

opt i on sgrapl AYVRhBCC,(Preenst i on,

and WCC asked this question of all respondents, while GWP only asked it of those who had heard of scheme. NUS had a routing anomaly in their results

so it has been rebased on all respondents to survey.
%2 It is worth noting that only the top four answers given to the question have been included in the statistical testing.
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2.3  Tonnages and costs at a glance

Across all eight schera¢he net increase in recyclables aneuse itens ¢
was 1711 tonnes The 1711 tonnes is madeip of 79.4 tonnes of recycling
from AVR, BathNES, BCC, GWP, NUS andam€@dl..7 tonnes of reuse
from NUS, NCC and Pre&rThis was made up of an increase in recycli
of 1085tonnes in AVR, BCC and Nb¥&increa® reuse tonnage 093.4in
Preen and NCGnd a fallof 30.8 tonnesin GWP¢ Calton Road Infants
School, NU§ London School of Economics, Bathiie8nd)and WCC

Overall the schemes generated an additioddll tonnesof recyclables
and reuse item&* Excludingwhere schemes experienced @onnage fall
(Bath, NU&; London Shool of Economics GWP¢ Calton Road Infants
School and WCC) this increases to 200 tonnéhe table below
summarses thed O K S acBiév€mentswith regardto tonnages and particgion.

Method for measuring tonnages

Participating
audience
ength in week
Materials
Change in
participation
Change in
tonnages
Change in
recyclablesor
reuse(kg)/
participant wk

637 52 | Dry mixed 4% . 0.7 | Double set outate not participation rate
recyclables Recycling tonnage estimates based on qualitative scoring looking
number and size of containers, fill rates and contamination.
Monitoringwas done three timesg pre-, mid and postscheme.
These were adjusted with@nversiorfactor derived from
weighbridgemeasurements, eachscoring pointvasequal to 1.1 kg.

BathNES 3,866 35 Dry mixed -3% -19.0 -0.1 | Weekly oundweighbridge measurements
(roundy®® recyclables
and food
BathNES 510° 35 | Dry mixed n/a 0.6 1.1 Measured pledging households recycling at sign up and at three
(pledges) recyclables intervals at random afterwards. The change in tonnages is calcula
and fodl from subtracting the sigiip reading from an average of the three
intervals possignup. The monitoringccured over~three months.
BCC 3,426 26 = Paper and 3% 10.9 0.1 | Fortnightly round weighbridgemeasurements
card only
GWP 7,008 40 | Dry mixed 6% -10.0 0.0 | Fortnightly round weighbridgmeasurements
recyclables
NCC 258 52 Reuse n/a 26.1 1.9 Receipts of itens purchasedre sent to the contractor for calculation
of tonnages (based on FRN standard weights)
NUS 2,710 30 | Dry mixed n/a 71.6° 1.1  Reading and Portsmouttmonthly bin weights; Brista yearly,
2,181% recyclables derived from spotcheck auds andvolumetric conversions.
Reuse Winchesterg no data providedLSE at the end 0f2012 and previous

academic year contractamollected the reuse items and weighed
them for each hall of réidence

Preen 7,505 35 Reuse n/a 67.3 0.3 | Estimated fronFFRNstandard weightsof all items donated.
wcCC 844 22 | Onthe-go n/a 0.0 0.0 | Qualitativefill rate audits androlumetric conversions (average
dry mixed weights based on historical data)
recyclables

* source: Images have been purchased from iStock: http://www.istockphoto.com

3 The 171.1 tonnes is derived from a change in tonnes when comparing pre- and post-scheme measurements i this is from actual long term data
recordings/estimates for all schemes which increased tonnages except AVR which has been extrapolated from their qualitative audits and weighing.

% For Bath the research team used the tonnage based on round data rather than just the pledging households given its more robust nature based on time
data series over nine months. For further discussion and explanation on these two different methods see the case study.

% For tonnage measurements only 510 out of the 710 pledging households had pre-scheme readings.

" It is worth noting that of the five areas forming part of the GWP scheme four did increase tonnages, however, one area (Gloucester i Calton Road Infants
School) experienced a decrease in tonnages which cancell ed out thistsignificentfeler f our ar
% This is the total participating audience (2,710 based on sign-ups as Eco-Power Rangers) minus those at Winchester (529) as no tonnage data is
available for this university the changes in recyclables (kg)/ participant/week excludes Winchester students.

* This includes an increase in dry recyclables at Reading and Bristol and subtracts a fall in reuse from LSE. No data was provided for Winchester.
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In terms of costsDefra provided a totalfunding of just over £34,000. This is approximateh£12 per
participating household adindividual. The distribution othis funding across the different cost headings each
schemeis shown in the graph belowl he level of Defra funding black line shows the amount of funsiegred
from Defra by the schemesit does not mean that items appearing above the line were not funded by Defra.
For more detailed information about tonnages and cost effectiveness see section 4.1.

£120,000
1 Value of volunteers

1 Value of partnership & stakeholdet
collaborations
[ Value of inkind contributions

£100,000

£80,000
B Opportunity costs

£60,000 B Capital items

£40.000 = Rewards/ prizes
B Revenue costs

£20,000- —
B Communications

£0 - w w x : : x B Monitoring & evaluation costs
S < Q %) Qo <
ST S

N & >
v SQE — Level of Defra funding

Q?IZ"&
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3 Case studies
3.1  Aire Valley Recycling (AVR)

How did the scheme come about? y) A o |
AVR is a social enterprise providing a free kerbside collection to Rewards for recycling
over 15,000 households in Bradfordis part of Bradford You canhicis e e .

. L o . . local area by doing more -
Metropolitan District/ 2 dzy ouch l&ger household recycling recycling using the Green Box

SerVicez.lo ' +wQ é. Yw S ﬂ, I NP é T 2 m\bem&é é () im&e%qaeg(ycleaj'e th.egﬂs oin nénaldz months,

. . . [} [{ hared b fi he local a.
there were pockets of low recycling in Bradford which local " *""eeersemearabenciiomeiomaiaes
We need your help to -

stakeholders (Bradfordcouncil, AVR and local community . make sure you have everything you need to recycle properly
groups) felt may be better targeted Withewards and 10CAl & Fiseor s mecds mromins in o bt e rore e
adzLILIR2 NI G2 Sy O02dzNy 3S 0SKIF QA2dzNIOKFyaASd ¢KS AY 2
for Recycll@Q 6+ & G2 AYyONBlFasS (KS S 2 LK 2 dza SK2 f
participating in recycling and the amount recycled in specific @/

areas of Keighley and Shipley by 40%. The original target was to

engage with 1,500 households in this area.

Delivering the scheme

CKS YwSomSNRIOIAYNQ d0KSYS 41 & yte 0 ¢

AVR with strong support from local groups including residents,
H H How to let us know what you'd like to see in your area -

Community Development Workers, Community Centres, ™ = i
schools and environmental groups and associations. AVR  0785225619%: pautscnarg.uk

3 . . . *  Use the suggestion boxes at the Sue Beicher Centre (Bracken Bank
engaged with 50 local organisations to helg thromotion of Avenue) or Hainworth Wood Community Centre
the sheme. Initially, Incommunities a housing asociation
which owns and manages the majority of social housing in the scheme aweas goingo be delivery partner
to AVR and providstrategic support, communications and promotidn.practice, Incommunities was able to

make only a light touch contribution owing to unforeseen constraints within the organisation.

AVR targeted 1,652 householdsin their scheme area andelected 174
households foitheir control area. This was a yelang schemewhich started
in November 2011 and finisheth December 2012. In addition tdoor-

posters, suggestion boxes, flyers, stickers, nettesls; andpresentations and &
faceto-face discussions &bcal/lcommunity events. Those areas thatreased
participation in recyclingreceived communitybased, shared rewards (se€
poster which was displayed inommunity buildings above). Rewds were *

going. The rewards selected by and distributed to the local community were

e Local community litter picks and clean ups (e.g. with a team
learning disabled volunteers);

e Craft workshops for local school children and theimilies during
summer holidays using recovered materials from AVR collect
rounds to make models and puppety Y2 6y | & W{ ONJI
(see top picture to the right); .

e | R2dzofS 02YLRald O2y il AySN) odAfd FNRY
youth progamme donated to a primary school in the area (see picture to the right); and

¢ Two benches made from recycled plastics intended for use by local elderly residents.

I +wQa

01t is worth noting that AVR ceased operating as an independent community organisation and was taken over by Bradford Council in summer 2013. At the
time of writing it was still delivering a source separated box collect i on i n AVR&6s collection areas.
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In order to assess the effectiveness of the scheme and to attribute the rewards, a rangenivéring and
evaluation activities took place:
e Establishing a control area;
e Prescheme, interim and postcheme set out rate monitoring over two consecutive collection rounds
for scheme and control areas;
e Prescheme, interim and posicheme monitoring ofdnnage estimates of recyclafédy household for
scheme and control areas;
¢ Prescheme attitudinal and behavioural survey via dstepping in schemén= 439)and controlareas
(n=150);
e Postscheme attitudinal and behavioural survey delivered by postherse (n= 200)and controlareas
(n=25) and
e Two discussion groups with local participants in the AVR schemes.

Impacts and outcomes
When comparing both precheme to post 450

Setout rates

scheme, and scheme to control, the double-set 40%
. . 359% - H Prescheme
out rates have increased as illustrdteby the oo Nov/Dec 2011
. . . 0
chart to the right’” It is worth noting that the .,
control area was only based on 174 househplds 20% - ':\r/l‘;e;/';‘"y 2012
and though very similar to the scheme area in 5%
; ; : 10% -
terms of sociedemographics, high levels of Postscheme
. - . . 5% 1 Nov 2012
multiple deprivation, social hging levels and oy |

waste servicg levels of recycling were the Scheme rounds Control
. (base = 1,652 hh) (base =174 hh)
lowest of all areas monitoredFurthermore,
though the rewards did not occur in the contraghange in set out rateand tonnagesmay be as a result of
information and infrastructure provision (e.g. boxéds)from doorstepping

Tonnagesincreased by 38% (coming very
close to thér 40% target) when comparing
= Prescheme the pre-scheme and posscheme¥nashotQ
Nov/Dec 2011 The chart to the left shows the average
weight of recyclables in kg per households

Estimated weight of recyclables
1.2

= Interim per weekat the & O K S Yhe@rionitoring
May/July 2012 intervals. The monitoring periods are only
short WnapshotQand take place at different
Postscheme times of year natural or seasonal vability
Nov 2012

in waste tonnages magausesome ofthe
increases betweepre- and postschemefor
both the scheme and control.

Scheme rounds Control
(base = 1,652 hh) (base = 174 hh)

When comparingiata fromscheme to control for both set out rates and estimated weights of recyclables, the
scheme area has not increased at greater rates than the control area. This may be due to the low starting point
of the control and the fact that infonation and infrastructure provisiogprovided in both scheme and control
area)may have had a bigger role to play in mpagticipation inrecycling tharthe community rewards

4 Recycling tonnage estimates based on qualitative scoring looking at number and size of containers, fill rates and contamination for each household
presenting on monitoring days. These were then adjusted with a standard conversion factor derived from weighbridge measurements i this meant each
scoring point was equivalent to 1.1 kg. This was done three times during the scheme - pre-, mid- and post- scheme.

“*2 There was disruption to AVR service and monitoring due to four bank holidays in spring 2012 and two collection rounds falling on a Monday, which
affected the way in which data for the interim monitoring point was collected. Each holiday meant a four week wait between collections. Monitoring could
not go ahead on the missed collection days and, therefore, qualitative scoring for the next collection date is unrepresentatively high, effectively blocking out
a six week period from monitoring. This was the reason for splitting the set-out rate monitoring in May and having two rounds be monitored in July rather
than May.
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(provided only in scheme ared)ack ofongitudinalhistoric data makes it ditult to know how different
recycling levels in thecheme andaontrol area were previously.

AVR managed to increase access to and ease of recycling for their target audience. At-$eheos postal
survey stagen the scheme areanly 12% (n=24) statl they didnot have an AVR box (compared to 31% n=137
at the prescheme dooistepping survey), and 24% (n=48) stated that they recycled all or some of their
household items using avenuesher than AVR (compared to 36% (n=156) at the-grheme doossteppng
survey). Two in five (42%, n=84) respondents claimed that they recycled more often than before whe
compared to ten months ago and three in ten (30%, n=59) respondents stated they recycled a bigger proportic
of materials than before. Two in five (438& 86), havever, also stated that thecheme made no difference as
they already recycled and a quarter (24%, n=47) stated they increased their recycling for other reasons.

The scheme hatbw levels of recognitioq when asked in the post
scheme survey my a third (33%, n=65) of respondents said they
had heard of it. Thisnaylargely be explained by the lkof a clear
scheme name, branding argfrap lineto make the scheme more
memorable for participants and local residentbe scheme did not
have aconsistent public facing namelhis lack of identity meant
that discussion group participants also did meicessarilyassociate
the rewards with the scheme or AVR generally.

aL GKAY1l AG Aa | N
it needs a lot more publicity... something
attachedtoi KS 6 Sy OKY W]

bench, it is beautiful, look at the flowers,
GKA& 6Fa | NBsSIFNR
Bracken Bankesident

Focus group findingeevealed that he rewards were well received arttat
there seemed to be a preference for community rewards over individfiald L@ Y SSRa
rewards. There may be, however, a ssfection bias in the sample from thos Oé,zs, 8 Lg;;f i g S
recruited to come to the discussion groups and/or from those actiVelygracken Bankesident
participating in thescheme(i.e. non recglers may be less likely to take part i

community activities and respond to community rewards).

The cost for this schemeotalled £33,374
including estimates of  valuein-kind £1,7
contributions (£2,511). A breakdown of costs is £728
shown in the pie chart to theight. Over half of £4,039

the costs $7%) were revenuecosts (i.e.staff

time). The cost of the scheme was £20.06 p
scheme household (excluding control area)
£17.62 per scheme househeldexcluding
monitoring and evaluation Evaluation and
monitoring costs my not be as high if replicating
or expanding thescheme.

B Capital items

B Revenue costs

B Rewards/ prizes
m Communications

Monitoring & evaluation
costs

Value of partnership &
stakeholder collaboration
Value of volunteers

B R This scheme achieved what it set ottt do and managed to

S 5 ¢ W g — improve access and recycling rates of the target audience
(?/ ) [ = ‘ however, it is difficult to attribute this to the community reward
; element of thke scheme Doorknocking residents with the

- improvements in information and service provision that brought

- and community engagement seemed to have played an important
. role in improving and increasing recyclifgnecdotally, AVR also
felt that the schemehas built capacity to promote recycling

amongst the community groups, Community Development
. Workers andcommunity centres it worked withAVR believes that

they have worked in
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3.2 Bath and North East Somerset (BathNES)

How did the scheme come about?

BathNESs a unitary authority that offers residents a weekly collection of black szitise and recycling. A
recycling box is provided for theollection of16 materials(e.g. paper, cans, glass betfland jars, foil, textiles,
shoes, etcith a separate blue bag for cardboatorown paper and drinks cartond=ood waste collections are
alsoprovidedusing a kitchen caddy and lockable outside container.

The aims of theschemewere to increase overhltonnages in recycling collected; increase the number of
households participating in the servicgnd reduce the impagoor presentation of waste hadn services like
neighbourhood cleaning, enforcement and missed collections. Three objectives werenthetdrto measure
the overall impact of thecheme
¢ Deliver a recycling reward and recognitipitot scheme to 5,000 properties
e Increase overall recycling tonnages at 5,000 properties by
20% on averageand L et's
¢ Increase the number ohouseholdsparticipating in food
waste and cardboard recycling collections at
propertiesby 20% on average SIS

The scheme was calléd, 2 dz LI SRISXsSQt f NB [\ S
could receive a reward in the form of Bath Olivers (15 Bath Olivers'i _ R { e ;- TR ?f,ﬁﬂ!/
they were successfuhitheir pledge)or a roll of compostable fod { ! ’ { (10 )
caddy liners. Bath Olivéfsis a means of exchange between local %
TEN

volunteers, residents and businesses. It is a coupon which rewards 1/\\
voluntary work and community activity with discounts in local shops and essas, effectively acting like a
local currency and discount scheme. A variety of local businesses accept Bath Olivers in return for goods &
services.

Delivering the scheme
The scheme was designed and delivered by BathNES in partnershithavit
councl recycling contractor, desigroosultant and waste consultancpoor- ¥
to-door canvassing was the chosen method to engage with residents ang
get them to pledge to improve their recycling performance. Recycling Rewx
Advisors were recruited to deliverhé campaign and also carry ou
monitoring. Between April and December 2012 a total of 5,082 househalds
were visited in 9 recycling rounds within Bath and 1,808 people were spok
to. Residents could agree to one or two pledges: ‘

e To recycle more; and/or

e Tocorrectly present their recyclable materials.

Visits were made durinmid-afternoons and evenings to maximise contact ratégne was spent explaining the
recycling service, how the pledge scheme worked and also caroying baseline survey. Pledge tsatholds
were given a leafledbout the schemend bin tag to ease identification fofollow-up monitoring. If nobody
answeredinformation was put through the door and people could return pledges via the post.

In order to assess the impact of the schear& to deliver the rewards, a range of monitoring and evaluation
activities took place:

3 For more information see www.bathmoney.org
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e Participation monitoring in all ledge rounds and the control rountfsbefore the schemeand after
pledges had been made;

e Weighing of recycling waste for pledge houselsblduring sigaup andat three randomly selected days
over the followinghree months

e Collection of ecycling bnnage datéby rounds and

e Attitudinal and behavioural surveys at sigp (n=930)and when rewards were distributetb pledging
householdsither faceto-face or via feedback forn(s=293)*

Impacts and outcomes
A total of 710 households made pledgés4% of households visited#13 households were rewarded for
recycling more and 622 households were rewarded for presenting their recycling ecastetly.

For the510 households that had prand post schememeasurement of their recyclables (200 did maive pre
scheme measuremenity the increasen recycling tonnagevas 10% (approximatelyan additional0.6 tonnes of
recycling when comparingiggrup weight to postreward weigh}.*® Such an increase may suggest a positive
impact of the scheme on individual households who pledged.

Looking atollectiontonnage data for thevhole scheme area,here was d3.2%increasein recyclingrom pre-
to postd OK S Y Sa KUZalyTr Lg Sis the piedgé rduindsHodever, a similar increass# 12.6%was notedin
the control rounds¢ KA & Way |l LJA K2 i Q e avErigk @eeidy fweights aciuthsde Sollectioniveeks
prior to the scheme anthe average wekly weighs acrosshree collection weeks at the end of the schenide
last three collection weeks were the last three weeks of December which may have seen irregular collectidn
services and atypical quantities of recycling due to seasonal variatiomthefoore when weighbridge
measurements were missingverages from weeks before and after the missing data point were used to
determine the data point based on the treffd.

When looking at a data series of tonnages othex lifetime of the schemethe scheme area did nohave an

increasein recycling tonnages compared to the control rounds as illustrated by the charts bdlbav.
percentage change for recycling tonnages for theeseh rounds was a decrease -4f9%and for the catrol

rounds an increasefd..5% This contrasts with th&napsho@methodology above which gives~43% increase

in both scheme and control. In either case the 20% target figure was not reatheddifficulties of taking

Yayl LlaK2G0aQ 6KSY YSIF adz2NAy 3 oN@&leafwRigh illdstrafes s mucHéyg o @

tonnage datavary.

Total recycling tonnages (including food waste

Weight of recyclables (including food waste 1000

900

800

B Prescheme 700 - B Scheme period
Apr-Dec 2011 600 - Apr-Dec 2012

500

400 |

300

200

100
Scheme rounds Control 0 -
(base=5,864hh)  (base= 1,169 hh) Scheme rounds Control

(base=5,864 hh)  (base= 1,169 hh)

m Prescheme
Apr-Dec 2011

H Scheme perioc
Apr-Dec 2012

Tonnages

“*4The control area was made up of two rounds covering 1,004 households.

* During sign up householders agreed for their recycling waste to be measured and this was done shortly after they had been contacted.

S A separate online survey was administered as well but only received 33 responses.

“"The lack of baseline data for 200 properties is because these households did not present any recycling materials in the pre-scheme monitoring period (i.e.
within a week after pledging). There could be a number of reasons such as not having any recycling to present, being on holiday or forgetting, amongst
others. However, these households were removed as the effect of not having any baseline data was that any recycling monitored and weighed in the
scheme would have been a 100% improvement, which was not necessarily valid.

“8 It is worth noting that BathNES measured pledging households recycling in each round at sign up and at three intervals at random afterwards. The
percentage increase is calculated based on subtracting the sign-up reading from an average of the three intervals post sign-up divided by the sign-up
reading.

“The periods between pre- and post-scheme for rounds ranged between four to eight months, whereas the periods between pre- and post-scheme for
weighing of pledging households was at most three months - this may explain why the increase shown is not as great.

18




Weekly recyclables (including food waste
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Participation monitoring resultgtable to the right)

} o A Pre Post Diff.
show that in the pledge rounds participan fell fea scheme = scheme (HEFENce
slightly after the pledges had been made Scheme round pledges 79% 76% -3%
Conversely, in the control round participation wg Control | 86% 87% 1%

slightlygreater in the later monitoring. The pledge scheme did not appear to increase the number of household
participating in the scheme overaf.

In the postscheme surveyo pledging household65% (n= 191) of respondents stated that the scheme made
them more aware of what cabe recyclel and 67% (n=197) of respondents claimed that the scheme made them
more aware of how to present themecyclingcorrectly. Of those people who said that the scheme had helped
them present their recycling correctly, the opportunity to speak to someone and the leaéiet the two
elements said to havéelped the most. When asked how motivating Bath Olivers, compostable liners,
money and no rewardare, the favouredoption was compostable food liners where 52% (n=153) said they
WK S LIS Rt islworth feidnbering that the survey
sample is quite biased as it is pooled from pledging
households.

£328 B Opportunity costs

M Capital items

M Revenue costs

The scheme cost ®tal of £104,116includingestimates | £322%0
of value-in-kind contributions (£3,288);the pie chart
shows the breakdown. Monitoring and evaluation was a
considerable part of theosts (31%)The tdal cost per
householdin the scheme(5,082 households) was £20;49
without the monitoring and evaluation costs this drops to
£14.13 (although if running the scheme aggiare would
still be aneed to monitor each household f@ompliance
against the pledgesiade). As 710 households pledged, the cost per pledging holgseh£146.64.

M Rewards/ prizes
B Communications

Monitoring & evaluation
costs

Value of in-kind
contributions

BathNES used the pledge initiative to engdgectly with a lage number of residentsThis helped to remind

residents of how the scheme worked and gave practical adwiceecycling The reward that was local and
perhapsless amiliar © people (Bath Olivergeemed to bdess popular tharthe one that had a practical and

immediate benefit (compostable food caddy linefBhe plelging households did not manage2 K| @S I
YIaaQ AYLI OG 2y NRdzyR (G2yyl3aS RIGE®

% Some explanation behind the slight fall in participation rates could be different staff carrying out the monitoring, pre-scheme monitoring was conducted
over six weeks while post-scheme was conducted over 17 weeks as each round finished its reward stage. The post-scheme monitoring also started in
August which tends to be a time where residents are away due to summer holidays and students are still in recess (30% of Bath population is made up of
students). The post-scheme participation may also be influenced by Christmas holiday period and poor weather.
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3.3  Birmingham City Council (BCC)

How did the scheme come about?
BCC, a unitary authority, wanted to increase
paper and cardboard recycling amongst i
householders. They worked with Nectg
(www.nectar.con), one of the largest loyalty
card scheme in the UK, involving companies
4dzOK |a {lFAy&aoda2NEQa YR .td ¢KA& ¢l a GKS FANRGDG
time such a partnership had been establiBhe ¢tKS a0OKSYS gl a OFftftSR W. ANY
{ OKSYSQ F2NJ°LJ LISNI NBOeOf Ay3Io

"/B'_"“_"‘.ghaLCﬂy Council

Objectives of the Nectar scheme were to:
¢ Increase resident participation in household paper and cardboard recycling;
e Establish if positive behaviour changedse achieved by using Nectar points as a reward; and
e To determine whether there was a business case to rollout to the rest of Birmingham.

Two paper recycling rounds were chosen for the trial; one in the north and one in the south of the city. Th
criteria used to select the rounds took into account paper recycling tonnage rates, demographics, location an
operational issues. BCC sekmttthe pilot areas also based o® E LJS N@réeyAQdre socidemographic
profiling. The segmentation model enabled BCGdentify households who were more likely to be recycling
already, those who had a propensity to recycle or recycle more and those likely to respond positively to reward
Thisenabled BCC to select theunds that had a high proportion of households withsjiive environmental

attitudes but that could be nudged to do more with regards to recycling. The two scheme areas selected wele

Cotteridge and Erdingtqgrcovering a total of 4,392 households. According to BCC the overall paper recyclin
tonnage for the wo rounds were low to medium in comparison to the rest of the city (based omdrths
data). This would indicate that there is potential to improve paper recycling rates. BCC set up a proje
management team with representativeom various departmentand Nectar.

Delivering the scheme

The scheme was launched in September 2011 & ; = mm
lasted until March 2012? Householders were sent a 3 ‘
pack containing details on how to register anan
address labeWith a radio frequency identification/bar |
code sticker toplace on their paper recycling box (see
picture to the right). Press releases, press launch even
posters, dedicated web pages, email news bulleti
social media and email campaigns to registerg
households during the trial were all mechanisms used i
promote the scheme. When participants registered the
were awarded 100 Nectar (bonus) poifitsand 25
points (currently equivalent to 13 pent® per
collection of their paper and cardboard allocated by the
scanning of their recycling bo%x.dzNR&A y 3 KRR dAKSSMIEA yWiaQ OF YLI A3dya 685
the Christmas period, and specifically to households who were not recycling frequently.

*1BCC could only reward for either paper/card or mixed dry recyclables (glass bottles and jars, food and drinks cans, and plastic bottles), not both as they
are collected in different receptacles and they did not have the resources to do both. BCC chose paper over mixed dry recyclables as it has an identified
direct income for the council as they directly sell paper/card to the local paper mill.

%2 This was launched alongside a scheme that rewarded users of a specific BCC leisure centre with Nectar points.

53 Only provided to those households that registered within the first three months of the trial.

** Accessed online 15/10/2013 http://www.nectar.com/spend.points
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In order to assess the impact of the scheme and to reward points, the following monitoring and evaluation
adivities took place:

e Records were kept of the recycling round tonnage dat¢h for the scheme areas and the rest of

Birmingham whictacted as their control area;

¢ Paticipation monitoring was carried odttefore, mid and after thescheme

e A postscheme onhe attitudinal and behavioural survey was conduciéth participants (n= 294)

e A postscheme telephone survey was also conducted with 68 participants and 3gartaipants; and

e Two discussion groups were carried out with resid&rasd one amongst # project team.

Impacts and outcomes

Over a quarter of households (26%, n=1,121) signed up to the scheme. The graph below shpagethe
tonnage data for the two trial rounds during the period of the scheme. It shows that there is variability in the
round weights® with no obvious upward trend as a result of the Nectar scheme.

Average paper tonnes per fortnight —Erdington
(base = 2,299 hh
16
— Cotteridge
14 /"\ (base = 2,093 hh)

o L\ .

Tonnes

epll Octl1 Now11 Decll Janl2 Feb12

The totals for kg/household/week for paper Paper and card recycling m Sept 16Mar 11
collected over different six month periods are 3
shown in the bar chart to the right for the

scheme area and the rest of BirminghanheT Scheme period
chart shows that more paper and cardboardé 2 - Sept 11Mar 12
were collected in the scheme areas during th%
trial compared to the equivalent six monthED
period in the year before (an increase of 5%), 1 - ———
while there was a fall for the rest of

Birmingham {3%).

8
6
4
2
0
S

mApr1kAug 11

Scheme rounds Control- rest of Birmingham
) o ] o ) (base = 4.392 hh) (base = 415.689 hh) )
When lookingat participation monitoring very slightly mofeouseholds were participating in paper recycling by

the end of the scheme 78% (July 2012) compared to the 75% established before the launch of the schemé
(April 2011). Participation wasreasuredas 74% at thenid schemepoint. As all these measurements avery
close it is difficult to attribute any increase to the scheme.

From the orline survey onha handful of respondent@%,y I'c 0 &4l 6 SR GKF G WL adl N
Nectar scheme and will cargyy Q@ | I f F opE:T ylImncl0 2F GKS NBaLRYy
KFaydd YFIRS I RAFFSNBYyOS (G2 K2g YdzOK approkidateihalf of Q @

%5 Attended by 13 scheme participants and three non-participants.

%6 BCC queried the high tonnage for the Erdington round in November for anomalies in data or collection and there being no explanation to discount it
decided to include it in the results. Its inclusion does not dramatically change the average tonnage. In early February the round configuration for Cotteridge
changed so there are two data points missing.

21




NBALRYRSYy(Ga onc»3 yImMocO ¢K2 gienrimdeltR eréduragerhenNtBa rétycle NJ
Y2NBE Qo

Online respondents were also asked whether in the last year they had personally received any of a list of aspe
from Birmingham City Council Nectar Reward Scheme for recycling (see graphBélsw)l ttese respondents
were registered and receiving Nectar points the results shown below are intriguing as only a quarter (26%, n=1
said they had received a reward for recycling but almost two fifths of respondents (38%) stated they received
Wi KI Yyl e@dedta @xplangtion is that participants in the scheme did not get notification each time they
received the Nectar points (in any future scheme BCC would like to rectify this so participants do get feedba
on points being awarded). All participantsidhowever, get regular email correspondence from BCC thanking
them for taking part and recycling. It may also suggest that participants may have perceived the Nectar points
0S I WiKIFy]l &2dzQ NI} GKSNJ GKIYy | NBglNRO®

In the last year have you personally received any of the following fron

Birmingham City Council Nectar Reward Scheme for recycling?

informaton on how to recycie | I S S Y <

A "thank you" from the council for recyclin [N 38%
Notification of changes to the schem [ NG 35%
Areward for recycling NG 260

Not sure/don't know [N 21%

Notification of changes to recyclin m 18%

BCC posscheme survey w w w w
(Base=294) 0% 5% 10% 15% 20% 25% 30% 35% 40% 45%

The role of being thanked is seas important. Over half of post
scheme survey respondents (54%, n=158) stated that being tha | i

i tant/important, compared to two fifths (40% 6 L nkit&d good thing to encourage
was very |mpor.an p. R P o people to recycle. We recycle as much as'
117) who said receiving a personal reward was verydly FyR AT 6S R2 3S
important/important. BCC stated that they fethat the Nectar | Erdington resident

oS

7)
a

\%J
=

L2Ayida OGSR Y2NB Fa | Wikl 82dzQ UKLy |y OSly i/
behaviour.
5 - T From the research conducted with nguarticipants it would seem that
aL R2yQu KI@S I 1) 5ne of the main reasons people did not sign up was that they were not
go to Sainsbury's; only @p. Nectar _
OF NR 2F y2 dmas 21| existing Nectar card iders In the postscheme surveyhowever, when
Cotteridgeresident asked on a scale of one to five how motivated thegre to take part
specifically for Nectar poisf almost two fifths (38%, n=113)f users
A0 0 SSWBA R GA DI GSRQ 04SS 3INI LK 20S
This was a multiple response question and those t haxcludedifrdmtnisgtaphr espond or gdel e
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How motivated were you to take part in the scheme tc
specifically receive Nectar points?

40% 38%

35%

30%

25% 23%

20% 17%

15% 1%

“

5% >

0% y ] ‘ Y | Il
1-Not at all 2 3 4 5-Very Noresponse
motivated motivated

BCC post scheme survey
(Base=294)

Total coss were £63,500 and are broken down
in the pie chart to theright®® It is worth
mentioning that BCC secured £10,000 from the
West Midlands Regional Improvement Efficiency
Partnership Locality Investment Fund for this
recycling trial which went towards sfagosts for
implementation (revenue costs). Givethe
importance placed on assessieffectiveness to
inform roll-out, monitoring and evaluation costs
are a significant proportion (38%).

B Capital items

B Revenue costs

B Rewards/ prizes
B Communications

= Monitoring & evaluation
costs
It is worth noting that manualmonitoring

systems (e.g. handheld smner used for
scanning recycling boxes outside each
household, bespoke Excel datapture, export
and analysis)were used and if rolled out on a large scale more effectimd automatedsystems could be
implemented. The cost per household was £14.469Z8ithout monitoring and evaluation costs). As not every
householdparticipated inthe scheme this increases to £18.54 for each participating housdtasldd on paper
recycling participation raté8(£11.43 without monitoring and evaluation copt#f justlooking at the households
who signedup to the Nectar schemehis increases to £56.65 per household (£34.94 without monitoring and
evaluation costs}’

BBCalso benefited from positive local and national press coverage which raised the profile and ehliagce
reputation of the councit the estimated value of this publicity and public relations benefits was noteworthy.

The Birmingham Nectar Reward scheme was a novel initiative. It appealed more to those who had a Nectar card
already and participants sathe Nectar points more as a bonus for doing something they already participated
in. It achieve a 5% increase in paper recycling tonnagds dverall package of communicatioalsoacted as a
good reminder and people felt that theifforts were being reegnised.BCC is investigating whether it is
worthwhile launching a city wide scheme with Nectar for different behaviours (e.g. recycling, leisure centre use
etc)

%8 |t is worth noting that £4,000 for rewards is a maximum cost i due to contract terms with Nectar, BCC is not able to disclose exact Nectar fee and points
cost.

59 Using the 78% post-scheme participation rate of 4,392 households so 3,426 households.

€ Using the 1,121 households who signed up to the scheme.
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3.4  Gloucestershire Waste Partnership

How did the scheme come about?

GWP is a partnership ofl askevendistrict, city and borough councils and the county council working together to
improve waste management services in Gloucestershire. By working closely with community groups GW
wanted to see if offering rewards and recognition would achieve higbeycling tonnages. The scheme, called
YwSOeO0fS T2NJ 82dzNJ / 2YYdzyAde LyOSyaGA@dS {OKSYSQ o/
community rewards being funded by any increase in recycling credits. GWP was keen to establish long te

relationships with community groups and, if successful, expand the scheme further.

Delivering the scheme

The CRIScheme started in March 2012 and finished around November 2012. GWP decided to pilot 5 trials in

areas of low participation in recycling, some diigh had high levels of social deprivation. The total number of
properties targeted was just over 10,000. A project team was established involving Gloucestershire Coun
Council, and the local waste collection authorities of Gloucester City Council, Dewkésorough Council,
Cheltenham Borough Council and Stroud District Council. A target, over the duration of the scheme, of 15
increase in recycling tonnages was set.

Via community centres, leaflets, websites and posters residents were invited to h@endgoatmunity groups in

the chosen areas. This took longer than planned as in some cases a vote was also required to decide on
community group. In one area two community groups worked together as they had received the same numbe
of votes. In order to mnitor recycling tonnages the CRIS areas had to be the same as recycling rounds, howey,
these areas did not always match the geographical areas that residents considered their local community. T
table below outlines the scheme areas, community group lama they engaged with local residents.

Scheme area  Community group Communlcel;t]lg?hggg engagement

GWP gave the community groups budgets for thengaign and community
engagement activities aldB 02 YYS Y RS R
branding was used. Some of the community groups already had skills
expertise in communications (forxamplehaving a website and newsletters

effectiveness of the scheme:

Gloucester Linden and @ Calton Road Infants | Posters and banners displayed. Various promotions within the school g
Podsmead Schoot* for local @ mmunity (such as events). Leaflets delivered dmadoor and
50 boxes distributed by council.
Tewkesbury | Brockworth | Brockworth Albion Banners at community centre and at football games. Leaflets delivered
Football Club & 1st | door-to-door by groups. 70 boxes distributed by council. Scheme promc
Brockworth Brownies within the community groups and at a Community Day. Posters and
stickers also used.
Cheltenham | Whaddon Oakley Community = Banners at community centre. Leaflets delivered to $eholds by council
Resource Centre and also available at local event. Some additional boxes delivered by
council on requestPostersand stickers also used.
Cheltenham | Springbank | Springbank Youth Leaflets delivered doeto-door by council and available at eventgh as
Club Eco Fun Day. Posters, banners and stickers also used.
Stroud Stonehouse | Stonehouse Youth Promotions focussed on local schools, leaflets produced but not deliver
Partnership/Project = door-to-door.

0KId dKS ww

¢! See picture below of children from Calton Road Infants School delivering stickers.
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Recyclingdnnages from CRIS rounds ame control rounds (although changes in operations meant

the control rounds were not monitored for all of the duration of the scheffie);

contamination levels);

Participation rates of CRIS rounds ana control rounds (including types of materials pemted and

Attitudinal survey prescheme (n= 658nd postscheme(n= 690) and
Four focus groups (one with residents aware of the scheme, one with residents unaware of the schem

one with the community organisations and one wittetproject team).

Weights of recyclables collected (201-

The main way in which the community ——Springbank Youth Club
: b =1,106 hh
groups were assessed was on recycling *° I (base )
tonnages of the rounds, which were . —— Oakley Community
. . S 40 \ . Resource Centre
compared to the same period in the € N (base = 916 hh)
. Q 35 \ —— Calton Road Infants schoc
previous year. £ A (base = 2,125 hh)
30 A
IEm 25 / ’ \\ . —Stonehou_se You_th
Impacts and outcomes = / \ N\ Partnership/Project
3 . 20 \ /\, (base = 3,039 hh)
The grapf® to the right compares the \ \// \\ —BrzckworthvouthFootbal
. 15 — \ and Brownies
weight of the reyclable§ for each A (base = 2,946 hh)
10 —— N——— = = Wheatpieces Control Roul
scheme and control area. It shows that (base = 904 hh)
. e 5
there is variability in the amount of o |  _ Twyning Control Round

recyclables collected per household per
month and that all the rounds started off

Mar Apr May Jun Jul Aug Sept Oct Nov (base = 690 hh)

performing significantly below the two control rounds.

Weight of recyclables

5.0
4.5

m Prescheme
Mar - Nov 2011

4.0

3.5
3.0
2.5
2.0 |
1.5 1
1.0 |
0.5 4
0.0

kg/hhiwk

B Scheme period
Mar - Nov 2012

Springbank Youth ClutDakley Community Calton Road Infants Brockworth Youth Wheatpieces Control Twyning Control

(base = 1,106 hh) school

(base = 2,125 hh)

Resource Centre
(base = 916 hh)

The chartaboveshows the kg per household peregk of recyclables for
each scheme during the same period in the year before the scheme
started (March to November 2011) and for tl&RISperiod (March to

November 2012).a S+ adzZNAy 3 (G KS
Partneship/Project was difficult as the community
start their work until June 2012 and the recycling

the scheme. The service moved from kerbside sort to semi comingléd
which allowed forthe collection ofmore recyclales (e.g. Tetradks, and
plastic tubs, pots and trays). To allow for a more measured assessment of

GKS O2YYdzyAide 3INRAzZLIQA

Football and Brownies

Round
(base = 904 hh)

Round

(base = 2,946 hh) (base = 690 hh)

Weight of recyclables in kg/hh/wk
for Stroud

H Prescheme
Mar - Nongl:

{ lﬁSc%erYe p%rio% 2

Mar - Nov 2012

AYLE OG 270
group was not able &"°
service changed dudfid

0.0 -

Stonehouse Youth

Partnership/Project
F Oldzt £ Ay Tt dByHFE™ D2t dza s

comparison and reduced local tonnage data to reflect thiherefore, tonnage data are Isad on estimates
rather than actual measurements. For these reasts,dataare shown separately (chaabove.

%2 It is worth noting that when it comes to recycling one control area (Twyning) was a rural round centred around a village and considered to be lower
performing for the local council but still performing quite well when compared nationally. The other control (Wheatpieces) was considered more typical of

the CRIS rounds as it is an under-performing residential area of a town.

3 Data series grouped into monthly kg per household for purposes of comparison, as collection dates and frequency varied. Control tonnage data was only
collected until mid June 2012 (8 collections) as following operational changes tonnage data was no longer usable as routinely multiple vehicles were

collecting on these rounds.
% Recyclables include paper, card, cans, glass, plastic bottles and batteries.
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The table below summarises the average participation rates for the scheme areas.

Area Community group Fre POSE Difference
scheme scheme
Glucester Calton Road Infants School 70% 65% -5%
Tewkesbury Brockworth Youth Football and Brownies 88% 84% -4%
Cheltenham (2 schemés) Oakley Community Resource Centre 68% 54% -14%
Springbank Youth Club
Stroud Stonehouse Youth Partnership/Project 70% 65% -5%
Two control rounds 97% 80% -17%

Some rounds had surprisingly high fseheme participation rat8& but as this is measured on presentation of
the recycling rather than quantity residents could have beeritipg out only a small amountOverall
participation rates fell in all areas with the two control rounds showing the biggest fall in participatio¥b).
Whilst CRIS did not increase participation it may have slowed the decline shown elsewhere in Gloucestershire,

Four of the five areas experiezt an increase in tonnages when compared to the previous year; however, these
increases were not in the order of magnitude expect€de lack of increase in tonnages and participation may
be explained by a lack of awareness of the scheme. Thetdedwor postscheme survey, carried out with 690
residents, showed that overall only 19% (n=128) of those questioned were aware of CRIS. Leaflets (47%, n3
and word of mouth (16%, n=20) were the main way that people became aware of CRIBirtisv(66%, n=85)
of K248 ¢K2 gSNB |6 NB 2F GKS aOKSYS aidriSR GKSe@
how/how much they recycle. A quarter (25%, n=32), however, stated
that they already recycled but the scheme gave them extra
encouragement to recyel more and 8% (n=10) started to recycle
because of CRIS and will continue to recycle. The focus groups
confirmed that most residents knelittle about the schemes.

at S2LIX S I NB I gl NB
y2i &ad2NB G(KSe@QNB |
A0KSYSd LGQ& LINROI
G2 LIS2LIx Sodé
Tewkesbury resident

Both the project team and community groups considered the schemes to be positive and eseériences
even though they had not increased recycling tonnages. Rewards were meant to be funded by recycling cred
but these rewards for the community groups were small (e.g. a couple of hundred pounds) in comparison to th
communication budget pndded and other funding streams available. For example, one community group was
successful in winning £1 million from the Big Lottery Fund making any reward available under CRIS seem V
small.

Total costs for thischemewere £60,343. A breakdown

of the costs of this scheme is shown in the pie chakt.

large proportion of the budget was spent on
monitoring and evaluationA record of tonnage data

from the rounds was not expensive tkeep so if
repeating the scheme it would be less costly. The cosg°>082
of the scheme was £5.96 per household but without
monitoring and evaluation costs it was £2.49.

H Opportunity costs
H Capital items

m Revenue costs

B Rewards/ prizes
m Communications

Monitoring & evaluation
costs

The CRIS schemes did not increase recycling tonnages by 15% and so will not be expanded. They did, howev
help GWP shape future community engagement work anc lmevided lssons a the difficulties of setting up,
delivering and monitoringommunity based reward schemes

% In Cheltenham the configuration of recycling rounds was changed so that direct comparisons of the rounds before and after the scheme were not
Eﬁossible (although an average for all three rounds in the scheme areas was calculated).

Participation rates seemed particularly high - one round in Stroud had 100% participation as did the control round in Twyning. Reasons for these high
participation rates may be due to rounds being fortnightly and the fact that properties were counted as setting out irrespective of the quantity or materials
placed out for collection (e.g. If paper was set out only once over 3-fortnights monitoring period, the household is counted in the participation calculation).
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3.5 Norfolk County Council (NCC)

How did the scheme come about?
NCds a waste disposal authorjtgne of their roles is to provida range of
recycling centres for Norfolk residents to dispose of bulky waste. They
encouraged more reuse of items through the establishment of Reuse
at seven of theitMain Recycling Centre Pfisites. Customers can donaﬂa-‘.--
all unwanted household iteni&that they feel are reusable and they can 3
also purchase items.

NCC decided to trial a reward scheme at two of the Reuse Shops to'see"i
this would encourage greater reusend in particular increase reusales.
Customers were issued with loyalty cards, whichravetamped for every £1 spent. When 4 stamps had been
collected they could exchange the card for a voucher. The vouchers could be redeemed at NCC facilities and|varie
in their cashequivalent The vouchers included:

e Free entry to museum for up to five pgle (worth up to £24);

e £1 off DVD rental at libraries;

¢ Free Park and Ride (£4.20); and

e Gym pass (£6.58).

In addition NCC approached a number of local and national businesses to support and donate vouchers {o the
scheme but all declined to do so.

In terms of targets NCC aimed promote the Reuse Shops and Recycling Centreggandrate an additional 100
tonnes of donations for reuse (including badrac, small furniture, DVDs, bikes, toys, pictures, frames, feter)
the scheme sites.

Delivering the scheme
NCC ran an extensive communicati@asnpaign to promote all the Reuse Shops in the first quarter of 2011 (the
Reuse shops had recently beentianded and made more visible and appealing)whole package of promotions

were used includingadvertiements and articles in lat papers, radio interviews, petrol station forecourt boards,
social media, websites, blogs and a stall at Royal Norfolk SHbwwosters and 300 leaflets were distributed in
outlets throughout the county.

The loyalty card scheenstarted in January 2012 and ran until December 2012 in two Reuse Shops at Kings Lynn anc
Ketteringham. A training tallabout the scheme and how it operatedas delivered to staff at the two sites.
Vouchers, posters, leaflets, loyalty cardad feedback drms specific to each test site wengroduced and
distributed. Display, events and promotions were carried duty G KS y SI Nbeé& (2g6ya O)Aly3I:
to the two sites.

The following records were kept to monitor the effectiveness of the loyatgd scheme:
¢ Number of loyalty cards and vouchers issued;
e Income generated at the scheme Reuse Shops and the four Reuse Shops used as control;
e Tonnages of all waste delivered to scheme sites and control sites; and
e Feedback forms available at trial Reuse®&{n=297) and control sites (n= 41)

“There are ei ght such centres in Norfolk and they ar e defAsNoa @Throa ¢for additionas 6 b ejc a u :
amounts of DIY above their 80L threshold) and Reuse Shops.
% All unwanted items that are in a condition to be resold are welcomed except old electrical equipment and baby toys.
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Impacts and outcomes
A total of 319 loyalty cards were returned in exchange for vouchers (61 people exchanged loyalty cards more
once), this is less than a third of what was originally anticipated by°N&87. vouchers were unaccounted for at

the end of the scheme, this may be attributed to the various methods of collection and distribution that were u
during the project. If such a scheme was replicated elsewhere then appropriate checks would need to e pt
place in order to ensure the correct distribution and use of voucHers.

Estimated tonnages of reused item:

The bar chart to the left shows the annual

140 reuse tonnagesderived fromsales’ data for
120 m2010  the schemeReuse Shops arttie control site
100 of Caister? All the Reuse Shopdealt with
80 m2011  grea®r tonnages b reuse items as time
60 — progressed It is difficult to attribute tis
40 " mScheme increaseto the rewardelement of thescheme
20 — ggrl“;d andit may, in part, be due tohe promotional
0 - ) _ ) campaign andebranding and improvement of
Scheme site Schemesne Contr_ol site- the shops. When comparing 2011 (pre
Ketteringham Kings Lynn Caister

schane) to 2012 g¢cheme yedr the control
site increased tonnages by 48% compared to a 101% increase at Ketteringham and a 10% increase at King

Overall compared to 2011, 26 additional tonnes of reuse items were generated in 2012 in the schenleisites|.

unknown why, based on tonnage dat&etteringhamachieved such a bigger increasempared to Kings LynNCC
suggess that this outcome may be related to the different characteristio$ the Reuse ShopsRecyclingCentres

the shop at Kings Lyrvas keen open for longer, is larger and is manned at all times so perhaps given the differ
starting points it had less room for improvement than Ketteringham

The graph below illustrates quarterly tonnages for the scheme sites and the control site. Tihaaipages in Q4
in 2012 can be attributed to a steep decline (40%) in tonnages at Kings Lyf site.

Quarlerly Reuse Shop tonnage

50
45 //\\ ——Scheme sites
40 i
——Control site
2 20/ / ‘
Q@ 25 \ —
S 20 / A /
F 15 /\ /\//\_’/
10 / ~——_— N _
g V4 Intervention period
g Q) > s S Q) > \d S Q) > \d
\90 '\90 '\90 '\90 N,"’O '\?’0 \Z"O '\,"’0 \3’0 '\'}0 0’0 '\')0
DT AT AT AT AT AT ADT DT AT AT AT AP

 NCC had printed 1,000 loyalty cards to distribute.

"9 NCC distributed 881 vouchers to the Reuse Shop staff at the Main Recycling Centre Plus sites ahead of the scheme: 319 were distributed and 127 were
returned which leaves 387 unaccounted for. All vouchers were donated by other NCC departments (e.g. NCC Leisure Department) and no up-front costs were
incurred by donors until vouchers are redeemed. At the time of writing NCC were still investigating whether the 387 vouchers had been exchanged for council
services or were mislaid.

" Staff personnel at sites send a receipt of item purchased to the contractor for calculation of tonnages based on estimates from FRN average weights of items
sold.

2 Originally NCC had four Reuse shops acting as controls, however, the quality of the historic and scheme time data was inconsistent and often not
comparable. One control site did not have historic data pre-scheme as it opened in January 2012, one had used estimates rather than actual weights for most of
the monitored period and one had used estimates for at least six months of the scheme period. The control site shown here is Caister as they relied on actual
weights rather than estimates. It is worth noting, however, that Caister Recycling Centre and Reuse Shop moved to a new and improved site, doubling the size
of the shop.

"% This dip in the tonnage remains an unexplained anomaly in NCC dataset. NCC and site contractors have suggested that it may be due to smaller or fewer
items being purchased in Q4 of 2012.

28

S Lyi

ent




Feedback forms were completed by 297 respondents at the scheme sites. Questions were asked about the
Shops rather than the loyalty card schenfbose that heard about thehopshad done so because they were

Reus

regular uses of the recycling centre (51%= 152 for the scheme sites). Very few said that they had heard about

the shop from the radio or newspaper advertisement. The campaign did not sedming in new users into the
shops as only a handful cdspondentsat the scheme sites were visiting for the first tintieis worth remembering

that respondents to the feedback form may not be representative of all visitors, however, the scheme seenjs to

have created an opportunity to better engage with existing visitors.

The income from sale at trechemeReuse Shops was recorded and the graph below shows the two sites compdred

to the control site’*

Reuse Shop income dat: ——Scheme site
£9,000

Ketteringham
£8,000 -=-Scheme Site
£7,000 —%\ / Kings Lynn
£6,000 Control site
£5,000 / v \ Caister
£4,000 —L i
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£1,000 S
EO T T T T T T T T T T T 1

O O O O O O O O O O O O

[l N w S [l N w B> [ N w X

[ N N N [ N N N N N N N

o o o o o o o o o o o o

P = = e e e e G e =y

Over a third (36%, n= 188) gf reospocr;de:ts v'T/ereH atgl't;eus',\’e Sﬁopl\t)o b'TJy items. A fifth of respondents (21% n=6
stated that the reason they were in the Reuse Shop was because they had come to the recycling centre and p
into the shop while they were ther&he only method

2T O LJi dzNR y rHotivatibns XoA j@rfingdthe” G & Q
scheme o assesinig a change in behaviour (either by
buying more or donating mojewas the feedback

form. It may be that the loyalty cards rewarded
regular site userdyy giving them a new reason t
enter the reuse shop and make minasesrather than
bringing in newvisitors

M Opportunity costs
W Revenue costs
M Rewards/ prizes

B Communications

Thisinitiative cost £27,371 and is broken down into
the various elements as shown in the pie chart. The
vouchersthemselves were a significaproportion of
the budget (48%); this was funded byNCCrather
than Defra’” The other big cost wasommunications(33%) however, this covered promotional materitr all the
Reuse shops in Norfolk (i:eot just those trialling loyalty cards as part of this schgrer each participating user
this means a cost of £6.09; without monitoring and evaluation costs it was £10445.

Monitoring & evaluation
costs

There seems to be little evidence that the loyalty card attracted new shoppers to the Reuse Bimpsheme,
however,provided a useful opportunity to draw Bite usergo also visit the sop while they were there. Given the
lack of a robust control and the fact that all Reuse Shops were rebranded it is near impossible to attribute
increase in tonnages to the scheme. NCC felt that loyalty cards could have contributed to the Ketteraitgham
increase in reuse tonnage but not to Kings Lynn where the increase was lower than the increase in tiesitentr

™ Income data had to be estimated for the last quarter in 2012 for Caister - the control site. This is likely to be due to late arrival of data and staff issues on site.
® The £13,081 cost is a maximum amount of money that could have been used in exchange for the vouchers that been issued (319) or mislaid (387). This is not
necessarily the cost of the vouchers upfront as it is only when a voucher is exchanged at a NCC run facility for the actual service /experience e.g. museum visit,
bym pass that it actually costs NCC money.

This is using the lowest estimate of 258 unique users (319 minus 61 repeats i but it is not possible to know how many of the 61 were single repeat users of
the loyalty card).
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3.6 National Union of Students (NUS)

How did the scheme come about?
The National Union of Students (NUS) is a volyntaembership orgaisation and0O2 Yy F SRSNI A2y 3
unions that promotes, defends and extends the rights of students. The NUS had previously delivered the St
Switch Off campaign which ran energgving competitions within university halls to achieve reductiams
electricity usage and take action on climate change. From evaluating this campaign NUS realised that &
recycling as an action was the next natural progression. cimsiningof actions led to the birth of the Student
Switch Off Recycling Compéit and ReLove Reuse Competition. The main aim okthemewas to increase
recycling rates across halls by 10% when compared to the previous year by encouraging competition among
different university halls. NUS also expected teeheme to deliver aditional benefits around increased
environmental awareness and community cohesion in the universities. NUS felt that targeting students at this
life stageq when they have just left home meant that they are more amenable to adopting provironmenta
behaviours as their original habits have been disrupted by moving Home.

Delivering the scheme
¢tKS a0OKSYS fldzyOKSR i GKS CNBAKSNEC
and finished in June 201@ lasting the whole academic year. The scheme wa

ident

dding

St the

key

) C
3

delivered by the same staff as the Student Switch Off campaign to ensure synergies

and economies of scale. It was delivered in collaborati@th hall managers and
student volunteers from four partner universitied¥Jniversity of Reading, University
of Winchester, University of Bristol and London School of Economics. There w
different levels of engagement for students. Students could sign up af&ger
Rangers to show their support for the scheme, become ambassadors and atte
communications skills traing, and become auditors. Those that became auditor
were effectively student volunteers of the scheme and carried out the recyclir
audits at each kitchen in each hall along with project staff once per term. During t
audits if students had used theecycling facilities correctlythey were left a
YwSOe Of 2 ¥§iving than feddbatk andere rewarded with chocolates. At
the London School of Economics sehemefocused on reuse rather than recycling. The table overleaf summaris
the facilities,engagement activities and rewards for each of the four universities.

In order to measure effectiveneghie scheme:

e Attempted to secure recying and refuse tonnage data from a control
university (PortsmoutH;

e Attempted to secure reu$ recycing andrefuse tonnage data or estimates
from participating universities;

e Administered prescheme (n=1,162) and postscheme (n=913) online
attitudinal and behavioural surveyor recycling universities

e Administered prescheme (n=281) and postscheme (n=215) online
attitudinal and behavioural surveyfor reuse university (see table overleaf);
and

e Conducted four discussion groups (one at each university).

At the end of the academic year the hall/fiateach universityhat had the highest proportion of recyely reuse
was awarded the prize.

77Seeforexample:VerpIanken,B.,Walker,I.,Davis,A.ade ur asek, M. , 2008. 6Cont ext change and travel nf
selffacti vat i on Jouynal of Emvieosneestd Psychology, 28 (2), pp. 121-127.
®See image |l omimedRedycard to the | eft.

" It is worth noting that Portsmouth data had many anomalies and missing data points i only had valid data from Jan to April in both 2011 and 2012. Therefore,
in the calculations below it was decided to include the control in the recycling rate comparison given that it is based on proportions but not when comparing total
or per student tonnages.

& Only relevant for LSE - London School of Economics.
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