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WRAP and food waste prevention Wrc%)
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The UK......

= 65 million people
= Almost 27 million households
= Significant demographic changes

= Four nations

= Different national policies on food
waste

= Different local approaches

& & 0 e D & e o o & (SRS o o o

RS S P S N N T A I U =
F @S S S




The UK......

Domestic
Material
extraction

34Mt

50Mt food is

produced

DomeQ
Material
consumption

45Mt /

10Mt of food
goes to waste

<20% of HH food
waste is recycled

80% of HH
food waste
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What I'll cover Wl'c%J

3. What do we know now?




What do we know now? - UK food waste Wrap

= The amount of food 0.1 Mt 0.04 Mt
being wasted post- 0.25 Mt
farm gate in the UK
is around 10 Mt

= ca.6 Mtis avoidable,
worth >£17 billion a
year

= 70% of UK food
waste comes from
households

H Household

B Manufacturing

H Retail

W Hospitality and food
service

® Food waste in litter

m Wholesale




What do we know now? - Breakdown of Wroo
HHFW [

Avoidable food waste:

60% avoidable |

= Costs £700 a year per average

family
= Associated with 19 Mt of CO.e 17% “possibly’
and 4% of the total UK water avoidable

footprint :,N a

= Requires land >90% the size of
Wales to produce 23% unavoidable

= Includes 13 billion “5 a day” 7 T Qb

portions




What do we know now? - Food types and
reasons for household food being wasted

Fresh vegetables and salads

Drink

Bakery

Meals (home-made and pre-prepared)
Dairy and eggs

Fresh fruit

Meat and fish

Processed vegetables and salad

Cake and desserts

Staple foods

Condiments, sauces, herbs & spices

0

Thousand tonnes

200 400 600 800

1,000

wWrap

time (70%)

Personal
preference (8%)

Cooked,
' prepared, served
too much (19%)

3 i o N
C N LW
Accidents (1%)

BN other (2%)




What do we know now? - Granular data for Wrc%J
key products

% weight of packaged leafy salad waste by amount left in pack

% of packaged waste
40% -~

30% -

20% -

10% -

0% T T T 1
0-25 25-50 50-75 75 - full

% of pack wasted
Source: Waste composition dataset




What do we know now? -
Much more about people....

Indirect influences*

Time availability
= Cooking and food-management skills
demographic A desire to eat healthily
variables Personal preferences (‘fussy eating’)
(e.g. age,
household

size) Direct influences

Socio-

Amount and types of
food and drink
brought into the
home

Behaviours that influence food waste:

planning, buying, storing, preparing, using
leftovers and their interactions

*There are likely to be other indirect influences,
which have not been measured in this report
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What did we know when we set out? wrc-yi_)
Dustbin composition 1930-2000

||:i Fines B Misc B Paper [ Putresc E Metals B Glass B Textiles O Plasticsl

In 2004/5:

= Food made up
ca. 17% of all
household
waste

= 25-30% of
collected waste




What did we know when we set out?
Self-reported food waste - 2004

£424 food waste per person per year

ARE WE A NATION
OF WASTERS?
i

SHOPPING LIST OF SHAME

% of people who throw the item away

in an average week

Lettuce / bag of salad
Loaf of bread

Fruit

Pint of milk

Cooked meat

Packet food e.g. biscuits
Spreads and dips
Cheese

Prepared meals

Fresh meat and fish

Unfinished bottle of wine

61%

60%

57%

45%

43%

42%

37%

33%

24%

23%

17%

wWrap
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5. How did we get from then to now?




Being clear on
what was needed

)% (

MATERIAL TYPE

DESTINATION

=
L L]
L] L ]
L] L
L L]
L] L]
EEEEEEEEES

BOUNDARY

RELATED
ISSUES

— Food

— Inedible parts

B

Animal Feed

Biomaterial/
processing

Co/anaerobic
digestion B

Compost (
Controlled
combustion

Land application

Landfil {

Not harvested

Refuse/discarM

Sewer «

Food category =
All food & drink

Lifecycle stage =
All households

Geography = UK

The following
are excluded:

« Packaging

» Other organic
matter (e.g.
garden waste)

Organization =
Whole country




Being clear on
what was needed

WRAP defined this as:

* Avoidable and
potentially avoidable

« Unavoidable

DESTINATION

BOUNDARY

RELATED
ISSUES

Food

Inedible parts«

Animal Feed

Biomaterial/
processing

Co/anaerobic
digestion B

Compost (
Controlled
combustion

Land application

Landfil {

Not harvested

Refuse/discarM

Sewer «

Food category =
All food & drink

Lifecycle stage =
All households

Geography = UK

The following
are excluded:

« Packaging

» Other organic
matter (e.g.
garden waste)

Organization =
Whole country




Being clear on
what was needed

Included food waste:

« Collected in the
general / residual bin

» Collected separately

» Disposed of via the
sewer

« Home composted

» [Fed to pets/animals]

MATERIAL TYPE

DESTINATION

BOUNDARY

RELATED
ISSUES

— Food

— Inedible parts

Qg

Animal Feed

Biomaterial/

Food category =
All food & drink

processing

Co/anaerobic
digestion [

Lifecycle stage =
All households

Compost (

Geography = UK

Controlled | |
combustion

The following
are excluded:

« Packaging

» Other organic
matter (e.g.
garden waste)

Land application

Landfil { i

Organization =
Whole country

Not harvested

Refuse/discarM

Sewer «




Destinations for HHFW (2012) WI’&%)

Million tonnes
5 6 7

o
—
N
[¥8 )
N

Total

LA collected

Sewer

Home composting /
fed to animals

13% m Food m Drink

B




Destinations for HHFW (2012) WI’&%)

Million tonnes
0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

Total

LA collected

ca. 65%

Sewer

Home composting /

fed to animals 13% m Food m Drink




Being clear on
what was needed

NOT including:
« Out of home

MATERIAL TYPE

DESTINATION

BOUNDARY

RELATED
ISSUES

— Food

— Inedible parts

B

Animal Feed

Biomaterial/
processing

Co/anaerobic
digestion

(workplace & schoo| ==

lunches, meals out)
 Food waste in litter

Compost

Controlled
combustion

Land application

Food category =
ink

Lifecycle stage =

| All households

Geod V = UK

The following
are excluded:

« Packaging

» Other organic
matter (e.g.
garden waste)

Landfil {

Not harvested

Refuse/discarM

Sewer «

Organization =
Whole country




Approach to measuring HHFW in the UK Wrap

TBC

>
2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019

Household Food Waste in
the UK, 2015
ﬁl
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Approach to measuring HHFW in the UK Wrap

- Large-scglg bespoke primgry research
(compositional analysis; diaries, surveys)

TBC

>
2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 20122013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019

e TBC




Approach to measuring HHFW in the UK Wrap

- Large-scglg bespoke primgry research
(compositional analysis; diaries, surveys)

>

—> Synthesis of data from secondary sources / modelling



Bespoke research - Compositional WrC%J
studies/household survey

% of HHFW destinations covered Ca. 65% (food placed in main / separate bins)
Complexity Medium to high

Number of households 1,800 to 2,000

Level of uncertainty Relatively low (3-4%)

Time to complete 6-9 months

Costs Relatively high (€350,000 - €500,000)

Highly granular data (food types, state etc.), link to
information on households (demographics, behaviours etc.)
Detailed data on what is actually disposed of; provides
invaluable detail on which to design effective interventions
Investment required (financial, time); excludes some disposal
routes

Outputs

Main advantages

Main disadvantages




Bespoke research - Compositional studies

Does this fully describe the
object and packaging

Is the item
packaged?

e

{ Household ID |
L]
I Waste stream ID I
]
I Weight of item I
T
I Preparation state of item I
l Food waste category menu I
L
Each other food
Bakery Meat and
menu fish menu wastﬁqt;z:‘t:gory
Biscuits Cakes Each other food waste
Breadiment menu menu sub-category menu
T T T T
Loaf
5“?;5 Biscuit Cake Further drop downs for
Crusts types types each bakery type
Etc
Other

lYesI

|

Series of
packaging detail
questions

Submit
data

Submit
data

data

Wrop




Bespoke research - Diaries Wl'c%J

% of HHFW destinations covered Up to 100%

Complexity Medium

Number of households 200 - 300

Level of uncertainty Relatively high (ca. 12 - 20%)

Time to complete 6-9 months

Costs Relatively high (€200,000 - €250,000)

Granular data (food types, reasons for disposal etc.) link to
information on households (demographics, behaviours etc.)
Can cover all food and drink thrown away, provides invaluable
detail on which to design effective interventions

Relies on self-reporting which leads to significant under-
reporting (up to 40%), investment required (financial, time)

Outputs

Main advantages

Main disadvantages




espoke research - Diaries

Household Food and
Drink Waste Diary

10-16 May 2012

How to record the amount of food and drink waste

It is really important that the amount of waste thrown away is recorded in this diary

accurately as possible. We have provided you with some measuring cups/spoons to hd
you measure waste items, but please feel free to use your own scales or other standar
measuring containers but remember to write in the unit used (e.g. litre, gram, ounces)

Waste items can be whole items or loose; if the item is in a container (such as a bottle
or carton) please only record the weight or amount of the food or drink and not the
packaging; usually you will find the net weight of the item on the packaging (so a litre
of cola is the weight of the cola excluding the bottle). The following boxes describe ho
might estimate the amount of waste for whole and loose waste:

O O START T AR
peeeler

Examples of "'WHOLE GOODS’ are a fish finger, a slice of bread, a bar of chocolate, an
a meat joint, a leg of chicken, a cheese sandwich, a sausage , a banana, a used tea bag|
bottle of soda. For whole food items, you can weigh the item using kitchen scales or w|
in how much is being thrown away using the scale:

+ Awhole

. Half

« A quarter

- Less than a quarter
But please remember to say how much the whole item was (e.g. half a 100g Cadbury
Double Decker bar)

o v ~n -
an B fft
. - -

Awholeapple  Halfanapple  Aquarter ofanapple Lessthanaquarter{core]  Weight (g 07

Examples of ‘LOOSE GOODS’ are foods that were originally in a container such as bakel
beans, pasta, rice, cereal, soup or yoghurt. It also includes waste such as fruit and vegd
peelings and bread crusts. For loose food items, please use the measuring jugs/spoond
provided or your own scales to estimate the amount being thrown away.

EXAMPLE OF COMPLETED ENTRIES: Morning meal

BREAKFAST/MORNING: FOOD

If no waste, please say why: All food consumed OJ; No meal prepared O; OTHER {write in)

WHAT? TYPE? How was it PACK STATE? Was it preparedor | HOW WHERE? Please tick where it was thrown | WHY? Give the reason
Give o full description of the food | ariginally purchased? SIZE? cooked when thrown away? | MUCH? away (or write in) Jfor disposai [e.g. out-af-
or drink waste including brond What was What s the date, to0 much served,
£ | the original weight, ] Al = mauldy, toa saky,
S E packsize? | § gﬁ volume, #|3s |z burnt, ete.
5133|3583z £ | E% oter | quantivor | §| 23|z [B|® Other
HUEEIREE g | weem | amounc s | BE[5 (3] 2| wmem
- 2 |1s HEN g2
£ ] & £
Porridge — Oat zo Simple sweet Fack of 10 Falfa bowl Twas in 2 by fo get
cirmamon — made with skimmed 3 sachets X to-work 0 didn’t have
milk time to finich it all
Rind Brom = rasher of bacon, . Fack of§ " = - Tam ayinz to aatless
Tesco Finest. smoked streal . rashers ’ ’ £t
Bread crusts from 1 toasted <hice Standard Crusts from My daughter doss't
of Hovis white madium slicsd x af X one lica x like exting bread crust:
oaf

BREAKFAST/MORNING: DRINKS AND LIQUID FOODS
If no waste, please say why: All drinks/liquids consume

d O0; No drinks prepared O; OTHER (write in)

WHAT? TYPE? How was it PACK STATE? Wasitpreparedor | HOW WHERE? Please tick where it was thrown | WHY? Give the reason
Give a fuil description of the food | originaliy purchased? SIZE? cooked when thrown away? | MUCH? away for write in) for disposal (e.g. out-of-
or drink waste including brand What was What is the date, too much served,
£ . e mouidy, too salty,
£ | the original Ts weight, £ ol =
_ ¥ 2| 5| pockszer | 3 | 2 F volume, B Bl 2 burn, etc.
£%z(2 HEHE F R Other quantity or floelz|8]5 other
HHEERE %% H SgL | e | cmoun? 55|72 2] wemem
H 2 g £ g s 5|2
H @
Tex: PG Tips teabag with 3 £ Teop
sugar & skimmed milk i | X X
Milk; Full i Yeo Valley X }: ez p

Household URN here

NEED HELP? CALL OUR DIARY SUPPORT TEAM ‘0800 0778427 4

=¥
s

Volume (litre, pint, oz) Weight (g ; 0z) Atablespoon Ateaspoon




Synthesis of data from secondary sources wr(-%J
[Local authority waste studies]

% of HHFW destinations covered Ca. 65% (food placed in main / separate bins)
Complexity Low to medium

Number of households n/a [secondary studies ca. 150-300 households each]
Level of uncertainty Relatively low (3-4%)

Time to complete 2-3 months

Costs Relatively low (€25,000 - €35,000)

Overall estimates of collected food waste; % main bin vs

Outputs separate; potentially some detail on % food vs inedible parts

Main advantages Low cost approach

Relies on availability of suitable secondary sources; lack of

el elszelEnEEes ability to control sample representativeness




Synthesis of data from secondary sources

wWrap

Target period for

included (out of a total
for the UK of ca. 420)

¢ 2007 2010 2012 2014 2015
estimates
No. of local authorities
from which data 120 87 63 87 116

Figure 10: Coverage of LAs performing compositional studies(levels of deprivation): UK

- 2015 estimates

% population Social Grade D or E {2011

50%

High deprivation local authorities ordered bylevel of deprivation Low deprivation



Measuring household food waste - summary Wryi.)

Total collected national household waste

WasteDataFlow [Residual; mixed organics; food only]

V




Measuring household food waste - summary Wryi.)

Total collected national household waste

WasteDataFlow [Residual; mixed organics; food only]

‘1' 27 Mt: >80% of household food waste is in
the residual fraction



Measuring household food waste - summary Wryi.)

Total collected national household waste

WasteDataFlow [Residual; mixed organics; food only]

y

Synthesis/bespoke
compositional study

Percentage of food in
collected household
food waste

4.9 Mt



Measuring household food waste - summary WrC'Yi-J

Total collected national household waste

WasteDataFlow [Residual; mixed organics; food only]

y

A Percentage of food in Estimates of food
coym - Etud collected household Diaries waste for other
P Y | food waste disposal routes
4.9 Mt 2.4 Mt

7.3 Mt



Measuring household food waste - summary Wryi.)

Total collected national household waste

WasteDataFlow [Residual; mixed organics; food only]

y

A Percentage of food in Estimates of food
coym - Etud collected household Diaries waste for other
P Y | food waste disposal routes
4.9 Mt 2.4 Mt
7.3 Mt
Bespoke

- Diaries Household surveys
compositional study

v v V

Food vs inedible parts;  Food vs inedible parts; Links to demographics,
food types and state food types and reasons behaviours, knowledge etc.




Variations on a theme..... Wl'c%J

= Bespoke studies can be designed to suit what is needed:
= Level of granularity required
= Number of households

= This will influence costs, complexity and levels of
uncertainty

= Availability and quality of data for any synthesis can be
influenced:

= Funding can be provided to local authorities
= Arequirement to carry out local studies can be stipulated

= Guidance can be provided on how local studies should be
carried out



Important considerations

wWrap

= Design / analysis needs to include an awareness of factors

that influence levels of household food waste, and
therefore need to be controlled/adjusted for:

= e.g. household size, collection type / frequency, seasonality

etc.

kg /hh /yr

450 -
400 -
350 -
300 -
250 -
200 -
150 -
100 -
50 -

0

B Unavoidable
i Possibly avoidable

M Avoidable

1 2 3

Number of people in household

4+



Below the UK |

evel......
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Household Food Waste in Wales,
2015

This report provides estimates for total and avoidable househokd food
waste in Wales, for 2009 and 2015, and discusses the change over this
time period.

Project code: CSC107-GEN
Research date: September ~ October 2016 Date: Novermber 2016

Material change for
3 better enviroament

Final report

The food we waste in Scotland

Report

Household food and

Ly Lty drink waste in Scotland

2014

Prepared by: Zero Waste Scotland Policy and
Research

Autumn 2016

WIS

Household food waste prevention case study: West London Waste Authority in partnership with
Recyde for London

The impact of Love Food Hate
Waste

, LOOVE
FOOD

hate waste

Target area: West London Waste Autherity 601,000HH

Dates: October 2012 to March 2013

Project partners: LWaRE, RFL, WLWA, WRAP, and

Greater London Volunteering

Impact:

¥ The amount of avoidable food waste (food
which could once have been eaten) decreased
by 14%, Total food waste decreased from 2.6kg
per housshold per week pre-campaign to 2.2kg post-
‘campaign

v Forevary £1 investad West London Boroughs
saved up to £8

¥ Thase households who had seen something about
food waste and claimed to be doing something
differant reduced their avoidable food waste
by 43% (2 35% reduction in total food waste)

v Reduction in the amount of avoidable food

waste is equivalent to 5,250 tonnes pa for

households in West London.

West Londoners would have saved £14million

by not wasting this good food and drink and

20,000 tonnes of greenhouse gases would have been

nted

<

Following a Love Food Hate Waste

campaign in West London
avoidable food waste decreased by
14% in just six months.

The reduction in food waste
overall could save the Boroughs of
West London around £1.3 million
pa in disposal costs (including
gate fees and landfill tax).

Between October 2012 and March 2013
Recycle for London (RfL) delivered a
pan-London Love Food Hate Waste
campaign supported by local Borough
activity. The Greater London Authority
(GLA) and WRAP worked in partnership
to deliver the RIL programme, funded
by the London Waste and Recyeling
Board (LWARE).

One of the local campaigns was carried
out in the six Boroughs of the West
London Waste Authority (WLWA) area.
This campaign provided an opportunity
to further understand the impact of
Love Food Hate Waste in reducing food
waste and funding was available from
Defra to monitor changes in behaviours
and food waste levels.

The campaign included radio, digital
and print advertising along with
supporting PR activity, events and
community engagement such as
cookery classes and engagement
through a network of volunteers.

The full research report can be found
at www.wrap.org.uk. Read on to find
out more.
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Final report

Household Food Waste in
the UK, 2015

11- reportprwldesmnatafo total a ndavmdauehwsa.oufwdmstefu 4 and
s, for the UK. The changes compared to 2012 and s o et
'ntheconla <t of factors mfluencing food waste and the Courtauld 3 household food waste

Project code: CSC107-GEN
Research date: September — October 2016 Date: December 2016




Learnings WI'E%J

= Quantifying food waste (robustly) is challenging!
= Particularly the non-collected fractions

= The benefits of having comparable time-series data, and a
robust evidence base are critical to an effective strategy to
reduce food waste

= The financial benefits vastly outweigh the costs

= Amounts of household food waste thrown away in 2015
were €3.1 billion less than in 2007

= Essential to have clarity on definitions, scope and research
specifications

= e.g. food plus inedible, no packaging



Learnings WI'E%J

= Estimates for only a small percentage of food waste can be
easily extracted from national statistics (<10%)

= Need to balance robustness and comparability over time,
with cost and complexity - and agree what the
‘appropriate’ balance is

= Levels of uncertainty and likely changes in levels of
household food waste mean that statistically significant
differences may only be detected at say 3-5 year intervals

= Methods and understanding improves over time, therefore
must re-calculate historical data to be comparable

= In-depth studies every 5 or so years, ‘light-touch’ approach
for intervening periods



Are you binning good food?
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What I'll cover =)

-
LOVE
FOOD
ohe wost

WHY SAVE FOOD WHAT TO DO IT ALL ADDS UP

MAKE A CUNNING POKE AROUND
PLAN YOUR CUPBOARDS

Who's got time to plan their weekly meals, right? One of the best ways to keep food out of the bin
We know we're all busy but carving out (no pun is fo peer into your kitchen cupboards more often
intended) 30 mins to map out your meals for the We're serious. Set aside at least half an hour each
week ahead is so worth it. Grab a pen and week before shopping to dig out what you've
paper, draw a 7-day matrix and populate the already got before buying any new food and
meals you know you're going fo need fo cook. Pin you're less likely to end up with old fins, bendy

it to your fridge and you'll be on track for the carrots and out-ofdate pasta that needs chucking.
week

fvoe @ %R f vyeoe @ X

7. What's next




What next....

Courtauld 2025

is an ambitious voluntary
agreement that brings
together a broad range of
organisations involved in the
food system to make food and
drink production and Aetion wiil
consumption more be delivered

sustainable. through
collaboration,
harnessing the
power of
partnerships, shared

Targets

collective
ambition

is to cut the amount of
resource needed to provide
our food & drink by

one fifth in
ten years

20%
reduction in
food and drink
waste

20%

reduction
in GHG

expertise and
innovation



What next.... Wl'c'%J

= New strategy / refreshed campaign
= Drawing on the evidence base

= Alignment with WRI Global Food Loss and
Waste Standard

= Continue to look at how to develop more
cost-effective monitoring and reporting

= New approaches
» Indicators and proxy data
= Learn from the experiences of others

UNITEiIN ™
THE FOOD WASTE

FiCHT1 =

hate waste




Next steps - Continuing to explore Wrc'%.)
improvements to measurement

Food & drink purchases (green line)
and food & drink waste (blue
diamonds) (per person per week;
adjusted to compare trends)

Consumption life cycle
contributions
Assessment of practical

methodologies for in-home
food waste measurement

- i
/ 5 B

2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015
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