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Executive summary
Introduction

Food Loop was an action-based research project funded by Defra’s Centre of Expertise on Influencing Behaviour (CEIB).  It was designed and delivered in collaboration between the Policy Studies Institute (PSI), SEED Foundation and the London Borough of Camden (LBC), together with a local community waste service provider.  

Food Loop tested how ‘co-design’ (a means to involve people in developing effective solutions) can be used to help residents and Council staff design a ‘closed-loop food waste system’; in which food waste was collected, composted (by means of a ‘rocket composter’), and the compost used to grow fruit and vegetables. The overall aim was to provide an easy way for residents to separate their food waste by making the results of their actions visible, useful and enjoyable.  It ran on the Maiden Lane Estate in North London between March 2009 and November 2010.  The project sought to address two hypotheses:

a) A food waste service would operate more effectively if designed in collaboration with those who use the service; and 

b) The best way to get people to care about food waste is by making the local benefits of recycling and composting visible.

The project was delivered through five research objectives:

1. To facilitate the roll-out of a food waste recycling scheme, by co-designing communications materials with residents.

2. To work with residents to identify issues with the service and co-design appropriate improvements to it;

3. To work with residents in the setting up of a community food-growing scheme to create a connection between food waste, compost and food-growing;

4. To assess the value of co-design to understand and respond to the needs of local residents;

5. To evaluate the co-design process and understand how this impacted on the acceptability and effectiveness of the scheme.

Methodology

The project combined an action-based research methodology, with the process of co-design, and used a mixed-methods approach to data collection.  Qualitative data and insights were collected using a small number of surveys, workshops and focus groups, interviews with residents and other stakeholders, followed by an evaluation workshop with the Resident Design Team.  Quantitative data were gathered to monitor participation.

Central to Food Loop’s co-design processes was a ‘Resident Design Team’ made up of a small group of around 11 participants from Maiden Lane with whom we worked closely for the duration of the project. Six workshops were held with the Resident Design Team, to co-design different aspects of the service including designing communications materials, making interventions to improve service delivery, and designing food-growing spaces.  Participatory, design-based approaches were used with residents, including visual methods, hands-on drawing and making, scenarios-based approaches and games, as well as ethnographic methods, such as the use of disposable cameras. 

We also worked closely with the local authority and service provider (including the shadowing of service operatives) to initiate and continuously evaluate and improve the service.  When compost became available from the recycling of food waste, we worked with residents and other stakeholders to envision how it should be used, and helped to craft a plan for future food-growing on the Estate.  
Key Findings

Food Loop was a challenging and yet inspiring project; it demonstrated the importance of a good and open relationship between statutory partners and the local community.  It showed how user-led design and implementation can inspire and empower individuals in a small community to design their own solutions to collecting and composting food waste, and growing their own food.  

Food Loop was a small scale, context specific pilot set in a low rise social housing estate.  The results are indicative rather than generalisable; they should be treated as providing valuable lessons relating to the development of a ‘closed loop food waste system’ rather than a model to be implemented elsewhere.  As such, the limitations of the project reflect the small scale and qualitative nature of the project, and of action research itself.  
Measuring the levels of participation in Food Loop was set against a backdrop of considerable challenges in service delivery and limitations in data collection.  However, the results compare favourably with other types of food waste collection systems in social housing areas.  Of the 234 households the average participation rate was 55% (if households are only included in the participation figures once they had been issued a caddy).  For nearly the entire first year of the scheme’s operation, though, the service provider only delivered food waste caddies by door knocking and personal contact with residents. As door-knocking was conducted from 10am-4pm, this meant that by the end of April 2010 (week 32 of the scheme), only 234 of the 479 households on Maiden Lane (49% of households) had received food waste caddies. This limited the scope and impact of the food waste scheme considerably.  Specific limitations include:

· Engagement with the service provider was difficult, partly because of a lack of time provision in their contract with LBC for meetings. The service provider was also reluctant to make changes in its delivery model. This caused considerable difficulties in a project which relied in all parties participating and contributing to the project, and made it difficult to implement the changes suggested by residents and other stakeholders.
· Participation data gathered was poorly suited to the needs of the project, leading to extensive supplementary data analysis. Data was also sometimes found to be inaccurate, and the number of households that refused a caddy was not recorded.  The data collection methods also encountered practical problems that affected the robustness of the results. 

· The project team worked very closely with the residents of Maiden Lane, colleagues at LBC and the Maiden Lane Community Centre. While every effort was made to remain objective in our assessment of the project, our proximity to all those associated with Maiden Lane may have made it difficult to objectively reflect on the findings and lessons learnt from our work.
There were several findings arising from the design and execution of Food Loop which are detailed in the full report.  Some of the key ones are listed here.

The research project showed several positive outcomes:
· The co-design process was particularly valuable for those directly involved in it, namely the Resident Design Team. Participation in the co-design project gave them a feeling that they were making a difference and having a positive influence on their estate, and also gave some of them a sense of ownership over the project and the food waste service. Their leadership created ambassadors within the wider community, added transparency, and led to positive ‘word of mouth’.  
· Some residents reported feeling a sense of pride that they were doing their bit for the environment and helping to reduce food waste. Participation in the food waste scheme appears to have had a positive knock-on effect on recycling in general (although evidence was not collected on a direct causal link).
· The designs created through the co-design process were always tailor-made, addressing the specific concerns and creating unique solutions.  Prototyping residents’ ideas increased the saliency of communications and interventions – with low tech solutions found to be especially effective (e.g. a ‘Request Dial’ - which was a simple tool for residents to indicate if they needed another caddy or more caddy liners - was considered a success by the residents, as opposed to a text messaging reminder service, which was used very little and discontinued).

· When the residents were able to see and feel the compost, they felt that this validated the food waste collection scheme and would encourage greater participation. Residents cited numerous localised benefits of participating in the food waste scheme (e.g. reduced vermin, kitchen bins not smelling, and the use of compost to improve local green spaces) although general environmental messages seemed less salient with them. 
Participation (and therefore effectiveness) in the scheme was hampered (and in some instances significantly) by various factors:
· The infrastructure of inner city estates is a barrier to the design and delivery of easy-to-use food waste recycling systems.

· The inflexible approach of the service provider (e.g. not delivering caddies to all residents and not recording participation data accurately) was problematic in implementing interventions, and the residents frequently cited the service provider ‘not listening’ as one of their main frustrations – and for some, their reason for ending their participation in the food waste service.  
· On the other hand, the service provider was exposed to higher levels of scrutiny than more traditional approaches to consultation and service delivery.  It is possible that this highlighted otherwise ‘invisible’ problems, and contributed to their lack of willingness to support the project.

· Negative relations between the Council and residents (where trust was low) was often cited by residents as a reason for being sceptical about local service.  The ongoing regeneration work taking place on the Estate throughout the project, which originally proposed demolition of some parts of the estate, meant that there were strong feelings expressed by residents towards the council.  

· The Rocket composter was situated close to properties and residents were initially affected by the smell from the machine, although steps were taken to rectify this as soon as it was realised.

· Although the local use of compost was cited by members of the Resident Design Team as ‘validating’ the scheme, the availability of the compost was not communicated effectively – it was also a long time coming (almost 6 months before compost was ready for distribution).

· Residents were not fully aware that the project was a pilot and that their participation could affect the potential continuation of the scheme, and were disappointed when council funding for the scheme was withdrawn after two years.
· Seemingly small problems with the service, when allowed to build up, were enough to reduce (or prevent) participation because they were perceived as too frustrating or insurmountable by residents.  

Conclusions 
The overall aim of the Food Loop project was to facilitate the community-led development of a closed-loop food waste system, in which food waste was collected, composted and used to grow fruit and vegetables entirely on a low-rise social housing estate.  There are several conclusions arising from the project.  The key ones relating to our hypothesis are:

a) A food waste service would operate more effectively if designed in collaboration with those who use the service. 

Co-design is a valuable approach to employ when developing new services; it enables deep insights into the specific needs of the community, which are not otherwise possible; and it is a process that everyone should take part in to improve acceptance of a new service and willingness to promote the service among peers.  However, scepticism towards local authority-led schemes in general (and towards other residents in the community) may contribute to the unwillingness of some residents to participate.  

From our experience, the conclusions in using co-design in this scheme are:

· The success of co-design depends on the full cooperation of all project partners from the outset - steps need to be taken early on to ensure that all project partners are able to participate fully.  This includes ensuring that there is time and resources to take part at a practical level.  We found that the service provider in particular needed additional time and resources and should have been contractually obliged to participate in the project.  It is vital to be clear upfront about what an action research project can achieve to improve a service, and ensure that all parties agree on what is feasible to implement.

· Co-design requires significant resource, flexibility and financial commitment from Local Authorities.  The co-design process may well require more resources than traditional methods of consultation. However, the benefits provide deep insights beyond what is normally found through other forms of research or consultation.  The ‘fluid’ nature of co-design means that Local Authorities have to adapt and keep funds in reserve for undefined project activities (however, local authorities are currently under pressure to spend budgets held in reserve).  

· Using co-design can help to build trust as participants are able to see that their suggestions were being listened to and acted upon.  However, care needs to taken to ensure that residents’ are not ‘drowned out’ by other stakeholders. An independent design professional can assist the local community in expressing their ideas and opinions in a ‘secure’ environment and is a means to ensuring the process is done well.

· If residents are involved in the scheme, through co-design, it makes it harder for others to criticise.  People who don’t feel they have been listened to in the past may view dialogue as futile and be reluctant to participate.  However, it is important to distinguish between apathy and perceptions of inefficacy among residents.  

Finally, the co-design process in this scheme started with residents after decisions had already been made by the Local Authority to install a Rocket composter on the estate.  Although this cannot be quantified, this may have had an impact on the level of involvement and commitment of residents early on.  A ‘user-centred’ approach to planning and designing waste systems, which places the user at the heart of its development, is critical.

b) The best way to get people to care about food waste is by making the local benefits of recycling and composting visible.

Of significance, the residents found compost to be inspiring and a valuable local resource – the natural decomposition that turns food waste into compost (via the use of the Rocket composter) captured residents’ imaginations – particularly when they were able to see and feel the compost.  Residents also identified numerous localised benefits as part of their engagement in Food Loop (e.g. reduced vermin, kitchen bins not smelling).  

Involving residents in the design of food growing spaces builds a sense of ownership and value in the use of compost to improve local green spaces.  However, the sustainability of food-growing projects depends on capital support and ‘formal’ food management structures to provide the long term levels of time and commitment required (e.g. co-operatively managed allotment type schemes).

Other conclusions from our experience are:

· One size does not fit all – a flexible service system model which caters for different household and housing types is desirable (e.g. larger caddie sizes for families and allowing residents to drop off their food waste at central collection points). Some residents did demonstrate a capacity to compensate for failings in the service with their own innovations, though, and demonstrated this innovative thinking in the workshops we ran to improve the service.

· Effective communication channels between the providers of a service and its users were a critical factor in the food waste recycling scheme. Residents stressed the importance of intercepting seemingly minor errors (e.g. providing the wrong sized caddy liners to residents) and rectifying them. In addition, formal, accessible channels of communication between users of a service and it’s provider are necessary to make a service responsive and flexible. The problems service users had in communicating their needs to the service provider were repeatedly mentioned by residents.
· The location of the composter is important.  Aside from site issues such as access to water, electricity and heating; there was an issue with the smell from the processing of food waste. 
· A ‘collective norm’ could be generated through the use of block or street competitions, particularly in areas where there are strong community networks.  However, this requires participation data to be collected that enables comparative analysis. While residents were enthusiastic about the research team trialling this, the problems experienced in trying to alter the service provider’s model of delivery reduced our available time and prevented us doing so.

· Our experience of working in Maiden Lane illustrates the importance of preparing a detailed plan and communicating it clearly.  This needs to be agreed and ‘signed off’ by all stakeholders.  It was especially important to ensure that the local context, especially the local relationships, existing groups and local expertise, were understood and valued.

Action-based research

Action research helps challenge the misconceptions of research as being too ‘academic’ and not engaged enough with communities.  Coupled with a co-design approach, it can offer additional insight by enabling the analysis of a service in a systematic way which helps to identify low cost service improvements.  However, the iterative nature of action research means that it can be very time and resource intensive (e.g. our project team underestimated the number of meetings and steering groups it would be necessary to attend).  In-depth research such as this also exposes service providers and community organisations to higher levels of scrutiny than usual.  Whilst providing valuable insight it can pose a perceived threat to the organisations whose actions are being observed.  

Implications 

Our research has led to a number of implications for both policy and future research.  In summary these are:
· Ensuring user-centred waste systems are integral to the design and planning of communities to overcome the infrastructure barriers encountered in inner city estates.  

· Using co-design and service design as a means of better understanding how to effectively deliver public services, and gain community support for new services.  This should include the placement of ‘designers’ within local and national government.

· Encouraging Local Authorities to (a) seek flexibility in service provision in that one service model will not suit all users, (b) include time for community engagement in service contracts, and (c) monitor and evaluate the wider social and community benefits of community waste and composting schemes. If the wider social benefits of schemes are deemed to be important, then indicators of these should also be measured.
· Promoting food waste as a productive resource to food growing may provide a link to several pro-environmental behaviours being promoted simultaneously (e.g. avoidance of food waste, recycling of food waste and local, seasonal food).

· More could be done to make it easier for local communities to secure vacant land to secure provision for a closed-loop system. Ensuring communities have space to meet, network and collaborate can also be important in encouraging participation in food waste services. Furthermore, communities may need help in establishing management systems (for example, in food growing areas) which catalyse local leaders into action while remaining inclusive to others.
Priority areas for research are:

· A ‘user-centred’ approach to planning and designing waste systems to reduce food waste is crucial.  Explore how co-design can be used in new communities and the regeneration of existing housing to ensure that domestic waste and recycling services are integral to the design of the built environment and understand how the existing infrastructure can be adapted or retrofitted. 

·  Co-design enables deep insights into specific community needs, which are not otherwise possible.  It would be useful to explore how co-design can be used in other ‘local loops’, for example the way in which other resource cycles can be visualised within communities (e.g. linking of water consumption with local watershed or catchment areas).

Other areas suggested for future research are to understand:

· The way in which the aspirations of those on lower incomes may conflict with defined ‘sustainable lifestyles’, and the way in which sustainability can be promoted in the context of social justice and equity.

· The relationship between attitudes to local authorities and how these attitudes correlate with willingness to participate in voluntary, council-led schemes.

· The links between different models of community food-growing and the communities in which food projects may operate, and the level of resources necessary to implement them.

· The relationship between a sense of neighbourliness and how this relates to willingness to participate in local environmental services like food waste recycling schemes.

Whilst the future of the Rocket composter remains uncertain, the roof of the Maiden Lane Community Centre continues to support food-growing activities.  
Introduction

1. About this report

This is the Full Report of the Defra-funded project Food Loop. The project was based on the broad hypotheses that the best way to get people to care about food waste is by making the local benefits of recycling and composting visible, and by ensuring that people are able to design a system that best meets their needs. It adopted an action-based research methodology to test an innovative, participatory process: co-design. 
Food Loop operated on the Maiden Lane Estate in Camden, north London. It ran from March 2009 to November 2010 and was a collaboration between SEED Foundation, the Policy Studies Institute (PSI) and the London Borough of Camden (LBC), together with a local community waste service provider which operated the food waste collection and recycling service on Maiden Lane. 

The project aimed to facilitate the community-led development of a closed-loop waste system, in which food waste was collected, composted and used to grow fruit and vegetables entirely on a low-rise social housing estate. The specific objectives of the project were:

1. To facilitate the roll-out of a food waste recycling scheme, by co-designing communications materials with residents.

2. To work with residents to identify issues with the service and co-design appropriate improvements to it;

3. To work with residents in the setting up of a community food-growing scheme to create a connection between food waste, compost and food-growing;

4. To assess the value of co-design to understand and respond appropriately to the specific needs of local residents, by creating a service and communications materials aimed at them;

5. To evaluate the co-design process and to understand how this impacted on the acceptability and effectiveness of the scheme.
The project team sought to address two broad hypotheses (the findings of which are discussed in Part 2 of this report):

a) A food waste service would operate more effectively if designed in collaboration with those who use the service; and 

b) The best way to get people to care about food waste is by making the local benefits of recycling and composting visible.
The project team worked with Estate residents, together with staff and volunteers at the Maiden Lane Community Centre, to initiate a new food waste collection service, and then sought to continuously evaluate and improve the service through a series of collaborative, design-based workshops. When compost became available from the recycling of food waste, the research team worked with residents and other stakeholders to envision how it should be used, and helped to craft a plan for future food-growing on the Estate. In doing so, the project explored how the adoption of pro-environmental waste behaviours may be encouraged amongst groups typically perceived as ‘hard-to-reach’. 

The project adopted an action-based research methodology, whereby we sought to design, deliver and continuously evaluate how well the food waste service was operating and to improve it based on participants’ feedback. In doing so, we combined a variety of data collection methods to collect largely qualitative, but also some quantitative, data. This Final Technical Report details all project activities, pulling together the wealth of data collected during the project team’s time working on Maiden Lane. 

The Report begins by outlining the project’s overall approach and the reasoning behind this, the complementarities of co-design and action research, and the methods employed during the project. It then details the research and design activities, which began on the Estate in June 2009, focusing first on project activity centred on the food waste collection scheme and then on composting and food-growing. The Report evaluates the overall success of the project, before discussing the many and varied project findings and suggesting implications of the project for policy, practice and research. 

2. Background: why food waste?

The amount of food wasted in the UK has been rising rapidly over the last three decades. Analysis carried out by the Waste and Resources Action Programme (WRAP) of domestic waste found that UK households produce 8.3 million tonnes of food and drink waste every year WRAP 2009()
 and that only 1.5 million tonnes of UK household waste, under 20% of that produced, is ‘truly unavoidable’ (e.g. vegetable peelings, meat carcasses, teabags). Overall, it is estimated that approximately 18% of household waste is food waste, with compositional studies suggesting the figure could be as high as 40% in areas where the separation of dry recyclables (glass, plastic, cans etc.) is already well established Eunomia 2007()
.  

The greenhouse gas emissions associated with avoidable food and drink waste is the equivalent of 20 million tonnes of carbon dioxide per year, roughly 2.4% of greenhouse gas emissions associated with all consumption in the UK WRAP 2009()
. WRAP estimated that 70% of food waste (5.8 million tonnes) is collected by local authorities WRAP 2009()
, most of which is sent to landfill WRAP 2009()
. Food waste recycling is, however, being trialled and rolled out in many areas of the UK. By late 2009, WRAP estimated that 31% of UK local authorities were operating food-waste collections in the last year.

Brook Lyndhurst 2009()
 suggest that participation in food waste recycling schemes in the UK can range from 10% to 90% or more, but more usually varies between 30% and 50%. Although there are many possible reasons for the varying rates of uptake, existing evidence (for example Tucker and Douglas 2006()
; WRAP 2007()
; Brook Lyndhurst 2009()
) shows that people do not want to take part in food waste schemes for a variety of reasons: the fear that food waste will be smelly, dirty and attract vermin; the belief that they do not generate enough waste to make separation worthwhile; the perception of added ‘hassle’ (e.g. needing to wash bins more often/at all); and householder apathy and disinterest. However, the evidence also shows that these perceptions are largely overcome when users experience the service in practise.
In addition, some households are unwilling to participate because they are diverting food already, either by home composting or using it in other ways (such as feeding it to pets). They may also have been put off by a problematic food waste collection trial (involving service problems, odour, vermin, etc.) or by ongoing service problems (such as a failure by the provider to distribute caddies and caddy liners or a failure to return bins to the same households). Finally, consumers may not know what recycled household food waste is used for, and may have little motivation to take part because they do not understand why food waste is a problem, its relationship to climate change, or the benefit of its end uses (Brook Lyndhurst (2009); Tucker and Douglas 2006()
; WRAP (2009)).
Attempts to set up food waste recycling schemes in high-density housing have experienced lower than average uptake by residents and small quantities of food waste being recycled. From 2007 to 2009, WRAP funded 21 trials of food waste schemes around the UK WRAP 2009()
. The trials in blocks of flats achieved average food waste yields of around 0.5 kg per household served per week compared to 1.3kg-1.5kg for kerbside collections. Ten schemes out of 20 in the trials achieved participation rates of 70% or more, but one of the collection schemes in blocks of flats achieved only 21% participation, reflecting the challenge of collecting food waste from multi-occupancy properties WRAP 2009()
.
WRAP notes that the multi-occupancy collection trials achieved yields comparable to some of the kerbside trials, in terms of kg per participating household per week WRAP 2009()
. Food waste levels in multi-occupancy houses are thus comparable to single occupancy houses and it is possible for multi-occupancy housing to recycle just as much food waste. There is evidence that the low participation figures reflect the everyday realities of high-density housing rather than socio-economic trends. Tucker and Douglas conclude that ‘…Any residual socio-demographic differences that exist amongst groups may now be more likely to reflect specific physical situations (inner city locations, household storage capacities, garden sizes) or the relative ‘busyness of lifestyle’ (e.g. families with young children) rather than relate to any fundamental class, creed or educational differences’ (2006: 19). There are also practical logistical problems with engaging with residents and collecting food waste for local authorities, such as taking into account extra time needs to service areas that are not easily or freely accessible (WRAP 2009). 
3. A closed-loop food system

The overall aim of the Food Loop project was to work with residents on the Maiden Lane Estate to design a scheme to recycle their food waste. The project centred on an on-site composting machine called a Rocket Composter, which processes a wide-range of food waste
 into compost. Following the installation of the Rocket on the Estate, residents’ food waste was composted on-site and used to improve local green spaces and to grow fruit and vegetables, creating a ‘closed-loop’ food system.
[image: image1.emf]
Figure 1: Our 'Food Loop'
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4. What is co-design?

This research project adopted and tested ‘co-design’ as an innovative participatory process.  Co-design (or ‘collaborative design’, ‘co-production’ and ‘participatory design’, as it is also variously known) is an emerging design discipline, employed as an innovative approach to tackling some of society’s most complex and deeply-rooted problems. It is generally applied in services (with strong precedents in healthcare and education), where a series of design interventions across different stages of that service can enhance the user’s experience of it. Through closely observing the way people use services at different moments in time, facilitating collaborative workshops and creating visual maps and diagrams, the co-design process has been shown to make services work better and improve people’s experiences, whether those people are delivering or using the service.

The innovation in co-design lies largely in its process. Co-design is a participative, collaborative design process whereby the views, inputs and skills of people with many different perspectives are used to address a specific problem (Demos 2008: 17).  The essence of its approach is to build inter-disciplinary design teams, led by professionally trained designers, but incorporating members of the public, product and service users and professionals from any relevant discipline, to first of all accurately define the project brief and then to collaboratively create new solutions, with the benefit of first-hand user experience and insight. 

Co-design encourages designers to work closely with users of any given service to help them create the changes that will improve it for them.  The process carries no preconceptions about what the results might be and the design can continue to change and evolve according to users’ changing experiences. 
The Design Council’s RED Unit (which operated between 2004 and 2006) employed a model of design practice it termed ‘transformation design’. As well as experimental co-design projects, RED produced a written account of its approach, which assists us in locating co-design within the broader precedents of design disciplines Burns, Cottam et al. 2005()
.

 ‘…A new design discipline is emerging. It builds on traditional design skills to address social and economic issues. It uses the design process as a means to enable a wide range of disciplines and stakeholders to collaborate. It develops solutions that are practical and desirable. It is an approach that places the individual at the heart of new solutions, and builds the capacity to innovate into organisations and institutions. 

‘This new approach could be key to solving many of society’s most complex problems…There are those who argue that it’s not design because it doesn’t look or feel much like design in the familiar sense of the word. Its outputs aren’t always tangible, and may be adapted and altered by people as they use them. It is a long way from the paradigm of the master-designer.’

(Burns et al. 2005: 6)
As is expressed above, co-design at its core supports a paradigmatic shift in the nature of design practice. While this shift prominently includes a change in the design process and who constitutes the design team, it also alters the kinds of challenges designers and design projects can undertake. The multi-disciplinary teams formed and the nature of their investigative working processes enable them to directly tackle social, economic and environmental challenges, which are traditionally not considered to be within the remit of a designer. Prominent past examples include reducing recidivism among prisoners
, or improving access to, and reducing stigmas around NHS sexual health services
. These are quite dramatic leaps from traditional ideas of both design and service delivery. Both designed objects and public services are typically created and delivered to consumers without scope for their users’ input or influence. Co-design changes this. However, it is the involvement of a range of stakeholders, particularly those on the front line of service delivery, that are crucial for an effective co-design process, and essential for designing a user-centred service. Similarly, it is the design-led facilitation of the workshops, (where someone from outside of the problem is able to orchestrate the ideas’ generation and development) which creates the conditions for participants to freely sketch, model and discuss new and experimental ideas, in a secure and open-minded environment. From these beginnings, the design team and workshop facilitator, having heard the participants’ concerns and desires for their service, can work with participants to further develop the ideas into workable design prototypes – tools for other service users to trial, that still retain the essence of the ideas and solutions that the participants developed. Following this, further workshops enable the designers and participants to evaluate the success of the prototypes and continue collaborating to iterate and refine the tools to meet the needs of the service users.
5. Why focus on Maiden Lane?  
Food Loop’s focus on the Maiden Lane Estate came about as a result of a local authority decision to pilot an organic waste scheme on the site. Prior to this, waste and recycling services on Maiden Lane were limited. Residents took their municipal (i.e. non-recyclable) waste to communal ‘Biffa-style’ bins, located at various points around the Estate. Recycling was taken to mini recycling centres (bring sites), located at different sites from the standard waste bins. Tins, cans, glass, plastic bottles, and paper and cardboard could all be recycled in these bins. Figures from the early part of 2009 suggested Maiden Lane produced approximately 524 tonnes of residual waste per year and recycled 124.9 tonnes, or 2.4 tonnes per week. This suggested a recycling rate on the Estate of approximately 20%, compared to an average across Camden of 28% and a national average of over 35%. Although a doorstep recycling collection was trialled by the Council several years ago, the service was withdrawn after a two-year period due to a lack of funding. 
In the summer of 2007, members of the LBC’s Sustainability Task Force investigated options for the more-sustainable disposal of food waste in the Borough. At that time, the local authority faced a target of 40% recycling and composting of waste by 2010, rising to 45% in 2015; in 2007/8 the recycling rate was 27.2%. A household waste analysis study undertaken in 2007 indicated that 30-40% of the Borough’s residual refuse was garden and kitchen waste London Borough of Camden 2008()
. 
The installation of the Rocket was tied to the regeneration of the Estate more widely, as a means of symbolising LBC’s commitment to investing in Maiden Lane. LBC’s report stated that Maiden Lane was specifically chosen because ‘Maiden Lane is one of four estates included in the first tranche of Camden’s Estate Regeneration projects.  On Maiden Lane, officers have been working at the grassroots to engage local people with the Estate regeneration agenda by building trust and trying to change the negative views that many residents have of the council. This approach is undoubtedly beginning to have some impact and commitments to invest on the Estate need to be carried through if Camden is to continue to win local hearts and minds’ London Borough of Camden 2008()
. Evidence suggested residents were also in favour of a new food waste scheme: when residents on the Estate were surveyed and asked ‘Would you use a food waste recycling facility? 76.4% of respondents were in favour (with 20.9% against and 2.7% giving no answer). 
Three possible scenarios were set out by LBC’s sustainability taskforce for food waste recycling on Maiden Lane:

1. Doorstep collection and treatment via an on-site Rocket, managed by community enterprise;

2. Doorstep collection with treatment of waste off-site managed by either LBC’s existing waste contractor or an external community waste provider;
3. A ‘Bring site’ communal point collection with treatment of waste off-site managed by LBC’s existing waste contractor.
The original feasibility report produced by LBC officers recommended the pursuit of the third of these options, on the basis that it used an existing service provider, could be provided for three years within the existing budget, could be rapidly rolled out (within an estimated three months), and offered the best value for money per household (£25.52 per household, compared to £62.50 per household for the Rocket-based scheme). Despite this recommendation, the Sustainability Task Force selected the on-site Rocket-based scheme (Option 1), arguing that the social and community benefits outweighed the extra cost. With the Rocket, the food waste would be processed on the Estate which was seen as potentially leading to additional benefits, such as local employment opportunities and increased feelings of security (because of the regular presence of service provider staff on the Estate).
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As well as providing a unique opportunity to see how co-design processes could improve the running of a community food waste collection scheme, the urban fabric of Maiden Lane also provided ample opportunities to test the impact of linking composting with urban food-growing. Prior to Food Loop’s work on food-growing, LBC carried out various pieces of research on Maiden Lane which indicated residents were in favour of improving the green spaces on the Estate. For example, during Estate consultation events prior to the start of the research, residents suggested that designated uses be assigned to sections of the green spaces and reported a desire for a children’s play area, a garden for elderly people, a wild garden, a dog park, a picnic area and a food-growing area
. 
5.1. The Maiden Lane Rocket                         

In early 2009, LBC awarded the contract for the running of Maiden Lane’s food waste service to a local community enterprise (see Introduction, section 5). The involvement of local enterprises in waste management is not unusual: it is estimated that between 800 and 1,200 civil society organisations are involved in waste management in England Resources for Change and nef 2009()
. 

Soon afterwards, LBC set up the Maiden Lane Project Board to oversee the project, made up of local groups with an interest in the Rocket scheme (including representatives from the research team, the Maiden Lane Community Centre, LBC’s Sustainability and Housing and Adult Social Care teams, and local residents). In awarding the contract, LBC agreed a set of target participation figures with the service provider (discussed in Part 2).
Negotiations began about where best to house the machine. Factors taken into account when selecting the right location included the vicinity to housing (under control of the State Vet); the possible need for planning permission; the requirement of a connection to utilities; and the accessibility of the site (for waste delivery and compost transportation). With these in mind, two viable areas were identified: a unit in a disused garage space; and an upper under-croft area.
Despite its close proximity to residents’ homes, the under-croft area was identified as the most appropriate site for the Rocket and it was delivered and installed in September 2009. The machine began operating at the end of September 2009.            
5.2. Storing the compost from the Maiden Lane Rocket
Over the course of the project, SEED worked closely with LBC to determine where and how to store the compost being generated on the Estate. The sterile waste that comes out of the Rocket after two to three weeks of processing needs to be seasoned for two months before it can be used. 
Given Food Loop’s overall aim of developing a closed-loop food waste system on Maiden Lane, finding somewhere to store the compost was identified as a priority. On-site storage would provide a transparent, visual indicator of the success of the project, showing the progress of the scheme in generating compost. It was also hoped that keeping the compost on the Estate would build trust in the scheme, by highlighting a genuine commitment to keeping the benefits of the compost local, and that it would help residents to visualise the ‘food loop’ of food waste being recycled into productive compost.

There were also practical considerations for keeping the compost in storage facilities on Maiden Lane. On-site facilities would mean lower operational costs, as the compost could be easily accessed and did not have to be driven off-site and back on to the Estate. If agreement could be reached at a later stage, it could also have meant easy access for the Community Centre, Estate Management Board, volunteer gardeners and residents.

Unfortunately, although a site at the western edge of the Estate was identified as suitable early on, establishing the storage facility proved a frustratingly slow process.  Although Network Rail agreed to the use in principle, negotiations around a licence agreement for using the land and, more specifically, the cost of this licence, have proven protracted. While discussions continue, and as has been the case since September 2009, the compost produced on Maiden Lane is being transported and stored off-site. 

6. The project team

Food Loop was a collaboration between the following lead partners:

· SEED Foundation, a social enterprise that explores and promotes new design approaches to meet the challenges of sustainability;

· The Policy Studies Institute (PSI), a research institute based at the University of Westminster;

· The London Borough of Camden (LBC), the local authority responsible for delivering public services to the residents of the predominantly council-owned Maiden Lane Estate;

· East London Community Recycling Partnership (ELCRP), the community composting organisation responsible for the management of the Rocket composter on Maiden Lane. 

The nature of our project meant we worked very closely with a number of groups active on Maiden Lane. In particular, this included the staff and volunteers at the Maiden Lane Community Centre (MLCC). In addition, the following groups and organisations crossed our paths and as such will be mentioned elsewhere in this report: 

· The Maiden Lane Estate Management Board (or EMB), the tenant organisation that is elected by local residents and influences how the Council implements policies on the Estate;

· The Rocket Project Board, made up of representatives from the research team, ELCRP, MLCC, the Maiden Lane Community Enterprise, LBC’s Sustainability and Housing and Adult Social Care (HASC) teams, and local residents;
· The Maiden Lane Community Enterprise, a social enterprise that works closely with the Community Centre and runs contracts it has won from the London Borough of Camden (including maintaining green spaces around the Estate).
Finally, we worked with Sean Miller, a service designer who helped us blueprint the food waste collection service, and Mathias Gmachl and Rachel Wingfield from Loop, a London based art and design studio, who assisted with the third workshop on food-growing.
7. Project Scale and Limitations

Before reading this report, it is useful to reflect on the project’s limitations, some of which were imposed by the research design and others by the project’s context and execution. The reflexive nature of action research meant that much of our project activity, particularly relating to the production of communication materials during the summer of 2009, was unanticipated. Nevertheless, the project ran broadly to plan, albeit taking longer than initially scheduled. 
Firstly, it should be noted that the research undertaken on Maiden Lane was small-scale, covering an estate of 479 households (not all of whom engaged with the project), and as such is context-specific. Rather than a model to be implemented elsewhere, Food Loop should be treated as a pilot, providing valuable lessons relating to the development of a ‘closed-loop’ food waste system and the use of co-design to develop local services. The results should therefore be viewed as indicative rather than generalisable. 

7.1 Using co-design on Maiden Lane

In the context of food waste services on Maiden Lane, it was hoped that co-design would lead to local residents being involved in the design of food waste recycling schemes as an equal partner with the provider of the service and other stakeholders. Through an iterative learning process characterised by trial and error, or ‘learning while doing’, co-design can help to make ‘public services more efficient, to understand and better meet the needs of their users, and to build a sense of reciprocity between those users and service providers’  Demos 2008()
.  Recent Defra-funded research into community composting projects has resulted in the toolkit for ‘Unlocking the Potential of Community Composting’, which suggests that co-design workshops which engage all stakeholders are an efficient and effective way of utilising stakeholder information to assess and improve small, community-based schemes Open University and nef 2009()
. Although there has been relatively little research into the utility and effectiveness of co-design, (something that this research is seeking to address), it has been suggested that co-design has the power to ‘cut through the thousands of messages we receive every day and move us to action’ Bird 2008()
. 
One important consideration to bear in mind while reading this report is that co-design is often used to identify and frame societal problems, and to then define possible solutions. On Maiden Lane, neither residents nor those ultimately responsible for delivering the service were involved in its initial conception. The problem (food waste on the Maiden Lane estate) and the service selected to resolve it (a small-scale service provider with a Rocket composter) were chosen by LBC before the residents had any involvement in the project. The installation of the Rocket composter was conceived by LBC Councillors and council officers, and the mode of delivery and service provider were both chosen without consultation with the residents (though some initial discussions about the installation took place at tenants association meetings). This is an important consideration, as co-design can involve the design of a service from the very basics to the finest detail. On Maiden Lane, the co-design process was limited to the later stages of service implementation and delivery.

7.2 Participant recruitment

Project recruitment was affected by the concerns of LBC’s Housing and Adult Social Care (HASC) Team, who were concerned that additional external consultation would cause ‘consultation fatigue’ (substantial consultation work was already taking place on the estate about a planned redevelopment). Recruitment was therefore opportunistic rather than targeted or based on quotas, relying heavily on face-to-face contact at events and personal contact via telephone. In turn, the project necessarily required the project team to work closely with a small cohort of residents, a group we refer to as our ‘Resident Design Team’ and with whom we held our design workshops. The nature of co-design meant that this small group size was needed, in order for their views to be effectively canvassed and for workshops to remain focused and inclusive. As the residents that we worked most closely with, the Resident Design Team exerted a large influence on the interventions that we proposed or trialled. 

7.3 Food waste collection service
Throughout the project, our research efforts were limited by the delivery of the food waste collection service. Problems with the service were identified early on and persisted throughout. Partly as a result of this, resident participation in the scheme remained low, fluctuating between 18 and 30% of residents on the estate for much of Food Loop’s duration (although when you take into account the slow delivery of food waste caddies provided to residents, it is worth noting that a higher percentage of the residents who had been issued caddies took part in the service – between 32 and 62%. For more information, see Part Two, section 1). This in turn meant that the project’s work on food-growing (during the later stages of the project) was limited, because more time was spent trying to improve the collection service and also because this led to the slow accumulation of compost. Problems with service delivery also affected the extent to which we could employ some of the co-design methods we had planned (such as the ethnographic shadowing of residents). For example, we had hoped to shadow residents to observe how the food waste collection service was used within homes but while the operation of the service remained poor, we focused our efforts on improving service delivery.
Other problems arose from the limited engagement of the service provider with the research project. From the outset, it was difficult to engage with the service provider; there was no management time in the service provider’s contract with LBC, which led to a reticence to participate (particularly during weekends). Similarly problematic was the provider’s reluctance to modify their service model. On several occasions, the service provider delayed service interventions or were unwilling to make changes until LBC intervened. This limited the number and effectiveness of the service interventions implemented by the research team. The competitive nature of the service delivery process meant that the service provider had not been chosen by LBC when we submitted our project proposal to Defra. It was therefore impossible to involve them in the very earliest stages of project initiation. It is not clear whether this lack of engagement with our research would have been overcome had the provider been involved at an earlier stage, had this been possible.

7.4 Data collection

Difficulties were also encountered when attempting to obtain robust participation data. Although the service provider was contractually required to provide weekly data on household participation, the research team found through their regular contact with residents that some of the data collated was inaccurate. For example, the number of households that had caddies was found to be inaccurate and the number of households that refused a caddy was not recorded. With hindsight, LBC’s Sustainability Officer recognised during interview that this was problematic. 
Data collection methods encountered practical problems affecting data robustness. For example, while conducting a door-to-door survey, the service provider only knocked on the doors of households taking part in the scheme. Therefore, the results are not representative of Estate residents but of two smaller groups – a small but representative sample of households (those conducted by PSI and SEED) and another sample of participating households (those conducted by the service provider). Where these specific limitations arose during activities, they have been acknowledged in the report (see appendix 1).
7.5 Estate Regeneration

During the early stages of the research project on Maiden Lane, it became apparent that relations between many of the Maiden Lane residents and LBC were challenging. One important piece of context to this was that throughout 2009 and up until May 2010, LBC consulted with residents about the possible regeneration of the Maiden Lane Estate, involving the possible demolition of some sections of the Estate and the building of higher-density, modern housing in its place.  The ongoing debate about Maiden lane’s regeneration was a contentious and sensitive issue throughout the implementation of Food Loop.

Finally, the nature of action research means that research teams work inevitably closely with all the participants who take part in such projects. While pure objectivity (such as that aimed for in randomised controlled trials) is never the aim of action research, the methodology poses a potential limitation as researchers may find it difficult to objectively reflect on the findings and lessons learnt from their projects. We would concede that, as a project team, we worked very closely with both the residents of Maiden Lane, as well as colleagues at LBC and the Maiden Lane Community Centre. While we have made every effort to remain objective in our assessment of the project, our proximity to all those associated with Maiden Lane should be acknowledged. 
8. Methodology: an action-based research approach 

If design is a ‘doing and making’ discipline, research is a discipline that helps to understand and evaluate doing and making. Action research has been defined as a cyclical inquiry process, in which real-life problems are observed and diagnosed, action steps are planned and implemented, and the outcomes of these actions evaluated. This evaluation facilitates a new diagnosis of the situation based on learning from the previous activities’ cycle (Elden and Chrisholm, 1993).  

Action research approaches contrast with traditional research conventions through involving the ‘researched’ (those experiencing the real-life problems being studied) in some or all stages of the research process (Pain, 2004). Unlike purer forms of research, which treats those involved as passive subjects, action research engages with people as active participants, enabling research teams to observe changes in any given situation as they take place. This reflects the belief that people’s own knowledge about their lives and experiences should frame the research in which they participate (Torre and Fine, 2006), and is based on an appreciation of the value of knowledge produced in collaboration and action (Cahill, 2007). 

The value of action research lies in the appreciation that social change (for example, the way in which people may or may not adopt a new recycling behaviour) is highly context-specific, resulting from a complex combination of factors. Action research enables the observation and exploration of all these factors, providing insight into the way in which they may contribute to a given social outcome and providing lessons for similar interventions in the future. The result of this is that no single action research project will be replicable because its results depend heavily on the participants involved and the context in which the research is set. However, it does provide lessons and insights which can be applied to future projects and research, and gives indications of the potential for scale-up.
Action research proved an invaluable approach for Food Loop because it enabled the project team’s researchers and designers to work with the Maiden Lane community to respond to and learn from issues associated with the food waste collection system as they arose. Our aim was not to provide a complete evaluation of the outcomes of the food waste system but instead to shed light on the factors that contribute to the relative success or failure of such services.

Action-based research methods inherently complement co-design processes. Both seek a profound understanding of how participants relate and respond to everyday issues and both are rooted in people-led processes, whereby the recording and monitoring of existing behaviours is fundamental to building the case for change and lays the foundations for how future solutions should look. Crucially, both approaches also require continued and committed involvement from a cross-section of stakeholders and awareness that the users and providers of a public service are the everyday experts in it.
In combining an action-based research methodology with the design and intervention process of co-design, Food Loop drew on a mixed-methods approach to data collection. Qualitative data was collected through interviews with residents and other stakeholders, at workshops and focus groups, and during door-to-door surveying, while quantitative data was collected through surveys and in the form of detailed weekly participation data relating to the use of the food waste collection scheme. We used participatory, design-based approaches, including visual methods, hands-on drawing and making, scenarios-based approaches and games, as well as ethnographic methods, such as the use of disposable cameras and the shadowing of service operatives. Table 1, below, provides a summary of our project methodology while a detailed methodology can be found in Appendix 1. 

Table 1: Summary of project methodology: activities and data generated

	Activity and methods
	Date / sample
	Data type
	Data robustness

(++ /--) and analysis

	Design workshops

	Workshop 1: designing communications. Facilitated discussions of photos taken by Resident Design Team using disposable cameras; activities designing communications materials including testing different communications methods, and producing posters and leaflets.
	Jul. 2009
	Qualitative (transcript, materials produced by residents); film
	Data generated through in-depth discussions (++) and visual materials produced by Resident Design Team, including posters and leaflets (+). Qualitative analysis.

	
	8 residents
	
	

	Workshop 2: stakeholder blueprinting. Service blueprinting workshop held with Maiden Lane stakeholders. The ways in which service users interact with the food waste scheme are identified, and areas with problems or potential for improvement are highlighted.
	Nov. 2009
	Qualitative (flowchart blueprint of service)
	Formal blueprinting process, conducted by service design professional (+). An excel table ‘map’ of the service is produced (+), which is continually updated through an iterative process. Qualitative analysis.

	
	n/a
	
	

	Workshop 3: evaluating the food waste scheme.  Facilitated discussions about food waste collection scheme. Small group activities to generate solutions to problems with scheme.
	Nov. 2009
	Qualitative (transcript, materials produced by residents)
	Data generated through in-depth discussions (++).

Visual materials produced by Resident Design Team (+). Qualitative analysis.

	
	11 residents
	
	

	Workshop 4: designing food-growing spaces. Short walk around open spaces on the Estate and discussion with residents, followed by facilitated discussions about food-growing spaces. Small group work, using scenarios-based techniques to generate design insight.
	Feb. 2010
	Qualitative (transcript, materials produced by residents)
	Data generated through in-depth discussions (++).

Visual materials produced by residents (+), including diagrams showing residents’ visions for the future of Maiden Lane. Qualitative analysis.

	
	11 residents
	
	

	Workshop 5: designing the rooftop garden. Expert workshop held with stakeholders in Maiden Lane green spaces, including LBC, MLCC and Maiden Lane Community Gardener.
	Sept. 2010
	Qualitative (materials produced by expert group)
	Visual materials, aided by professional gardener and using a 3D model of the Estate and an architectural plan (+). Qualitative analysis.

	
	n/a
	
	

	Final evaluation workshop with Resident Design Team.  Facilitated discussions held with residents who had formed the design team at various points throughout the project.
	Oct. 2010
	Qualitative (transcript, materials produced by residents)
	Data generated through in-depth discussions (++). Visual materials produced by residents (+). Qualitative analysis.

	
	11 residents
	
	

	Resident surveys

	Launch event survey. Survey completed by residents at the launch of the Rocket, covering their attitudes to food waste, the food waste scheme and gardening (Appendix 4).
	Sept. 2009
	Quantitative (survey data),

	Limited data collected (-). Some quant. analysis though sample size small, and those participating in scheme likely to be over-represented.

	
	27 residents
	
	

	Door-to-door survey. Survey data collected through door-to-door surveying, covering the food waste scheme and community growing (Appendix 5).
	Feb. 2010
	Quantitative (survey data)6  & open questions (qualitative)
	Sample large but non-random (+). Quantitative analysis using SPSS.

	
	95 residents
	
	


	Focus groups and in-depth discussions

	Focus groups (x2). Discussion with different collection scheme user groups (participants and ‘drop-outs’) about their reasons for taking part in or leaving the scheme, their experience of the service and modifications that could be made to the scheme.
	May 2010
	Qualitative (transcript of discussion)
	Data generated through in-depth discussions framed around a discussion guide (++). Qualitative analysis of transcripts.

	
	25 residents (17 + 8)
	
	

	In-depth discussions. In-depth discussions held with two pairs of residents, focusing on non-participation in food waste collection scheme.
	Jun. 2010
	Qualitative (transcript of discussion)
	Data generated through in-depth discussions  (+). Qualitative analysis of transcript and researchers’ notes.

	
	4 residents
	
	

	Celebratory planting day. Event to encourage communal planting and home growing on the Estate.
	Jun. 2010
	Qualitative (discussions with residents on the day)
	Very limited data collected (-). Event focused mostly on raising awareness of Food Loop and community growing.

	
	~ 30 residents
	
	

	Stakeholder interviews with LBC Officers and MLCC staff, discussing overall project and evaluating success.
	Nov. 2010
	Qualitative (in-depth interviews)
	Data generated through in-depth, semi-structured discussions (+). Qualitative analysis of transcript.

	
	2 LBC officers; 

1 MLCC
	
	

	Additional quantitative data collected

	Participation data. Weekly data on the number of households participating. To participate, households must set out a caddy before 8am on Monday morning.
	Sept. 2009 -
	Quantitative (by household)
	Robust (+). Collected by service operatives. Not externally verified though some support offered by qualitative research.

	
	Entire Estate
	
	

	Food waste collected (kg per household), based on weekly random sample of ten caddies from the Estate.
	Sept. 2009 -
	Quantitative (collection data)
	Robustness unclear. Collected by service operatives but not externally verified.

	
	Entire Estate
	
	

	Municipal waste collected. Recyclable and non-recyclable waste collected (April 09/10).
	Apr. 2009/10
	Quantitative (collection data)
	Directly comparable year on year but based on volume not weight (+).

	
	Entire Estate
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Part one: what we did
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1. Project initiation and recruitment
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1.1. Working with others in a multi-partner project.
Working with the local authority
Despite having worked closely with Camden’s Waste and Sustainability team prior to our project starting (for example, during the project proposal preparation), it was not until our project began in March 2009 that we met with LBC’s Housing and Adult Social Care team (HASC). It soon became clear that there was already a considerable amount of research and consultation taking place on Maiden Lane as a result of the proposed regeneration work on the estate. As such, HASC was reluctant for us to carry out our research at the same time as its work and had reservations about a number of our proposed activities (including a planned baseline survey and the use of incentives as a way of thanking workshop participants). Central to reaching an agreement with HASC about how to proceed were four key events and decisions. 
The first was the development of a very clear, colour-coded timetable of our planned activities, which set out exactly who we wanted to talk to or work with, how many residents would be involved and how it would fit in or potentially clash with existing Council activities. Once we had done this, it became clear that there had been confusion about our project and its scale. The second was the agreement of a Terms of Reference with LBC. This set out exactly how our project would work with various departments and individuals within LBC. Again, we found these Terms were essential in smoothing relationships with HASC, abating their concerns and adding transparency to agreed working relationships and management.

The next key decision was to postpone the start of our activity on the Estate slightly. In part, we had our own reasons for wanting to do this: various delays meant that the start of food collections would be in late July and August during school holidays. Local council elections in early June also meant we were keen to avoid activity on the Estate at this time. A delayed start (with the scheme launching in September), meant we could promise HASC that our recruitment would not interfere with consultation on regeneration. Finally, we reached a compromise with HASC on the provision of incentives to participants and agreed that participants would be given the chance to indicate gifts they would like (up to a fixed value), rather than vouchers. The project team would then seek to find ‘eco’ alternatives, thereby ensuring we rewarded participants with ‘sustainable incentives’. 
Working with the service provider

It also became clear during these early stages that working with the service provider may not be as easy as hoped. The service provider was contractually obliged to work with PSI and SEED as part of their work on Maiden Lane but, in practice, had no time actually allocated into its contract for doing so. Early attempts to arrange meetings were often hampered by this. It was also clear that, as a small community enterprise, the service provider had concerns about a research team scrutinising their operations and was worried that its business model would be open to replication by others. 

Working with others

From the outset, we were keen to find out about other groups working on the Estate. We consulted with the Maiden Lane Community Centre, the Estate Management Board, and LBC’s Sustainability and HASC teams. We were surprised to discover the amount of existing community and Council-driven activity taking place on Maiden Lane Estate and, consequently, the considerable number of groups and individuals with an active stake in Food Loop’s activities. This included voluntary gardening groups, initiatives on computing and access to IT, and several youth projects. We found it useful to map out the other groups operating on the Estate, using diagrams to show their areas of responsibility and interest. We also tried to meet with as many of the relevant people as possible early on, to introduce the project, identify synergies and see if they could help us with the recruitment of residents to our project team. This served us in good stead later in the project, when local knowledge and contacts would prove vital in recruiting participants and maintaining credibility with the residents.

One of our key research observations from the first six months of working on Maiden Lane was the importance of the Maiden Lane Community Centre to the local community and to the success of projects based on the Estate. The Community Centre served as a hub of activity on the Estate, providing resources, training and support to local residents. Resources included two rooms of computers; a hall for community meetings, children’s play area and crèche; meeting rooms; sports equipment; a kitchen; and, a storage area for community resources. The Centre’s staff appeared to be well-known among residents on the Estate.
The Community Centre was also of real practical use for our project for several reasons. Firstly, it provided a convenient, well-known space where the research team could meet residents and hold workshops. Secondly, it provided legitimacy to the research team. By associating ourselves with the Community Centre (for example, by holding our Design workshops there and basing ourselves at the Centre when carrying out project activities), we noticed a marked improvement in the willingness of residents to talk to us which, at the project outset, aided recruitment.  Useful routes in to residents (e.g. events to attend or people to contact) were given to us by Community Centre staff, and the office provided an easy way to keep up to date with the latest developments on the estate.

1.2. Recruitment of the Resident Design Team

Central to Food Loop’s co-design processes was a ‘Resident Design Team’, made up of a small group of around ten participants from Maiden Lane with whom we would work closely for the duration of the project. Recruiting participants to join this Team, and to take part in other project events, proved a challenging and time-intensive process. LBC highlighted that previous efforts to engage residents had required large amounts of time and resources.  The task of recruitment was made more difficult by the Terms of Reference agreed with HASC (which ruled out door-to-door activities and the distribution of printed or visual materials). 

The recruitment methods used to enlist the Resident Design Team were, therefore, opportunistic rather than targeted or using quotas. Recruitment was undertaken using a combination of methods, though relied heavily on face-to-face contact at events or personal contact via telephone. Residents were approached at events on the Maiden Lane Estate, or via trusted intermediaries (such as the community centre, or via friends on the Estate). For example, at the outset of the project in June 2010, one of the project team attended an open day at which LBC invited Food Loop to have a stand. The recruitment stand included a poster that explained the project and food waste issues more broadly, an example home-composting kit and compost, and tomato plants (home-grown by SEED) which were given to residents. Two local children who were interested in the project joined the stall and provided valuable links to other residents by initiating conversations with those they knew. 

Despite significant interest at the event itself, the majority of residents who left their contact details were unavailable or uninterested when subsequently telephoned. Support in contacting more residents was instead provided by the Maiden Lane Community Centre, which suggested local residents who might be interested. 
When inviting residents to subsequent workshops, we sought to recruit a cross-section of residents from the Estate with a mixture of male and female residents, a broad range of ages, and a mixture of residents from different national origins and ethnic backgrounds. We also sought to recruit residents from different types of family (e.g. with children / without children etc.), from accommodation scattered across the Estate. While we did achieve a good mix of residents at each of our workshops, there were some groups that we did not work closely with. For example, young people (18-25 year olds) and the elderly (60+) were not represented in our Resident Design Team, and only one teenager participated in the project (in the first two workshops). Members of the Resident Design Team tended to be middle-aged, and 11 out of 17 of the residents who participated in one or more workshops were female. It was also clear from the addresses of the Resident Design Team that none lived in the blocks of bedsits on Maiden Lane (see Figure 17). 

Membership of the Resident Design Team unavoidably reflected residents’ level of interest in the project. While we sought to involve residents who were ambivalent about the food waste project and tried to avoid recruiting only those with existing pro-environmental attitudes and behaviours, the nature of the research (including three-hour workshops at the weekend) meant that inevitably a small number of residents did drop out of the Resident Design Team as the project progressed. Of the eight participants who attended our first workshop in July 2009, five participated in all subsequent design workshops and four attended our final evaluation workshop in October 2010. We did seek out their opinion while evaluating the project, though - two of the three participants who did not attend the final workshop were subsequently interviewed separately about the project. Additional, small-scale recruitment activities were carried out on an ad hoc basis (for example, by contacting those who declared an interest in the project during the door-to-door survey) to ensure workshop attendance always averaged at least ten residents. Working with a core group of approximately ten people enabled us to take on board all the concerns they raised and ensured the participants could develop a sense of ownership of the project. We wanted participants to feel they had a strong part to play in the project development, which is important in the co-design process.

As well as working closely with the Resident Design Team, the project sought to engage more widely on the Estate to ensure we were also working with larger, more representative groups of residents. 
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2. Co-design and implementation
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As has been discussed, it should be noted that the co-design process did not extend to participatory design of the type of food waste service being implemented, or the choice of service provider. The type of food waste service was selected by LBC officers and councillors, and the service provider chosen from several tenders to the Council. Therefore the first element of the food waste service that the research team sought to modify in collaboration with the Resident Design Team, the service provider, LBC and other stakeholders were the communication materials provided alongside the initial delivery of food waste caddies. The second element (which is discussed in section 3 - Improving the service ) was the improvement of service delivery through an iterative process with the residents, LBC, the service provider and other key stakeholders.
It should also be noted that from the very first stages of the project start-up, problems were encountered in securing the ‘buy-in’ of the service provider. Faced with no budget for management time or attending weekend workshops, the service provider was reluctant to spend unfunded time at meetings. Many of the proposed modifications to communications materials or the food waste service were perceived as problematic or unnecessary by the service provider, meaning some of the interventions we proposed were only implemented with difficulty. While this was not always the case, it remained a persistent problem throughout the project. Both of these points are discussed in the ‘limitations’ and ‘findings’ sections.

2.1 Co-designing communications with residents
In preparation for the launch of Maiden Lane’s food waste collection service, the project team worked with the Resident Design Team to co-design the communication materials that would be disseminated on the Estate during project roll-out. Previous Defra research has shown that tailored communication campaigns are significantly more effective at promoting participation in recycling schemes than non-tailored methods Enviros 2007()
. The aim of co-designing the communications materials was to explore whether residents’ input increased the resonance and efficacy of the materials. Here we outline the project activities that produced these materials, from the first workshop held with the Resident Design Team to the final sign-off process.  

Workshop 1: Designing communications 
Workshop participants identified several reasons for the accumulation of food waste including the over-buying of food, the cooking of too much food during meal preparation, and the prevalence of buy one get one free offers in supermarkets. As hoped, an exercise where residents were given disposable cameras the week before this workshop (discussed in the detailed project methodology, appendix 1 section 1.2) helped participants to think differently about the food they threw away:

I have two boys, I think you saw them here, and they throw a lot of bread away and normally I don’t look at it, I don’t really care, they just eat whatever they can eat and then throw the rest away, but this time I started looking around, how much bread is wasted.  Sometimes they just cut the sides off and eat the middle… [resident]
Participants were surprised by the amounts of food wasted nationally though some insisted that they put no food waste in the municipal rubbish (in line with other research e.g. WRAP, 2008). Several barriers to participation in the new food waste collection scheme were also identified. Participants had experienced problems with pests (including vermin, foxes and cockroaches) in the past and were concerned that the food waste would attract vermin both around the area where the composter is to be installed and among the food waste caddies. 

Other concerns focused on the size and capacity of the caddies and bins. For example, there were worries that the food waste caddy would take up too much space in the kitchen and also concerns that the caddies would not cater adequately for their large families:  

The only thing is I think the bucket’s a bit small because I peeled a sack of potatoes last night and that would fill up that little brown bucket easily… That’s tiny like for one person though, innit. I mean I’ve got four children, so we would use a bag of potatoes in one go. [resident]
Significantly, participants were particularly concerned about overfilling the caddy before the weekly collection, and felt that there needed to be a drop site where they could take their full bags mid-week, and also expressed some worries about the smell of the food waste (particularly in the caddy in the kitchen) and the ‘yuckiness’ of dealing with food waste. As this project progressed, these concerns about the smell proved to have been well founded (see Part one).
The Resident Design Team also identified several motivating factors that would drive uptake. Improvement of the Estate was a popular motivator. Participants also confirmed the importance of making messages salient to both them and members of the Maiden Lane community: 
I think if you can link it to the community, the situation in the community around here of the interest of some people like, you know, some of our interest, I’m interested in bananas, and if you put a banana, say for example, that would really capture me, so if you can look at people’s interest and try to link the message to the people’s interest and the situation around the community. [resident]

Dislike of waste was another strong theme. When prompted, participants made comments including ‘it’s awful’ and ‘it’s terrible’ about levels of national food wastage. Others highlighted the attraction of growing your own food.

Although participants were enthusiastic about the new scheme, several suggested that the success of the scheme would be limited. The participants believed that the scheme would probably be limited in uptake, and may be more effective if targeted at a limited group which is already recycling, composting or interested in growing their own food or flowers.

It’s not going to attract everybody on the Estate, it will mostly attract those who are interested in gardening, or interested in improving the products that they have in their garden, so those are the people that will be targeted, so just letting them know the truth, how much it will improve the fertility of their soil, does it improve the fertility of their soil, and what benefits they will get from it. [resident]

Others felt apathy would stop some people taking up the scheme: ‘you’re either into recycling or you’re not basically. I know people, the bins are right there and they just can’t be bothered’. Recycling was not viewed as a visible norm on the Estate: ‘you tend to see more people walking out with black bags than you do green boxes’.

The Resident Design Team produced posters incorporating the messages and images they felt it would be important for communications about the new food waste scheme to convey (see Figures 3 and 4) and also discussed the elements of a communications campaign which they felt would be important. Colour and bold messages were picked out as very useful, as was the use of pictures to help explain the scheme (particularly to those who are illiterate or whose first language is not English). Using the leaflet to illustrate that the waste would become compost was identified as important:

The rocket become […].  You see burning, one end is food…
And flowers coming out the other end [all laugh].

Exactly. The soil coming out the other end, the fruit from that soil or from that compost, where it come from.

Finally, the Resident Design Team identified a number of areas where further clarity was required, particularly relating to certain foodstuffs (e.g. cooked meat, raw meat, take-aways, fish, bones) and: whether the food waste scheme would bring vermin onto the Estate; what the ‘Rocket’ is; why garden waste can’t be added to the caddy; what to do with the caddy liner once the bin is full; whether it would smell; where replacement caddy liners will come from; what the Bokashi powder does
; and what they should do if they are composting already.

Developing and testing prototype communications

The first stage in producing the final communications materials was to develop a range of ‘prototype’ leaflets which members of the Resident Design Team could test, using input from the design workshop. The prototypes, together with food waste caddies, were given to members of the Resident Design Team to trial at home and, if possible, among family members.  

Ten Resident Design Team members provided feedback on the leaflet testing (eight written and two verbal). Those who tested the leaflets agreed all were easy to use but felt further clarification was needed on how some items (for example, curry, paper, cheese and uncooked food) should be treated. The participants who took part in the leaflet trial also suggested that the motivations for taking part in the scheme should be made clearer – several believed that the leaflet did not emphasise the production of compost enough and that better use could have been made of ‘food cycle’ imagery (whereby the composting and food-growing process was illustrated). Other criticisms of the leaflets’ design related to the leaflet size and font size, while four of the participants who tested the leaflets specifically requested an easy-to-use reference that could be kept (and, for example, stuck to a fridge).

Following the testing of these four prototypes, a final draft leaflet was produced by the Resident Design Team and was subject to further changes suggested by LBC and the service provider. A critical learning at this point was the importance of securing the input of all stakeholders early on. Although we made every effort to include all parties during the leaflet design process, many of the delays encountered when trying to finalise the design (for example, adherence to LBC’s brand style guidelines) could have been avoided with all parties’ input at an earlier stage. After numerous iterations (and one complete redesign) the final instruction leaflet was produced, including a cardboard insert that householders could pull out and keep. Figure 3 tracks the development of this insert, from participant’s ideas to final design, while the final instruction leaflet is illustrated in Figure 4. (The original instruction leaflet, which illustrates how extensive the various iterations proved, can be found in Appendix 3.) The distribution of the final leaflet was to be accompanied by a ‘cover letter’ which the project team also worked with LBC to design. The final letter (Figure 5) features a member of the Resident Design Team on the front. 
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Figure 3: Participant poster, prototype and final leaflet insert
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Figure 4: Final information leaflet (A5 folded leaflet)
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Figure 5: Cover letter
2.2 Launch day celebration and resident attitudinal survey 

In September 2009, a weekend event was held to celebrate the official launch of the Maiden Lane food waste recycling scheme, organised by LBC and the Maiden Lane Community Centre. By this point, the service provider had distributed food waste caddies to under 30% of the households on the Estate, and there had been some promotional activity about the food waste scheme. The event was intended to raise awareness of food waste recycling on the Estate, increase participation in the scheme and act as a reminder that the first food waste collections were beginning the subsequent week.  Previous research has shown that using events and roadshows can increase or maintain participation in food waste schemes, provided that they are part of a well-run, broader communications campaign Dorset County Council 2010()
. A free barbeque with food waste recycling facilities available next to it was provided by LBC, and guided tours of the Rocket composting facilities were offered. Approximately one hundred people attended the event.

For the project team, the event served as a useful opportunity to survey residents’ attitudes to food waste, and also their attitudes to the Rocket and the food waste recycling scheme at an early stage in its operation. We designed a questionnaire with twenty questions (Appendix 4). Our sample was small, with 27 people surveyed. The results therefore serve as a qualitative snapshot of residents’ attitudes to the introduction of the scheme, the literature and promotional materials received prior to the launch, and to recycling more broadly.  

There was a high level of awareness of the scheme among those we spoke to at the launch event; 23 out of 27 surveyed had received their food waste caddy, and 19 of the 27 had heard about the scheme prior to receiving their caddies, through word of mouth or leaflets about the scheme. Those we spoke to were positive about the communications materials designed with the Resident Design Team, and enthusiasm for the food waste recycling scheme also seemed to be high. Without prompting, 17 of the 27 residents we spoke to said that they felt the introduction of the scheme was ‘good’, ‘very good’ or ‘brilliant’, and two of the others felt ‘happy’ about the scheme being introduced. The residents who attended the event were disproportionately likely to have received their food waste caddy, which means the views of those interviewed cannot be taken to be representative of the Maiden Lane Estate more widely. What the survey did suggest was that the co-created communications materials had been well-received by those with caddies.

2.3 Scheme roll-out 
The food waste recycling scheme was rolled out across Maiden Lane from mid-September 2009 onwards, with food waste caddies being delivered individually to households by a team of operatives trained specifically to conduct door-knocking on estates on which the service provider operates.  
Residents joined the new food waste collection scheme at the point when their food waste caddy was dropped off by the service provider during rounds of ‘door-knocking’. The door-knocking took place only in daytime hours between 10am and 4pm, which meant many residents were at work, study or otherwise out of the house when the operative visited. The operatives made repeated visits to each home, and reported 269 out of 479 households on the Estate (56% of households) had received food waste caddies by mid-September. 
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3 Improving the service 
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3.1
Shadowing the service provider

Residents joined the new food waste collection scheme at the point when their food waste caddy was dropped off by the service provider during rounds of ‘door-knocking’. In November 2009, the research team shadowed the service provider’s operatives as they delivered food waste caddies door-to-door. 
The purpose of the door-knocking was two-fold: to deliver food waste caddies to households on the Estate that had not yet received bins (and in doing so to explain how the collection scheme operated); and to knock-on the doors of those who had caddies but whose records suggested that they had not been taking part in the scheme. The shadowing had two aims: firstly, to monitor residents’ reactions to the introduction of the scheme, their level of knowledge about the scheme, and their receptiveness to participation. Secondly, to work with the service provider to identify any potential improvement in delivering caddies. 

The operatives had a standard approach for all estates on which they work – they worked in pairs, and knocked on the doors of houses according to their records. If the resident answered the door, they were told how the food waste scheme worked and were handed the food waste caddy (with liner and instructional leaflet designed by residents). The briefing provided residents with information about who was running the scheme, when collections would take place, and what to put in the caddy, as well as being reassured that the service was free. Having run through their introduction, the operatives checked if their instructions had been clear and understood by the resident(s). Two operatives delivered caddies on the Estate, and each was shadowed by one researcher for half a day.
At the end of the shadowing exercise, we identified a number of opportunities for improving the delivery of caddies and the initial introduction to the scheme, including increasing the opportunities for residents to provide feedback and the possibility of revising the leaflet left at the homes of residents that were out (see Part 2 What we found).
3.2 Workshop 2: stakeholder blueprinting

Once the food waste collection scheme had been set up on Maiden Lane, there were opportunities to improve the service – to meet set targets for food waste recycling and to improve the scheme for both the residents and the service providers. To ensure improvements were made in a systematic manner, we used a process called ‘service blueprinting’.

Our service blueprinting workshop was held in late November 2009, with representatives from LBC, the service providers, SEED and PSI. Residents did not attend the workshop. This allowed us to record the service provider’s perception of the service, separate from the perceptions of service users. The views of the residents were gathered in Workshop 3 (described below) and used to feed-in to and refine the service blueprint drawn up in this workshop.
The workshop identified parts of the service where problems were occurring, allowing us to plan future interventions. Problems identified included: contamination; caddies being left out on the wrong night; difficulties accessing certain blocks; and problems associated with residents requesting replacement supplies. The outcome of the service blueprinting process was a shared document, mapping all aspects and points of contact across the service that all stakeholders in the project were able to refer to. The blueprint created a shared platform for discussing and evaluating the service and was used throughout the project as a tool for discussing potential changes to improve the service. 
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3.3 Co-designing service improvements with residents
The project’s action-based research methodology meant the project team were aiming to constantly evaluate the delivery of the food waste collection service and seeking to improve participation through co-designed interventions. Although we took every opportunity to collect data on scheme performance, there were three main project activities which provided time to discuss the service with residents: our third workshop (attended by the Resident Design Team), the door-to-door survey (of residents from across the Estate), and through a series of focus groups held in May 2010. Further details on all of these activities can be found in a detailed methodology in Appendix 1. 

Workshop 3: Evaluating the food waste scheme 
At our third workshop, in November 2009, members of the Resident Design Team offered varying feedback on the new food waste scheme. Though all of the participants reported using the scheme, many of the group had encountered problems when using the service. Often these related to the replenishment of Bokashi powder or caddy liners. Resident Design Team members were unclear how to request these or found that their requests, when made, were not responded to. In the absence of clear advice on how to request replacements, participants had developed their own solutions:
I actually put a note on my bin saying more Bokashi powder please and I put a post it note like you’ve got on there, so they tend to leave a bag on each bin for me

Q: 
Did you just think to do that or did they tell you?

Yeah I just thought to do that myself yeah and I’ve got only on one bag and I said please can I have more Bokashi powder and bags and they actually leave them for me, it’s just an idea of mine to put an note on because otherwise they won’t.

Other problems included: missed collections; caddy liners being too small (which prevented caddies being filled to capacity); caddies not being cleaned properly when emptied; new caddy liners being left in dirty empty caddies; and, caddies not being big enough (and participants not realising they were allowed a second caddy).
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Figure 6: Workshop participants identified numerous problems with the service

Findings from the door-to-door survey of residents
The initial experiences of the Resident Design Team were supported by the findings of the door-to-door household survey, carried out on the Estate in February 2010. Due to the small sample size (95) and other limitations (see Appendix 1), the results were treated as a qualitative indicator of residents’ attitudes rather than the views of a representative sample. Overall, 67 of the 95 households surveyed were taking part in the food waste scheme and respondents’ general attitude to the scheme was very positive. Most residents who we surveyed thought that the food waste recycling scheme was a good idea, and many liked the idea that the compost would be used on-site.  
Although many had persevered with the scheme, other respondents stopped using it because of initial problems. In particular, several respondents reported that the collections had got more erratic and less reliable after the first month, suggesting a decline in the quality of service provision roughly four weeks into the scheme. Among the 25 households not taking part in the scheme, the main reasons given for not taking part were that respondents hadn’t heard about the scheme, were put off by the smell from the Rocket, had dropped out of the scheme, or felt it was not worth taking part. Many of the non-participants who were surveyed (14 out of 25 non-participants) requested caddies so that they could start using the scheme.

Findings from Focus Groups
In May 2010, findings from a series of focus groups held with both participating and non-participating residents suggested persistent problems with service delivery. Focus Group participants reported that the caddy liners had always been too small but that they had recently got even smaller, leading to problems shutting, filling and emptying the caddies. In turn, because residents were only provided with one liner a week, there was no way of households continuing to use their caddy once it was full. 

In addition to problems associated with the day-to-day use of the caddies, focus group participants also reported problems stemming from the early collection of the waste. Missed collections mean residents are stuck with a full caddy of food waste for the entire week, with no means of disposal. For several, the solution to this was simply to throw the food waste in their normal bin, then to continue separating out more food waste into the caddy. 

Residents’ suggestions for improving the service
It was at the point of the third workshop, when the food waste service had been up and running for two months that the focus of the resident design workshops naturally evolved from solely focusing on the design of communications materials. The second workshop with the Resident Design Team focused on identifying problems with the up-and-running service and proposing practical solutions to these issues, and the focus groups and door-to-door survey helped to feed in to this iterative process of improving the service design. The result was a mixture of communications, product design and service design interventions.

Both members of the Resident Design Team and focus group participants had numerous suggestions of ways in which the food waste collection service could be improved, as did those who responded during the door-to-door survey: although 65 out of the 67 respondents taking part in the food waste scheme were happy with the food waste collection service, 23 of the participants asked felt improvements were needed. 
Over the course of the project, we found it useful to classify these suggested improvements according to how easily and quickly the solutions could be implemented, according to three broad types: ‘actionable’ (those which we hoped to implement easily), ‘under exploration’ (those we hoped to implement subject to discussions with the service provider and LBC, and which required a specific intervention rather than a change to service delivery), and ‘learnt for next time’ (suggestions which it was beyond the scope of our resources to implement). 
Actionable improvements suggested related mainly to the provision of new caddy liners and Bokashi powder. For example, participants requested that Bokashi and replacement caddy liners were posted through letterboxes rather than placed in them (as caddies were often wet or dirty), a change which the service provider duly implemented.

The project team also sought to implement the suggestions classified as ‘under investigation’. These were suggested changes or interventions that we felt it was feasible to make, given resources. For example, residents suggested that a text reminder service would be useful to help them remember to put their caddies out in time for collection. It was also suggested that a central drop-off point (or points) could be positioned around the Estate, allowing residents to drop off their waste if they missed a collection. A final suggestion was for improved means by which residents can request new Bokashi or replacement caddy liners.  

Finally, we identified some suggested changes as ‘learnt for next time’. These were suggestions from residents which would have involved substantial changes to service delivery (beyond those possible within the existing service contract) or those which we did not have the resources to implement. More frequent collections of food waste, later collection times and different caddy sizes were examples of suggestions which we could not implement. 
At all times during our discussions with workshop and focus group participants, we took care to identify changes (such as changing collection times and days) which we felt were unlikely to be possible and to be transparent about why some changes could not be made.
The boxes on the following pages detail the different interventions we implemented on Maiden Lane, setting out the impetus for each and discussing the way in which the intervention was designed. We also consider the impact of each intervention in terms of how it improved the service. 
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Table 2: Participation before and after text message service trial
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	2
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	3
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	4
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	5
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	6
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	7
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	8
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	9
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	10
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	11
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	12
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	13
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	14
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	15
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	16
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	17
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	18
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4. Linking food-growing and green spaces – co-design with residents
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Although our project activities around food-growing did not begin in earnest until early 2010, discussions with residents about how the compost produced by the Maiden Lane Rocket had taken place during earlier workshops. 

For example, at our first workshop with residents in July 2009, the link with compost and food-growing was also explicitly made by the research team as part of introducing the concept of a ‘food loop’. Although some participants were aware of this link (because of their attendance at the Estate Open Day, where SEED had a stand), others were surprised at the quality of the compost they had seen and its lack of odour. The participants represented a cross-section of gardening experience: some came from families where none of them had ever had a garden or grown their own food; others had some experience; and a few were currently composting and growing their own food.

Many of the participants thought that improving the Estate would be a motivator for people to join the scheme, and some of the participants made the link between food waste and compost for this purpose:

I just want to ask about some kind of garden for the Estate where, you know, maybe some nice flowers around and everyone knows that this is contributing to the beautification of the area or some kind of a fruit garden or something like that so you know that at least what I’m doing is contributing to the beautiful environment in the area. [resident]
Others felt that the scheme might have more limited appeal and may be more effective if targeted at those who are already recycling, composting or interested in growing their own food or flowers.
At the second project workshop, held with residents in November 2009, the provision of compost was flagged up as an area where service delivery needed improvement. Participants were unaware how they could obtain compost produced by the recycled food waste and believed this would frustrate and de-motivate residents. In January 2010, the first tonne of Maiden Lane compost had been produced and seasoned and was ready for use. 

With the promise of more compost on its way, the research team held a workshop with residents, to discuss in detail how the compost produced by the Rocket should be used.  
4.1. Workshop four: designing food growing
The fourth Food Loop co-design workshop was held at the Maiden Lane Community Centre in February 2010 to generate ideas for how the Maiden Lane compost could be used on the Estate, how the green spaces and food-growing could be managed and how the produce could be best used. Workshop activities included a tour of potential growing areas on the Estate and a scenarios-based exercise, in which participants worked in small groups to consider future food-growing models for the Estate and the ways in which these might be managed. Participants were encouraged to think about how different groups of residents (for example, young families or the elderly) might take part in food-growing schemes and what constraints might limit their involvement. They also considered how voluntary involvement in food-growing projects could be managed and potentially rewarded, and who might be best to coordinate and lead such projects. 

The participants developed compelling ideas. There was a sense from the group that although the ideas were strong, they would be difficult to implement without appropriate support (budget and resources) from LBC. 

Participants proposed various suggestions for the development of the Estate’s open spaces, based on the individual characteristics of each area. Two sites in particular, (the roof of the Community Centre and one residential block) which are exposed to sunlight, were considered to be good locations for food-growing. Participants wanted to encourage individual households in these areas to use their balconies and hanging baskets for fruit and vegetables. Installing other facilities, such as a shed for tools and equipment, and new guttering and water butts to capture rainfall across the Estate was also recommended.

More seating around the green spaces was a common suggestion, along with amendments, such as raising the level of flowerbeds to improve accessibility for wheelchair users or those with reduced mobility. Using hardy plants as goalposts for children’s football games was a popular idea, and overall there was a strong emphasis on using planting, with features such as trellises, to create social spaces for residents to visit.

The potential for ‘industrial’ scale agriculture production was also recognised. Participants saw the possibility for the Estate’s open spaces to become ‘food production zones’, where resilient crops such as carrots, potatoes and onions could be grown and crop rotation practiced. Participants also thought that a polytunnel could be installed along the stretch of one long walkway, which could potentially support exotic as well as native fruit and vegetables.

There was much discussion around the place for community involvement in the management of the propositions. Participants suggested a variety of models for engaging the community and successfully managing the spaces. One recommendation was for residents to volunteer their time to work in the green spaces and become involved in decision-making about them, such as planning what to grow. Another option was to establish a gardening club or time bank through which residents would offer their free time. In return, participants would receive gardening training and a share of the produce.
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Figure 11: Examples of ideas for use of green space
Some were in favour of a centrally organised model to manage the growing spaces. They recommended either co-ordinating a group of volunteers or employing a part-time paid member of staff; and also felt it was important to set limits on how many residents could participate in food-growing, based on the number of volunteers co-ordinating them. Another option was for managers (from the existing community centre or social enterprise) to take responsibility for 'core' tasks, such as watering and allow resident volunteers to help with additional tasks.
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4.2. Maiden Lane Celebratory Planting Day, June 2010
The composted material produced by the Rocket composter takes several months to season. As such, it was seven months after food waste collections started that the first compost was distributed to residents. (Prior to this, residents had been able to request compost from the service provider’s existing stockpile but it was not ‘Maiden Lane compost’.)
As part of the ‘celebrate’ section of our project plan, PSI, SEED and LBC planned an event to distribute free compost to Maiden Lane and encourage planting and home food-growing on the Estate. This initial planting was intended to catalyse participation in food growing among residents, and to act as a trial run for more wide-scale food growing projects to see if the space would remain free from vandalism. 
Existing planters on the rooftop of the Community Centre were prepared with a mixture of topsoil and Maiden Lane compost and residents were encouraged to help plant in these new areas. One hundred and twenty seedlings were grown to distribute to residents for free, and the service provider supplied four large sacks of compost and a number of smaller plastic bags to distribute the compost in. A postcard was produced by the research team and distributed to all households in the two weeks before the event, while the event was also advertised on posters and via text message. SEED also created a raised planter from salvaged wood, tall enough to address residents’ concerns about dogs fouling the beds. 
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Approximately thirty residents attended during the day, receiving personalised gardening advice from a City Leaf gardening expert. All 120 of the plants were distributed, along with over seventy one-litre bags of compost and several carrier bags full of compost to more enthusiastic gardeners. Compost was also taken to the local shop where a box of litre bags was set out for shoppers to take for free. The research team made all residents aware of the food waste recycling scheme and encouraged them to handle the Rocket produced compost. 

Climbing beans, spinach and butternut squash were planted in the beds and residents were encouraged to think about organising communal watering and harvesting. The communally planted vegetables were to be treated as a ‘trial run’ of communal planting, as vandalism has been a consistent problem on the Estate. To help prevent vandalism, signs were erected around the plants indicating that the planting was part of a community-led project using Maiden Lane compost. The planting day was seen to be a success by many of the participants.

4.3. Workshop five: Designing the rooftop space

In September 2010, having tested the viability of the Community Centre roof as a community food-growing space with the Planting Day, workshop five was held to design plans for a community garden on the rooftop space. The purpose of the workshop was to plan how the Resident Design Team’s suggestions for the garden could be implemented and to consider how the space would be managed. Representatives from LBC, the Community Centre, the Maiden Lane Gardener and an expert from urban gardeners ‘City Leaf’ attended and contributed to the workshop. The two designs that emerged allocated half the space to food-growing and half to recreation, with an integrated hedgerow or living wall physically separating the two spaces. 
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Figure 13: Photo of roof design                           Figure 14: 3D model of roof design

Based on their experiences on other community gardens in London, City Leaf’s representatives recommended creating individual plots for residents to grow their own produce, supporting residents’ own calls for allotment-style gardens. The physical designs that were developed at the workshop, incorporating details such as fencing to protect from prevailing winds, were added into the 3D model of the Estate to provide a detailed visualisation of the ideas generated, to allow all residents to clearly view the plans being developed. The 3D model was sent to LBC and to the Community Centre to inform further development of the rooftop community garden. 

A useful finding from the meeting about the rooftop space related to perceptions of reused materials. Maiden Lane’s Community Gardener felt that the planter made of reused wood that was installed on the Community Centre rooftop was visually unappealing. He resented the use of salvaged materials and the perception that Maiden Lane was being given second hand, second rate materials and was keen instead for the rooftop space to look new and professionally installed, rather than recycled. 
4.4. Communicating and celebrating the Food Loop

Our work with residents gathered numerous ideas for improving the food waste service or enhancing scheme communications, which were tested and rolled-out across the Estate during the summer months of 2010. During workshops and focus groups, participants identified the need for ongoing communications to promote the scheme. Participants felt that more needed to be done to promote the scheme on the Estate, to ensure all residents know about the Rocket, the food waste collections and the available compost. It was recognised that this needed to go beyond simply leafleting. For example, participants suggested promoting the scheme using Estate ‘champions’ – residents who use the scheme regularly and are willing to discuss the benefits with their friends and neighbours – and by encouraging residents to take part in events which would use the compost. During the summer months of 2010, Food Loop sought to implement some of these suggestions. 

Working in conjunction with LBC, the project team designed a series of new communications materials which were intended for roll-out on Maiden Lane in early June 2010. This communications ‘push’ was intended to raise awareness of the scheme and to increase participation which, at the time, was hovering at 20%. When designing the materials, the project team drew upon input from users, service providers, and supervising bodies. Ideas for communications materials were drawn from participants (in the second and third workshops), the project board (which included representatives from the community centre), the Estate Management Board, the service provider and LBC. Many of the changes made or new materials produced were direct suggestions from participants during our research. We wanted to make sure those residents who have already been taking part in the scheme felt that their efforts were recognised, and want to emphasise the benefits already being realised from the scheme.
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Part two: what we found
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1 Participation in the food waste recycling scheme

1.1 
How many residents took part in the scheme? 
The delivery of food waste caddies by the service provider took place only in daytime hours between 10am and 4pm, which meant many residents were at work, study or otherwise out of the house when the operative visited. The operatives made repeated visits to each home, and reported 183 out of 479 households on the Estate (38% of households) had received food waste caddies by mid-September. 

From the first week of the Rocket’s operation (in September 2009), weekly data on the number of households participating in the project was collected by the service provider. The provider noted every household that set out one or more caddies before 8am on Monday morning. Households that left the caddy out unfilled, or (very rarely) had contaminated food waste were excluded from this data. Participation levels were then reported to LBC on a household-by-household basis, allowing in-depth analysis of the patterns of usage in the scheme. This data was not externally verified, but the data proved to be largely reliable in subsequent research activities (for example recruiting for the focus groups, and the household door-to-door survey).

For the first two weeks of the scheme, until the end of September 2009, the average set-out rate (e.g. people putting their caddies out for collection each week) for those with caddies was 62%, and across the whole Estate was 24%. Although the service provider continued to report this same percentage of households with caddies for several months, our secondary analysis of the participation data suggested inaccuracies in this. 

These inaccuracies, relating to the percentage of households with caddies, emerged when we created maps of the participation data based on the weekly collection records. The collection data recorded every household that set out a caddy each week, and how many they set out. On close observation, it became clear that some households participating in the food waste collection scheme had not been recorded as having received a caddy.  The caddy delivery records were based on three rounds of door-knocking that the service providers had undertaken, as well as occasional further data relating to impromptu deliveries (when for example, a resident requested a caddy). It became clear however that not all of these deliveries had been recorded. We sought to correct these discrepancies by noting the earliest participation date for each unrecorded household and then attributing their caddy delivery to that week (or the closest round of door knocking, if for example, their first participation was in the week following door knocking).

Data also showed a slow decline in the number of households participating during October 2009. Initial reasons identified for this included problems with access and non-collection (stemming from difficulties accessing certain blocks of flats) and the negative impact of the smell from the Rocket. Subsequent research with residents also revealed that some encountered initial problems with the service. 

During the first year of operation, participation in the food waste collection scheme among residents with caddies dropped from initially high levels (as residents dropped out) but rose again towards the end of the year. When evaluating participation, it is important to consider that for a large part of the scheme’s first year less than half the households on the Estate actually had bins. Delivery of food waste caddies by the service provider was slow and hampered by a reluctance to carry out rounds of door-knocking in the evening. By the end of April 2010 (week 32 of the scheme), only 234 of the 479 households on Maiden Lane had food waste caddies. Figure 15 maps the total number of households participating in the scheme, alongside the weeks when caddies were delivered. In this instance, ‘participating’ constitutes the ‘set-out rate’ i.e. the people putting out a caddy for collection every week. Note that by the end of the first year of the scheme, over 100 households remained without caddies. 

As shown in set out rates in Table 3, consideration of caddy delivery dates has a significant impact on the interpretation of set-out rates (defined by WRAP as the numbers of containers that are set out for collection within a target area, divided by the total number of households within that area). The top line of the table shows that set-out rates across the entire Estate (calculated on a week-by-week basis, and aggregated by month) remained close to 20% throughout the first year, rising slightly in the final month as a result of a concerted effort to deliver caddies to all households. However, if the set-out rate is considered alongside when households actually received their caddies (based on the reasoning that a household is only able to participate once they have a caddy), the set-out rate is initially higher: in the first month, over 60% of those who had caddies were using them. 

Table 3: Maiden Lane food waste collection scheme set-out rates (%)
	
	Sept 2009
	Oct 2009
	Nov 2009
	Dec 2009
	Jan 2010
	Feb 2010
	Mar 2010
	Apr 2010
	May 2010
	June 2010
	July 2010
	Aug 2010
	Sept 2010
	Year average

	Monthly set-out rate (%), including households without caddies
	23.7
	19.9
	20.4
	19.6
	18.8
	19.8
	20.5
	18.0
	19.1
	17.5
	18.3
	23.9
	26.9
	20.5

	Monthly set-out rate (%), excluding households without caddies, based on when they received caddies
	62.0
	51.9
	47.3
	42.9
	40.4
	41.9
	41.9
	36.7
	36.8
	32.0
	32.7
	33.0
	32.5
	40.9
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Figure 15: Caddy delivery and number of households participating in food waste collections
Rather than analyse participation on a week-by-week basis (the ‘set-out rate’), WRAP’s definition of participation takes into account the fact that some householders may not set out a collection container on a specific day. Instead participation is defined as the number of households that participate in a waste collection at least once during a three-week period, divided by the total number of households within that area. On this basis, the average participation rate for Maiden Lane during the first year of the scheme was 29.5%. When compared to the targets contractually agreed with LBC (Table 4), the participation rates indicate that the service under-performed during its first year.

Calculating participation on this basis is problematic because the calculations do not take into account when caddies are delivered. If these rates are calculated based on when caddies were delivered (again, based on the reasoning that a household is only able to participate once they have a caddy), the average participation rate during the first year of the scheme was 55.1%. 

The continuing problems with the service and the delivery of caddies were obviously an issue which was hampering the roll-out and success of the food waste scheme. Despite this, the contract provided little scope for enforcement, leaving LBC unwilling to take action against the service provider.
Table 4: Target participation rates as contractually agreed with LBC

	
	Target

	Participation
	· 50% of 479 households participate in waste recycling scheme by end of year 1 (Sept 2010)

· 60% of 479 households participate in waste recycling scheme by end of year 2 (Sept 2011)

	Average waste diversion
	· 3kg per household


It is worth noting that calculating participation based on when caddies were delivered is itself problem free. One issue, for instance, is the lack of data on the number of households who had refused to have a caddy. As mentioned elsewhere in the report, the service provider did not accurately record caddy deliveries that happened between rounds of door-knocking, and also did not provide LBC with information on the number of households who had refused a caddy during door-knocking. Although we know from discussions with the service provider and residents that the number of people who refused a caddy was very low, they are not included in the figures for ‘households with caddies’. This will slightly skew these figures. 
While neither rate is necessarily the more accurate or appropriate, the significant difference between them does highlight the impact of considering caddy delivery dates. This is illustrated in Figure 16, below.
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Figure 16: Maiden Lane set-out rates, across Estate and including only those with caddies

It is notable that the set-out rate (as a percentage of only the households with caddies) declines across the first year of the scheme’s operation. While this could be because residents who had their caddy delivered later in the year were less likely to participate in the scheme, feedback from workshop participants and survey respondents suggested that the drop in set-out rate in the first 10 weeks could be explained by service problems. Participants and respondents reported teething problems with the scheme, such as failed collections from blocks with key-fob entry systems. Although the service provider resolved the issue, we heard anecdotal evidence that those who had been affected did not rejoin the scheme – evidence confirmed by analysis of participation in certain blocks. This also fits within the wider literature, which states that if service users encounter problems in their initial use of the scheme, this can form a lasting negative impression.

Although the sample size was small and despite other limitations (see Appendix 1), the door-to-door survey undertaken on the Estate in February 2010 also suggested differences in attitudes to food waste between those taking part in the collection scheme and those not participating. WRAP defines a ‘Committed Food Waste Reducer’ as someone to whom throwing away food bothers them ‘a great deal’, who goes to ‘a great deal’ of effort in order to minimise the amount of food they throw away and who claims to throw away ‘hardly any’ or ‘none’ WRAP 2010()
. Based on this definition (and taking ‘a lot’ to be synonymous with ‘a great deal’), only nine out of the 92 people who answered the questions on the door-to-door survey can be considered Committed Food Waste Reducers (9.8% of the sample). This is significantly lower than representation across the UK, with data from 2009 suggesting approximately 17% of the population are Committed Food Waste Reducers
.  All nine of these people were taking part in the food waste collection scheme.  Thus this limited survey suggests that residents on Maiden Lane may have had a below average interest in food waste recycling, also affecting the success of the scheme.

It is also difficult to map the impact of the research team’s interventions on the Estate against this kind of graph of participation. Some of the interventions were only rolled out amongst a small group of residents (e.g. the text message reminder service) while others were only one-off interventions intended to maintain participation (e.g. the ‘bigger bags are back!’ message). Many of the communications materials were designed to have a gradual feed-through effect on participation. Although the drop in participation would seem to indicate the failure of these measures, it should be seen against the background of continuous service difficulties. The Resident Design Team and focus group participants emphasised that they had favourable impressions of many of the co-designed measures, but the other problems with the service had built up until they felt they could no longer participate. This gradual attrition can be seen in the set-out rates for households with caddies.

While the majority of the data utilised in this report was collected by the research team as part of this project, some additional data was made available to us by LBC. This included:

Weight of food waste collected from households
Each month of the Rocket’s operation (from September 2009), the food waste provider estimated the average amount of food waste collected per caddy. This was estimated by weighing ten randomly-selected caddies, and averaging the weight. The robustness of this data is not clear. It was collected by the service provider and not externally verified. The average weight which the collections remained at for most of the project (4.5kg per participating household per week) is high for a food waste collection scheme.

Weight of municipal waste collected from the Estate

LBC’s existing waste service provider on the Estate also provided two annual measurements of the amount of recyclable and non-recyclable waste taken from the Estate (in April 2009 and April 2010). This was not based on weight but on volume. This provided a baseline for measuring whether the level of overall municipal waste had significantly declined during the course of the Food Loop project.
Although the service provider was contractually required to provide LBC with weekly data on household participation, the data was not provided in a way which aided easy analysis. As such, the research team undertook a considerable amount of additional data processing, to be able to make full use of the detailed information. WRAP provide clear guidance for local authorities and service providers (see WRAP, 2010) but the advice regarding data collection (for instance, WRAP’s example spreadsheet format) was not followed by the service provider, nor required by LBC. With hindsight, LBC’s Sustainability Officer recognised during interview that this was problematic. 
1.2 
How did participation vary across the Estate? 

Analysis of participation by block revealed that participation varied widely across the Estate, ranging from over 50% in one block to as low as 8% in others (see Figure 17). It is unclear exactly why participation varies to this extent though, based on our research and observations, a number of reasons are likely. Based on discussions with residents during focus groups and workshops, participation in the scheme appears to have been easier for those living in houses or maisonettes than those in blocks of flats. While participants living in the latter were able to leave caddies outside of their front doors during the week, those in flats had to remember to put their caddies outside their doors on Sunday nights
 and some did not have an outside space to store the caddy. Several of the blocks of flats had entryphone access points and, although these are supposed to be open at certain times every morning, the service operatives reported occasional difficulties accessing some blocks. 
Another possibility is that participation was affected by residents’ attitudes towards LBC and their receptiveness to a council-run scheme. The two blocks on Maiden Lane with particularly low participation (8%) are those that were, at the time of the project, involved in the potential demolition as part of the Estate regeneration.  It may be that those living in these blocks were more resistant to the scheme, though our data were unable to verify this.

During workshops, participants enjoyed learning how their block’s performance compared to other blocks, using maps like that in Figure 17, and were in favour of the use of block competitions to encourage participation. Future projects should consider how participation data might be used to aid communication campaigns, and ensure that it is collected in a way which aids this from the outset (Nomura et al, 2010).  
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Figure 17: Average set-out rate across Maiden Lane, by block

1.3
How did participation compare with other schemes?

While the participation data is itself important, particularly because it highlights the problem with scheme drop-out, it also provides an opportunity to consider how Maiden Lane compares to other food waste collection schemes. In order to do this, comparative data (kindly provided by WRAP’s local authority team) is used. In providing the data, WRAP stressed that it was difficult to directly compare schemes because the trial areas vary in deprivation levels and turnover, and because the set-out and participation levels were recorded in-house and not in the standard WRAP method. They also added that higher performing flats’ schemes tend to have twice-weekly collections, which can add significantly to costs. It should also be noted that data does not necessarily represent the first year of schemes’ operation so is not entirely comparable with our figures from Maiden Lane.

When examining the data from other schemes, it is apparent that the targets set by LBC for the Maiden Lane service provider (50% of households on the estate participating by the end of the first year of operation, and 60% of households by the end of the second year of operation) were ambitious. The other schemes all have levels of participation that vary between 40% and 59%.

Table 4: Comparative performance data from other food waste collection schemes
	Scheme
	Area
	Start date
	Frequency
	Containment provided
	Presentation data

	Yields (kg/hh/wk)

	City of London
	Middlesex St Estate, deprived wards, 3000 hhs
	Oct 2006
	Two collections each week
	10 litre solid caddies,

Liners on request
	Set out 42%, participation 49%
	0.75

	ELCRP, Hackney
	Nightingale Estate, 1080 hhs
	Jan 2004
	Once a week
	10 litre caddies, free liners on request. EM Bokashi powder supplied.
	59% participation (2005)
	0.88

	Glasgow, Dumbarton Rd

Corridor Enterprise

Trust
	Dumbarton Rd, 602 hhs, noted high turnover of residents
	Sept 2008
	Two collections per week
	10 litre vented kitchen caddy, initial supply of liners. Liners available on request thereafter
	50% participation
	0.8

	Aardvark Community Composting Lambeth
	5799 hhs on 15 estates in Lambeth
	Nov 2006
	Once a week
	10 litre caddies and roll of 50 liners. Liners replaced by crew on request
	Set out 29%, participation 40%
	0.33

	Scheme
	Area
	Start date
	Frequency
	Containment provided
	Presentation data
	Yields (kg/hh/wk)

	Maiden Lane (WRAP) – figures as a percentage of all households
	479 hhs, deprived, high turnover of residents
	Sept 2009
	Once a week
	10 litre caddies, free liners on request. EM Bokashi powder supplied.
	Set-out rate 20.5%, Participation 29.6%


	1.01

	Maiden Lane (WRAP) figures as a percentage of households with caddies.
	479 hhs, deprived, high turnover of residents
	Sept 2009
	Once a week
	10 litre caddies, free liners on request. EM Bokashi powder supplied.
	Set-out rate 40.9%, participation 55.1% (based on caddy delivery)
	1.01


2 Effectiveness of the co-design process with residents
One of our broad project hypotheses was that, like any service, a food waste service would operate more effectively if designed in collaboration with those who use the service. Here we discuss the value of the co-design approach, and the way in which it helped glean insights on the do’s and don’ts of delivering local waste services.

2.1
Co-designing communications with residents
Project activity began on Maiden Lane when we worked with the Resident Design Team to design the leaflets and other communications materials that would be distributed across the Estate as part of the food waste collection scheme launch. Based on evidence showing that tailored communications campaigns are more effective at promoting participation in recycling schemes than non-tailored means (e.g. Enviros, 2007), the aim of this collaborative production process was to maximise the appeal of the materials. In keeping with the iterative nature of action research and co-design methodologies, once designed the leaflets were revised after a year of use, incorporating further feedback and suggestions from residents. Art-work developed by children of the Resident Design Team during parallel workshops was also used in later communications materials, such as labels for bags of compost (see Part one, section 4.4). 
Those spoken to during the scheme’s launch day were positive about the communications materials designed with the Resident Design Team and most of those we spoke to (18 of the 23 who had received caddies) said they had read the information and all thought that the information in the leaflets was clear. This suggested that the co-created communications materials had been well received by those with caddies.

During workshop discussions, members of the Resident Design Team were pleased with the final instruction leaflet.  Those that had received the leaflet felt that it was clear and easy, and several reported that they had kept it on display in their kitchens. The participants who had not been to the earlier workshop (and therefore were not involved in the leaflet’s design) echoed these views: It made you understand how to do it, you know, and what the waste was, what you had to do, what you achieved from it [resident]. 
Having had a chance to use the final leaflet, workshop participants could not think of anything they thought was missing though some were disappointed that LBC’s logo was so prominent. It was suggested that residents themselves should promote the service because other residents would be wary of the Council’s involvement in the scheme: 
I think we should talk to our neighbours about the benefits of the scheme because anything that the Council, in fact when you said we’re not from the Council people are like they’re not the Council, anything the Council is saying people have become very, very wary of the Council. [resident]
Focus group participants echoed these views and reported finding the leaflet easy to use. Several reported keeping their cardboard insert, and two had passed their leaflets on to neighbours so they could also learn how to use the collection scheme. One of the focus group participants spoke little English but had found the instructions ‘very easy’ to follow. 

During the final evaluation workshop, the Resident Design Team was very enthusiastic about the re-designed communications materials and felt it was a significant improvement on leaflets ordinarily used by the service provider. The inclusion of images and quotes from residents were seen as a benefit because it showed that residents had been involved in the design of the materials and that the scheme had the support of those living on the Estate. All of the Resident Design Team were enthusiastic about the use of photos of residents on the materials, stressing the links it made to the local community.

The Resident Design Team members also referred to the leaflets as ‘ours’ indicating they felt a sense of ownership over the leaflets (though also confirming their views are unlikely to be representative of all residents). Several of the Resident Design Team believed that through their participation in the design workshops they had become local ambassadors for the scheme, talking to friends and neighbours about it and encouraging them to take part. 

Although the involvement of residents in the design of the materials appears successful, an important observation from our project overall is the need for ongoing communications campaigns. While existing literature from WRAP shows that communications campaigns in isolation are not sufficient to maintain or increase participation in food waste collection services, effective communications can be important in a successful package of interventions. WRAP’s Food Waste Collection Guidance suggests that ‘for promoting a new service, authorities should allow a budget of £1.50 per household’ (WRAP, 2009: 39), suggesting Maiden Lane should have required a communications budget of just over £700. Despite LBC allocating more than twice this amount, the Officer responsible for the scheme felt that the budget and resources required for communications were significantly underestimated: ‘It is a big massive exercise communicating the scheme, actually yes the service delivery is really important, make sure that’s right but getting the message across is really important and I think a bigger budget for that would have been better’. Rather than requiring simply ‘Pre-launch Communication’ and ‘New Service Communication’ (as WRAP suggest), the need for ongoing communications activity was instead identified: ‘It’s constant almost; it’s constant communication as well’ [LBC Officer]. During one of the focus groups, this view was echoed by participants:

R1: You’ll have to do repeated efforts to get people involved.  An initial drive doesn’t always get as many people

R2: People just think it’s another piece of paper

2.2. Working with residents to improve the food waste service

Following its launch, our project sought to use collaborative, design-led processes to iteratively improve the delivery of the food waste collection scheme. We used a variety of methods and approaches, including the shadowing of operatives, and the process of service blueprinting, to gain insight into opportunities for intervening in a way that would improve operations.
During the workshops and focus groups many insights were gathered about the way people on the Estate were using the new food waste collection service, what they felt was good and bad about it, and where improvements might be made. 
The discussions with participants of workshops and focus groups highlighted many ways in which people had found their own solutions to problems, which enabled them to carry on participating in the scheme. For example, one participant explained how she overcame the problem of small caddy liners by taking the time to meticulously stretch the caddy liner:

…Do you know what I do ... I go around and stretch it.  It does work and it fits all right.  I go round little by little and stretch it and it fits exactly.  Just stretch it. [resident]
Similarly, those with balconies explained how they moved their caddies outside if the caddy began to smell or used non-biodegradable bags if they ran out of caddy liners, though admitted this was not an ideal solution because carrier bags tend to have holes in the bottom. Others had found their own ways of keeping their caddy outside while collecting food waste in the kitchen:

My mum leaves it in her garden and when she’s cooking, what she does ... you know those Celebrations, the chocolates, the big round things, she uses that when she’s peeling and then she goes into the garden and sticks it in and then comes back, washes her little Celebration tin out and leaves it there to dry. [resident]
One participating resident had set-up an alarm on his mobile phone to remind him to put the bin out, while another suggested a pager would be useful to help him remember. Collectively these ‘coping mechanisms’ suggest a number of useful ways that the scheme could be made easier for others to use. 

Listening to the various issues that participants had found with the service, as well as the solutions that they had created for themselves, the project team was able to identify and design several interventions based on their ideas.  
In some instances, interventions were implemented almost immediately. For example, during focus groups, participants complained about the smaller-sized caddy liners which had recently been delivered and insisted that these needed replacing with bigger alternatives. (One resident opted out of one focus group at the very beginning, but handed in his caddy to the project team explaining that the new small caddy liners were the final straw). The project team fed back these complaints to LBC and the service provider, which explained that a mistake had been made by their suppliers of liners. The ‘Bigger bags are back’ notes were left on caddies within a week of this problem being reported. In other cases, interventions took longer to implement, or were felt by the Resident Design Team to have been ineffective because the service provider failed to act on them. For example, workshop participants helped with the testing of the Request Dial, but when they were produced it became apparent that not everyone had received one, while several who had used them reported that their requests had been ignored. 

… they’re not listening to instructions that are on the elastic bands, they are not ... you put the elastic band if you want the Bokashi powder, if you need extra bags, if you need compost and they are not doing what you ask for and then they’ll put everything back to zero for you. [resident]
Though some improvements have been made to the scheme following participants’ feedback – for example, caddy liners are now being delivered through letter boxes rather than left in emptied caddies – a number of other suggested measures remain unimplemented. For example, at the end of the first year of the scheme and despite a commitment from the service provider to do so, evening door-knocking had still not taken place on the Estate. This meant that not all households had caddies. Similarly, participants talked consistently about having some kind of central ‘drop-off’ point, where caddy liners could be taken once they were full, but in spite of repeated attempts to convince the Council to install drop-off points, this was never implemented due to financial constraints.

2.3. How did the co-design process impact on service delivery?

While the service provider and model of service delivery had been decided prior to residents’ involvement, co-designing elements of the service delivery and many of the communications materials provided a clear way for members of the Resident Design Team to have an influence on a service which they used and, over the course of the project, Resident Design Team members were able to see their ideas and design decisions being rolled out across the Estate. It was this tangible evidence, and the sense that they had a say in how the food waste scheme was operating, that members of the Resident Design Team felt were some of the benefits of participating in the co-design process.
The Resident Design Team expressed disappointment that participation in the scheme had remained relatively low (ranging from 18% to 30% across the entire Estate during the first year of operation) but felt sure that this related to the delivery of the service. They cited various continuing problems: caddy liners being too small, or not delivered; the service provider only conducting door-knocking during daylight hours, meaning residents who worked during the day never received a caddy; a lack of clarity on whether residents could get compost and how; and only small quantities of compost being delivered. Despite the project’s best efforts, and despite participation rates increasing towards the end of the scheme’s first year, reports from the Resident Design Team at the final evaluation workshop confirm that the delivery of the service proved problematic throughout. 

Participants who took part in the Research Design Team recognised a reticence on the part of the service provider to implement the changes they had developed but felt that their concerns and ideas had been listened to. This feedback from users was identified as a major benefit arising from the iterative nature of the research:

You get feedback. You know what’s working and what’s not working. You believe that your voice is being heard like you are hearing but [the service provider] aren’t listening to us.  But at least we know that we have someone who’s like a go between who is also interested in the things that we’re interested in. [resident]
The effectiveness of the co-design process was limited by not having the service provider’s full buy-in, as greater participation from the service provider might have further developed the design changes trialled in the scheme. The participation data over the course of the project demonstrates a gradual increase in participation among the Estate residents, but it is not possible to distinguish whether this increase is a direct result of the design solutions implemented.
While WRAP offers a wealth of guidance for those looking to establish waste services and offers some limited guidance on considerations for the contractual details of such services (e.g. WRAP, 2009: 42 – 44), less guidance is available regarding the details of such contracts, such as hours of operation or provision during holidays:
It would have been really, really useful to have some, even some sort of precedent in terms of specification for a project like this, we took a standard specification of a completely different contract, yes it was collecting waste, it was collecting recycling but you know for a Borough wide scheme of you know thousands of households, completely different to what’s required locally. [LBC Officer]
The project on Maiden Lane highlighted the importance of what may seem like unimportant details (such as ensuring communications activities take place outside of working hours) and the need for these to be carefully considered during contractual negotiations. LBC’s Sustainability Officer identified this iterative approach to service provision, and the fresh perspective offered by a constant focus on evaluation and improvement, as one of the project’s benefits.

2.4. The impact of co-design on the Resident Design Team

The co-design process was particularly valuable for those who were directly involved in it, namely the Resident Design Team. Their buy-in and their sense of satisfaction in feeling they were making a difference and having a positive influence on their Estate provides scope for positive word of mouth and resident-led communication about the scheme and the co-design process. It was difficult to evaluate the influence that the Resident Design Team had on the project and the overall participation rates, but there is some qualitative evidence that the impact of the Resident Design Team was positive: for example, focus group participants were positive about one of the Resident Design Team members featuring on the cover of the scheme information leaflet.

The Resident Design Team suggested that their participation in the project meant that they felt differently about the food waste scheme: 
Q: 
Do you think that you feel different about the scheme to other people on the Estate? Do you think that being involved in the leaflet made you feel differently?
R:
Yes, I think when you have that background and understanding, you have some connection with it, so it’s not like some others who have just been told about it, who just go along with it. For you, you have that passion about it having been involved in it. [resident]
In addition, and importantly, the Resident Design Team felt that their involvement also added legitimacy to the project more broadly, even for those with no direct involvement:

Q:
 Do you think it makes a difference to them [other people on the Estate] to know that some residents are involved in that process rather than it just being a council-led scheme?
R: 
I think it does because you can actually talk to them about it and you can persuade them in some sort of a way if you keep going to them saying ‘okay this is what they’re doing are you interested in it blah blah?’ ... I think it does ... at least they know that there’s some people on it and eventually they may come round to it but if they realise ... if they think it’s council-led then they’ll say ‘okay another money-making scheme, I’m not going to get involved’. [resident]
The Resident Design Team recognised that not everyone living on Maiden Lane would want to get involved in such schemes and that a ‘hard core’ of people would see services like waste and recycling to be the responsibility of the Council. 
During our final evaluation workshop, members of the Resident Design Team reflected on their feelings about the scheme throughout its operation, with many recalling positive feelings in the run-up to its introduction. Several of the benefits of the scheme that the group anticipated at the first workshop, including keeping food waste from landfill, using food waste for something productive, and saving trips to the refuse bins or an outdoor compost bin, had materialised, with members of the Resident Design Team maintaining their belief that the scheme was a good idea. In addition, participants talked about the local environmental benefits of the scheme, both through the improved appearance of the Estate and a (perceived) reduction in vermin. During discussions, members of the Resident Design Team suggested that most residents on the Estate should have heard about the scheme. All but one of the Resident Design Team who attended the final evaluation workshop was still participating in the food waste scheme. 

9. Effectiveness of service delivery
9.1 The value of a service design approach

The design-led processes implemented led to various observational insights such as, simply, the importance of good service design. Through our design workshops and focus groups we repeatedly heard participants describe how small problems in the service led them to drop out of using it. For example, participants told us of occasions when caddies were not collected, or liners were too small to fit in the caddy, or were difficult to open.  When faced with such issues, some participants were unsure about how to contact the service provider, while others called the number provided and left a message, with no certainty that their problem had been acknowledged. For those more committed to the scheme, these problems with the caddies were small and surmountable. For others they combined to make participation too difficult. An example of this is well illustrated in the discussion below, which took place between two focus group participants who had stopped using their caddies:

R2: 
Well the thing is once it gets ... they’re not very big the bags and they don’t sort of ... you can’t seal it into the box and then clip the lid down because then it all tears and then as I say what happened once where there was quite a bit of food in there the whole thing disintegrated into the bucket so I was think ‘oh God ...’ so I tipped that into another carrier bag and then you’ve got to wash all that bucket out as well so ... you can’t put too much in there so once that’s full I just throw it into the normal bin...
R1: 
Yes and you can’t push it down to make space...
R2:
…And it starts to degrade that bag ... and they’re very hard to open as well ... ten minutes trying to find which end is the bit that opens and I’m like ‘oh God I think this is a duff bag.’ [laugh].
Similarly, the way in which seemingly small problems can trigger a chain of events that prevent participation altogether was well summarised by this participant:

Yes we didn’t put it out one week but then the bin was out but there was no rubbish in it because we were on holiday and we haven’t had any bags since because we didn’t put anything in the bag so they think that we don’t require any bags but now we can’t put any waste out because we haven’t got bags for it. [laugh] [resident]
During focus groups, participants who had stopped using the collection scheme tended to suggest improvements to the service when discussing ways of increasing participation, including: larger caddies, better caddy liners, more frequent collection, drop-off points, better information provision (on how to get compost) and easier contact with the service provider.
A second important insight was that even when a scheme is tailored to a small locality (e.g. one housing estate), varied housing types make it difficult to design a service that suits everyone. Through the co-design process it became apparent that the ‘one size fits all’ model of service provision by no means did ‘fit’ all residents: many of the problems that residents reported encountering with the scheme (for example, finding that the caddy was too small and filled up too quickly) were associated with personal circumstances, such as having larger families or living in flats rather than houses with gardens. This was evident in discussions in focus groups. Although one service model will never suit all its users, the inflexibility of the food waste collection service was exacerbated by the mixed nature of Maiden Lane’s housing, ranging from one-room bedsits to four-bed houses with gardens. This may suggest that there is a need for waste services to include even a limited amount of flexibility (for example, through the provision of two alternative-sized caddies, or different collection arrangements for flats and houses) in schemes.

Despite all these benefits, it is important to recognise the limitations imposed by the fact that neither residents nor the service provider were involved in the Rocket project from its initial inception. Had a truly collaborative approach to service design been possible, residents would have worked with LBC throughout the initial discussions about installing a Rocket composter on Maiden Lane, and during subsequent decision-making processes (for example, during the identification of a site of the Rocket). 

It is impossible for us to analyse the impact of this on our project overall. Given that we only ever worked with a relatively small number of residents, our Resident Design Team, it is not clear how much legitimacy their involvement would have added to earlier decisions. However, we would argue that had residents been able to decide where the Rocket was located, subsequent problems caused by the smell of the machine may have been reduced. Similarly, had the service provider been involved at an earlier stage, they may have felt greater buy-in and been more willing to take part in our workshops (though we would maintain that other factors also contributed to their non-engagement, as discussed in  the 

Project Scale and Limitations
 section.
3.2. A collaborative approach to service provision 

At our final evaluation workshop, the Resident Design Team emphasised how much they had enjoyed taking part in the workshops. The group said they had enjoyed the ‘hands-on’ nature of the activities in the workshops, comparing them favourably with other consultations that had taken part on the Estate. The majority had never taken part in such exercises with LBC and believed that the workshops had adopted a more consultative approach than other methods used in the past. Participants felt there had been few previous attempts to involve them in decisions relating to waste services: 
Yes, you don’t really have the choice … it’s like ‘this is what we’re doing, this is when it’s going to start from ... and you have to abide by it’.  It’s not like you’re actually consulted, it’s like you’re told. [resident]
The view was shared by LBC’s Sustainability Officer, who felt it ‘made sense’ for a more iterative approach to be adopted: ‘that’s the way it sort of should be, that you don’t just kind of dump the service, set it up and say this is how it’s going to run for the next two years.’ Though Maiden Lane is supposed to have tenant management through the Estate Management Board (EMB), council officers and residents (including a member of the EMB) recognised that the Board has not been operating effectively in recent years and that residents are not given opportunities to feed back on local service provision. 

Council officers also recognised that both councils and residents needed to be open to new ideas:

So the recommendation to councils is to have an open mind and to be open to new ideas for involving residents.  It’s not... I think there’s still a fear that when you give power to local people to co-design things, it’s all going to go terribly wrong but it’s...it’s a “we know best” mentality.  I think that’s on all sides involving councils, social organisations, and the customers [residents].  A middle line needs to be drawn and practically worked through in design projects. [LBC Officer] 
The co-design process also enabled the project team to construct a detailed service blueprint of the food waste collection scheme. A blueprint is a way of visually mapping service so that it can be replicated elsewhere, but it also proved to be a valuable tool in identifying problem areas with the service and in re-designing those phases or points of contact that required it. The blueprint was also a useful tool in meeting with other stakeholders, such as the Council officers. It facilitated discussions about their areas of concern with the scheme, and helped explain how the residents interacted with the various stages of the service. In this way the blueprint proved a valuable way of thinking about user engagement across different aspects of the project.

10. Effectiveness of linking food waste and food-growing

The second main hypothesis we sought to explore through our project activities and research was that the best way to get people to care about food waste is by making the local benefits of recycling and composting visible. The aim, by establishing a ‘food loop’ whereby food waste was processed and composted entirely on site, was to reframe food waste as a valuable and tangible local resource that in turn could be used to grow food. Here we consider how successfully this link between food waste and food-growing was made, and the impact of this link on scheme participation.

10.1 How successful was the linking of food waste and food-growing?

Co-design processes were used beyond the modification of the food waste collection scheme, to design the rooftop space that would be used for food-growing with the compost produced. This use of co-design, to create plans for a specific space, was effective in ensuring all the participants’ ideas were incorporated. Through a workshop, which used scale plans of the space it was possible to gather information about what aspects of the space and which activities were important to different user groups on the Estate. The process of sharing these ideas and collectively mapping them onto the space ensured that the residents’ varied needs could be met.
The reframing of food waste as a productive resource resonated with the residents that we spoke to during focus groups, as did the framing of food waste recycling in terms of local benefits. During discussions with both the Resident Design Team and other residents on the Estate, the importance of the food waste scheme’s local benefits came to the fore, with residents suggesting that the local use of the compost helped ‘validate’ the scheme: 
If it was just going to be taken off the estate and used elsewhere in sort of ... like the local park or some other sort of local council area, people wouldn’t feel like it was they were benefitting in any way particularly. [resident]
Although the fact that it doesn’t actually leave the estate ... it works towards it, so I mean whether it’s selling the compost to earn money to do projects or just making it pretty it’s a motivator, this is home, this is where we all live, we want it to be nice and do anything we can to make it nicer and, you know, it’s not that big a hassle, it’s not a big deal and it’s ... like once you get into it it just becomes habit so I mean it benefits where we all live. [resident]
One member of the Resident Design Team identified the ‘enlightenment’ of seeing the food waste emerge as compost as a highlight of being involved in the project:

Q:
Anything you particularly liked?

The enlightenment.  Knowing that food can actually ... actually seeing the compost ... when you put it in the bin you see it as food waste but actually seeing it come out as compost I think that was a great event I should say, it was like ‘Yes! Achievement!’ [resident]
However, during our focus groups, it was clear that initial communications efforts aimed at linking the food waste collections with food-growing on the Estate had not been as effective as hoped and that, over the first six months of the scheme, it had not been made clear to residents how they could actually obtain compost. This can be partially attributed to the failure of the service provider to advertise the availability of compost for fear of being over-subscribed.
The majority of focus group participants (both those taking part in the scheme and those who had dropped out) remembered first hearing about the scheme when their caddies were delivered or from publicity prior to the scheme launch. Participants reported reading about the food waste scheme in the Estate Management Board (EMB) newsletter, as well as in the Maiden Lane Link (the Council’s Estate newsletter). Despite this, there was a sense that scheme publicity had focused externally at the expense of promotion on the Estate itself:
R1: 
It was never really publicised that much was it? ‘Cause I just got a knock on the door one day...there was no sort of newsletters or…
R2:
’Cause it was quite it was publicised quite widely sort of outside of the estate I know it was in the Camden News and in the local papers and you know?
Though nearly all of the focus group participants understood that the food waste collected was turned into compost, they were less clear about what then happened to the compost or how they could get hold of it themselves:

It’s a little bit unclear as to once you send your food waste out we know it goes into this rocket machine for composting but what happens to the compost and how do we access that or where is that compost going ... so it’s like the next step in the chain, we’re unsure the end thing. [resident]
This supported the findings of the door-to-door survey (carried out in February 2010), during which 24 of the 67 residents taking part in the food waste scheme did not know what happened to the food waste collected on Maiden Lane. 

During the focus groups, none of the residents who had stopped taking part in the scheme knew that they could request compost from the service provider, nor what was happening to the compost from the Rocket. Two reported particular annoyance at this, as they felt the compost was something they had been ‘promised’ when the scheme began (for example, the introductory letter told residents ‘Anyone who takes part in the scheme can get a share of compost for free’). This lack of clarity about what was happening to the compost led to some suspicions that the compost might be being used elsewhere, outside of the Estate by the Council: 
I’ll be annoyed if they’re selling it without us getting our bit for the bit we did do. [resident] 
In contrast, several of the focus group participants who were taking part in the collection scheme knew they could get compost and knew how to obtain it (or had already done so).
Residents in all three of the focus groups (participants in the scheme, non-participants and drop-outs) were enthusiastic about the use of the compost around the Estate. Even if they were sceptical about the collection scheme itself, they believed that others would appreciate seeing the compost in use locally as well as being offered to residents for private use. Our communications activities during the summer of 2010 and the Planting Day organised on the roof of the Community Centre were aimed at reinforcing this link between the food waste and the local use of compost. 

At the final evaluation workshop in November 2010, members of the Resident Design Team emphasised the importance of the compost being available locally and free if participation was to continue increasing:  

I think we’ll notice as people see a greener estate and more of these flower beds, public flower beds, being used and looking nice they’ll be a lot more appreciation for the benefit of the scheme.  It’s a little early days to actually see the delivery of that. [resident]
The Resident Design Team had mixed feelings about communal food-growing on the Estate. They agreed it was a good idea, particularly because it provided residents with an affordable source of food in a difficult financial climate, and several of the Resident Design Team had collected and eaten spinach grown on the Community Centre roof. There were some concerns though that, without management, the food would not necessarily be fairly distributed: 
I never managed to scrag a courgette because although I keep an eye on them to wait ... I’ll be watching one waiting and thinking ‘oh next week it will be just about big enough to cut’ and I’ll go back next week and someone will already have got it before me. [resident]
One resident, who stopped attending project workshops but whom we interviewed at the end of the project, worried that being seen harvesting food from a communal area would mean they were seen as ‘stingy’: 
Straight up, if I was up there getting green beans I would be called everything, I would be slated like you wouldn’t believe and I would just think is it worth the grief of your mates? [resident]
While she remained sceptical about the growing of food on the Community Centre roof, she had used compost to grow her own food and still said she thought the scheme was environmentally a ‘brilliant idea’. 

There are parallels here with the concerns of the community gardener, who was worried about the look of recycled materials when constructing raised beds in the community garden and favoured instead new materials that looked smart. Efforts to encourage reuse or the consumption of home-grown food should consider how these may be viewed differently by those on lower incomes or for whom the aesthetics and symbolic value of something ‘new’ or bought might be important. 
10.2 Residents’ experiences of the food waste collection scheme

Enthusiasm for the food waste recycling scheme among the residents spoken to at the launch day was high. When asked about future participation, nearly all of those we spoke to (23 out of the 24 residents who responded) and many of the residents surveyed reported being keen to reduce food waste, with 18 out of 25 residents saying that food waste bothered them ‘a lot’ or ‘a fair amount’. Without prompting, 17 of the 27 residents we spoke to said that they felt the introduction of the scheme was ‘good’, ‘very good’ or ‘brilliant’, and two of the others felt ‘happy’ about the scheme being introduced. 

During our focus groups, both participating residents and those who had stopped using the scheme reported that they were initially positive about the scheme, with few having reservations about the new service. It was also clear from discussions with participants at focus groups and workshops that, though some concerns about the scheme were well founded (e.g. the smell from the Rocket), the worries voiced by the Resident Design Team at our first workshop had not materialised. Participants agreed that the food waste caddies themselves did not smell, that there had been no noticeable increase in vermin on the Estate (with some participants actually perceiving a decrease), and that the caddies did not take up too much room in kitchens. This is in line with the findings of other research projects, which found that initial concerns about a food waste service often disappeared once users had tried the service for themselves (see, for example, Brook Lyndhurst 2009)
.

Although we only spoke to three residents who had chosen not to take part, their reasons for not taking part were quite different. One of the residents was amenable to taking part but admitted that she just had not been motivated enough to do so, suggesting she had not had time to find out about the scheme properly. The other was strongly opposed to having ‘dirty’ food in his home. He felt that few people on the Estate used the municipal waste facilities correctly and was very sceptical about the scheme operating well, if ‘you’ve got people that can’t even put their normal rubbish out’. A third resident, who popped into one of the meetings (to drop off his caddy because he never used it), explained that he didn’t use it because he didn’t think he produced enough waste to fill it every week. 

Our secondary analysis of the participation data provided by the service provider identified approximately 80 households across the Estate that began taking part in the food waste collection scheme but which had subsequently ceased participating in the service within its eight months of operation. During discussions with those who no longer used the scheme, the reasons given for dropping-out reflected the problems that residents had encountered during participation. Although some residents cited particularly problems (‘the service’, ‘icky wet box’), participants generally agreed that it was the cumulative effect of several problems that finally meant they stopped using the scheme:

Nah it’s a bit of everything really, the size, the bags and it in the house for a whole week it’s just, it’s too much. [resident]
All those who had stopped participating in the scheme regretted dropping out and felt that it was a ‘shame’ that the scheme was impractical to use. There was a sense that residents wanted to take part and did support the scheme but that they were not being enabled to do so:
What we could give to them it’s just they’re not providing us with the means to be able to give it to them. [resident]
Only one of the participants who no longer used the collection scheme said they would be unwilling to rejoin the scheme; the others agreed they would rejoin the service if appropriate improvements to its delivery were made. 

Smell from the Rocket

Within weeks of operations beginning, complaints from residents about the smell of the machine began to be made to LBC, with odour leaking through several different ventilation routes and affecting residents in housing both opposite and above the Rocket. Complaints to the Council were registered, and measures were taken to minimise this odour (including improvements to internal ventilation systems). In addition, a card was prepared by the project team and sent round to residents living in the vicinity of the Rocket, requesting they contact LBC if affected by odour. 

LBC reported no further complaints from residents, although the door-to-door survey conducted by the research team indicated that smell was still a significant issue, particularly in homes close to the Rocket site. Furthermore, at our second workshop with our Resident Design Team, several residents mentioned an ongoing problem with the smell.
10.3 Motivating participation in the food waste collection scheme  

An important finding from the project overall was that residents’ perceptions of the scheme and their attitudes and determination to take part in the scheme were often closely linked: those who felt positive about the scheme proved more likely to persevere with the service even when they felt that the standard of service provision was poor. For example, the members of the Resident Design Team who were the most positive about the scheme when it began were those still taking part in the scheme (and attending Design Workshops) at the end of our project. In contrast, several members of the Resident Design Team, who initially voiced scepticism about the scheme, subsequently dropped out. Similarly, focus group participants who were more ambivalent about the scheme but reported being initially happy to take part, were more likely to drop out and to cite service problems as the reason for this. 

Similarly, several of the focus group participants (who were participating in the scheme) said that food waste was something that they thought about prior to the scheme beginning, because they didn’t like the idea of food being wasted but also because they were aware of its presence when bin bags split on the pavement. Nearly all of these participants claimed they had used the Estate’s recycling facilities prior to the scheme beginning. Focus group participants who were no longer taking part in the scheme were more likely to suggest that food waste was not something they had thought about prior to the scheme beginning, while several also reported not using any of the recycling facilities.
Collectively these observations suggest that although the design of the service was critical, individual levels of motivation were an equally important determinant of participation in the food waste collection scheme. 
Our qualitative research also highlighted the role of social networks and norms in motivating participation in the food waste collection scheme. The influence of word-of-mouth and peer-to-peer communications, for example, was evident during discussions with the Resident Design Team at several workshops. The Resident Design Team reported talking to friends and neighbours about the scheme and encouraging them to participate, while the suggestion of block representatives, who would be responsible for encouraging their neighbours to take part in the scheme, was also supported. Similarly, during focus groups, residents participating in the scheme reported talking to their neighbours about the service and encouraging them to take part, with two residents reporting quite ‘animated’ and ‘heated’ discussions. The participants felt that the focus group discussions would themselves be useful when they talked to friends and neighbours in the future, because they had made participants even more aware of the benefits of the scheme. 
Recommendations from friends about the scheme also clearly affected participation. Several residents we spoke to, in both focus groups, reported starting following encouragement from friends or neighbours:
…when I’d just moved in we noticed one in the garden, just this green bin, this is before I had one delivered ... so there’s an extra one in the garden ... my friend saw it and she went ‘oh you’re so lucky, you’ve got one of those recycling bins’ which I didn’t know what it was then ... and she’s like ‘no they’re really good’ so that’s how I thought ‘okay I’ll start using it once they called.’ [resident]
Our ‘recommend a friend’ scheme, which was planned but never rolled out, was intended to capitalise on the power of peer recommendation.
There were also occasions when the impact of negative word-of-mouth became apparent. This was particularly the case with the problem of the smell from the Rocket; when focus group participants talked about the fact that the Rocket smelled, it was often because friends living near the Rocket had complained to them rather than them smelling it themselves. 

Discussions with participants during workshops and focus groups also made it clear that perceptions of wider Estate participation were important to residents. Those who were participating in the scheme said they thought that most people on the Estate had probably heard about the scheme but that not everyone was using it. The positive impact of perceiving others to be taking part was also highlighted by one resident who had recently moved on to the Maiden Lane Estate:

Q:
Do you think many other people take part in this scheme on the estate?
R: 
I don’t know. I haven’t really seen many bins. At first, when I first moved in I presumed that everyone was doing it because like I say I haven’t lived here long and I thought ‘oh the neighbours have noticed that I’ve moved in so they’ve come round with a bucket’ so I thought it was sort of people did it ... but obviously not.
Q: 
And did that make a difference thinking that?
R: 
I think it does because then, you know, as I say I’m new to this community so it’s a way of everyone meeting people and stuff like that and I did think it was a whole community.
When asked if they thought others on the Estate were taking part, the focus group participants who were no longer taking part in the scheme tended to refer to friends and neighbours who had also stopped taking part. Residents felt that many people had dropped out of the scheme, despite initial enthusiasm:

No I think every… all of them started using it at first, getting excited it was a good idea but then you start to realise the faults like what we’ve just spoke about. [resident]
When asked what made them think other people had dropped out, focus group participants reported seeing fewer caddies outside of flats and felt that the service provider was present on the estate less than they had been initially. When participants had spoken to neighbours about the scheme, this tended to be discussions about problems or stopping use. Similarly, one of the non-participating residents we spoke to was very sceptical that others would take part. 

Although service problems were the main reasons cited by the focus group participants who had stopped using the food waste collection service, there were others who remained sceptical about the food waste collection service. After the final evaluation workshop, we interviewed two residents who had participated in the initial workshops but had not participated in the food waste scheme. Although they gave multiple reasons for not taking part (including having pets that were fed food waste, being lazy and having a dishwasher that separated food waste automatically), both expressed scepticism towards their neighbours’ willingness to take part, as illustrated below:
Oh come on it’s a rundown estate in the middle of North London where kids nick mopeds and dogs poo on the plants it’s not a place you want to be collecting your food waste is it really.
This was a view shared by another non-participant who took part in our focus groups earlier in the year:

If you’ve got people that cannot put their normal rubbish away, how do you expect them to manage food waste? 

11. The benefits & challenges of a multi-partner project
11.1 Using an action-based research approach

LBC Officers, with whom the project worked, agreed that action research provides useful insight that would not necessarily be accessible to local authorities in normal circumstances. In the case of the food waste recycling service, the research team’s segmentation of different service users and subsequent discussions with these different groups (in focus groups), was seen as particularly useful.

Critical to the development of successful relationships with the council officers was their interest and openness to the processes of action research, and personal recognition from both Officers that there was value in the approach. For personal reasons, both had some awareness of action research but felt that others within the Council were more sceptical about its worth. In part, this was attributable to what was seen as a very traditional view of ‘academic’ research, a view which meant Council colleagues felt the research team might not relate to their work at a community level. Similarly, the Officers themselves felt that the project had challenged their own views of research: 
It was also quite sort of reassuring as well because I thought, oh it’s not all about laboratories and sitting in offices, it’s actually going out into the communities and working with people. I’ll go to the Social Research Association, usually their summer events, because I don’t work in research I just take an interest, the researchers were all like “Oh god, oh it must be so nice, you know, being in a community and doing the work and everything else” and I thought ‘Well surely research is about actually being out there and being embedded in the community or the place that you’re studying. You know, it’s not all about sort of sitting behind computer screens and drawing up statistics’. [LBC Officer]
11.2 Working with the local authority

The openness to the work of the research team meant LBC officers saw value in the research methods used by the project and reported a desire to draw on these themselves in the future. Learning about new research methods was identified by both council officers as a benefit of the project, though it was felt council officers would benefit from more guidance on research techniques and consultation methods. 
Resourcing
The downside of this detailed insight was that it undoubtedly created more work for the Officers. This was apparent early on in the project, when the research team repeatedly had to report back to LBC (about smell from the Rocket and in relation to resident-reported problems with the food waste collection scheme). This arose, in part, because of the detailed nature of the research but also because the research team developed close relationships with some residents, which meant they became trusted intermediaries:

I mean like you say actually when you were making the findings and feedback from the workshops … I guess those are the sort of things that we know many of the residents have never really called up and they’ve not really felt like they could say things about the scheme for whatever reason directly to us or through [service provider] so the only way for me to find that out was to do it through the workshops, so I might never have known that and my life would have been easier. [LBC Officer] 
As such, the costs — particularly in terms of the time commitment required from council officers — were highlighted, with the LB Officer admitting that the project had required more of his time than anticipated. Although the project had stayed within budget, greater flexibility and a contingency funding were identified as factors which would have enabled greater efforts to encourage participation, though the possibility of including such a contingency was seen as problematic:  

Contingency in terms of time and costs is quite an interesting, particularly in terms of costing it’s very difficult to do at Council you know you need to set out exactly what’s going to be spent and anything that isn’t contingency is taken back as a saving so trying to keep money aside is quite tricky. [LBC Officer]
Despite the extra work this created, the Officer felt that the scheme had benefited greatly as a result of the research findings. 

Providing a physical presence

The challenge of working with LBC was initially exacerbated by the number of council officers working on Maiden Lane when the project Food Loop started; with four different individuals having remits that included activity on Maiden Lane. The difficulties this posed were significantly reduced with the recruitment of Maiden Lane’s Consultation and Engagement Officer in September 2009, whose appointment consolidated the responsibilities of various other officers who had previously been working on Maiden Lane. 

The Officer explained that a major benefit of their role was being able to spend time on the Estate itself, providing a physical presence and facilitating personal contact with residents and community stakeholders: 
Face-to-face interaction is key I would say, because trying to catch people through email, on the phone, just, you know, end up sort of hitting brick wall.  [LBC Officer]. 
Although the Maiden Lane Community Centre provided an invaluable contact point, the project team often had similar problems contacting staff and volunteers. 
Communicating with LBC & residents
An important stage in the project’s early development and negotiations with the LBC Housing team was the drawing up of a set of Terms of Reference, which set out clearly how the research and design team would operate on Maiden Lane.  Discussions were facilitated by the production of a colour-coded timetable, which set out who we wanted to work with and when.  As LBC’s Sustainability Officer explained: 

So the terms of reference where we sat down and thrashed that out ultimately after two or three tries I think it really helped and that gave us a footing then to go, I think that put their [the Housing team’s] minds at ease because they were concerned that you’d be doing a lot of work on the Estate that would divert people’s attention away from what they thought was the most important thing, which was regeneration. [LBC Officer]
Early on, we learnt the importance of communicating research proposals and workplans effectively and the value of using diagrams to do this. Both LBC Officers recalled a diagram used by the project team to explain research processes: 
I appreciated the brief, the diagram, you’d done, the co-production diagram, that was really useful and it helped me to conceptualise how you were approaching the project’ [LBC Officer].
Given the uncertainty surrounding the continuation of the food waste collection service on Maiden Lane, an important finding relates to the way in which action-based research pilots and trials are communicated to residents.  Although the Maiden Lane food waste collection scheme was originally conceived as a pilot, the Sustainability Officer felt that this message had ‘got lost’ while the project was being communicated.  Had the initial communications been clearer about the fact that the food waste scheme was a pilot, and that the long-term continuation of the scheme depended on resident participation, the potential for continuing the scheme beyond the pilot project might have been better understood by residents. 
Providing continuity 
Given the history of waste collection services on Maiden Lane and the fact that a door-to-door recycling service was withdrawn from residents after just two years; residents reported how disheartening it was to have several Council-initiated projects come and go on the Estate, with many only lasting between one and two years. The residents were keen for the Council to support projects where the start-up costs had already been invested.
We’ve also seen too many schemes, particularly council delivered ones where they get to the point of consultants are brought in and start to run the projects but nothing actually gets physically delivered so all we as tenants see is another sort of waste of public funds which we perceived as our rent money for not a lot happening and that’s disenfranchising as well I think. [resident]
The residents talked about the impermanence of many Council or civil society initiatives on the Estate. They believed that many of the interventions on the Estate (e.g. days where corporate volunteers come to the Estate to clean up an area or improve the greenery) were positive but stressed how difficult it was to get residents involved in these projects, to keep them going once the Council or the volunteers had finished their work.

The co-design process was found to be useful in countering preconceptions about the efficacy of participating in Council and public service consultations.
Managing relations between LBC and Maiden Lane residents 

One of the major challenges for the project (associated with working so closely with the local authority) arose from the ongoing regeneration work taking place on the Estate (which up until recently involved the possibility of demolition).  The relationship between residents and the Council has historically been difficult (with residents’ perceptions of LBC jaded by the ongoing plans for regeneration, and Estate Management Board meetings characterised by workshop participants as ‘charged’ and ‘argumentative’). At our first workshop in June 2009, it became clear that, despite the Council’s significant financial investment and more recent work on the Estate, residents’ perceptions of LBC were largely negative, with the regeneration plans volunteered as the main downside of life on the Estate:
The only one we do have problem is the nasty council, ‘cause they’re trying to take our home from us. [resident].
This raised concerns about research activity in areas where future resident consultation would be concentrated, as well as concerns that project activity (specifically the improvement of green spaces through food-growing activities) would impact upon Council-planned regeneration efforts. However, whilst members of the Resident Design Team were consistently critical of the Council, they believed that one of the strengths of the research team was because it was neutral and independent (a view supported by LBC as an ‘honest broker’ [LBC Officer] between the Council and residents). 
At our final evaluation workshop, participants talked about a ‘breakdown of trust’ between the Council and Estate tenants and felt that Council-led schemes were likely to be treated with suspicion. Nevertheless, participants suggested that if residents were involved in a scheme, it made it harder for others to criticise. In this way, the co-design process was useful in addressing the breakdown of trust that some residents felt.

Despite the challenging circumstances in Maiden Lane, lack of trust between Council and residents is not unique, and commentators have noted (for example, Demos and Green Alliance 2003) that, although government’s ability to influence behaviour relies heavily on public trust and confidence in the messages that it sends out, people are more likely to turn to trusted intermediaries to cope with the complexities of environmental issues.  Tucker and Douglas (2006) note that this specifically applies to recycling behaviours: although Council endorsement can emphasise authority, some residents might mistrust Councils’ prompts.  
5.2. Working with service providers

A major limitation of the project, picked up on by both the Resident Design Team and other stakeholders, was the project team’s limited ability to affect the delivery of the food waste collection service. Although in some instances this limited agency resulted from circumstances beyond all project partners’ control, it was largely the result of difficulties engaging with the food waste collection service provider.  Although the service provider’s contract specified:
‘The Supplier agrees to work in partnership with Policy Studies Institute & SEED Foundation (Research Team) to help develop a Department for environment, farming and rural affairs (Defra) funded research project.’
It also went on to specify:

‘The Supplier agrees to participate fully in any consultation or evidence gathering required by the Research Team as part of the project as long as there is no disruption to normal service and the Supplier incurs no additional cost or resource pressures as a result of this work.’

No additional time or resources were allocated to involvement in Food Loop, nor was the service provider contractually obliged to attend any events held outside of their normal hours of operation. With hindsight, LBC agreed there would have been value in the service operators being able to claim project workshop attendance as part of the contract, which would have reduced the resource pressures posed by our additional research activities. 

Though the project team was unable to work as closely with the service provider as initially hoped, it is critical to recognise the risks – both perceived and actual – that a project of this nature poses for small operations like the service provider on Maiden Lane. 
Challenges for Service Providers

The in-depth nature of the research and analysis inherent to both action-based research and service design methodologies exposes the operations of service providers to a level of scrutiny which may far exceed that normally expected when delivering standard service contracts (like that of Maiden Lane’s food waste collection scheme). As a result, those responsible for delivering services may find they are subjected to much tougher standards than council officers would normally be able to uphold, or find themselves asked to defend corporate decisions and service delivery models in the face of suggested improvements. In addition, there are clearly commercial sensitivities when any enterprise, be it social or private, is subjected to the detailed analysis which the service provider found themselves under. 

Having said this, these risks present opportunities. In the case of Food Loop, the view of the project team was that the research meant presenting the service provider with detailed data on how the Maiden Lane service could be improved, at a level of detail a small social enterprise is unlikely to ever be able to collect themselves. As such, the project team went to great lengths to convince the service provider of the value of engaging with project activities and there were occasions when the research team’s efforts were valued by the service provider. For example, as a result of additional data analysis of household participation, the research team was able to provide the service provider with details of all of the households that dropped out of the scheme in the first month, allowing targeted door-knocking. Similarly, the ‘request dial’ was designed and trialled in collaboration with service operatives, while the service provider commented on the majority of the printed materials produced by LBC (with input from both residents and SEED) during the course of the project. 
5.3. Working with other groups on Maiden Lane
Although our partnerships with LBC and the service provider were crucial, the extent to which we were able to carry out much of our project rested on the help and support of the staff and volunteers at the Maiden Lane Community Centre. MLCC staff helped us to recruit residents at the very beginning of the project, provided a meeting venue which we relied on throughout the project, and were a constant source of valuable information about everything going on around the Estate. Our work with MLCC did however point towards a number of potential challenges that working with community groups may pose. 

Using local knowledge

Firstly, the importance of recognising local knowledge and expertise and properly valuing this was apparent. For example, although we took care to include Maiden Lane’s Community Gardener in all of our project activities around food-growing, we also invited other external advisors to assist us, such as a gardener from the urban gardening organisation City Leaf. Though City Leaf had already carried out work on Maiden Lane (organised by LBC), it became clear calling on their external expertise was seen as something of a challenge to the existing expertise of Maiden Lane’s Community Gardener. While this was not the case, the project team did not foresee the threat this posed and with hindsight should have been more sensitive to this. 
Coordinating existing groups

Secondly, there was an unusually high number of small groups and organisations active on the Estate, something which LBC Officers felt was particularly unique to Maiden Lane. A crucial early lesson we learnt was the importance of engaging with all stakeholders at the earliest opportunity. 

However, the lack of coordination between existing groups within a community presents a challenge for those wishing to work within the communities. Both residents and interviewees recognised the need for greater coordination of the groups on Maiden Lane; at present, though there are a number of groups making valuable contributions to the Estate, they are limited by a lack of management and resources. Creating a synergy between the groups was identified by both Council Officers interviewed as a challenge. As such, patience, flexibility and determination were identified as key qualities in anyone looking to engage in work with local communities, particularly given the scepticism with which external organisations are often viewed by those within communities like Maiden Lane. 

Interviewees felt that the project team had worked well with stakeholders but recognised that different stakeholders have their own agendas, a problem that is often more acute in tight-knit communities like Maiden Lane.  The project did go some way in improving the connectivity of different groups; the Community Gardener, for example, felt the project was ‘quite helpful for understanding what other people were doing on the Estate’ [MLCC]. While this was clearly never an objective of the project, the fact an external project has served this purpose does highlight a prior lack of coordination among existing activities on Maiden Lane.

Residents felt that the project team had adopted the role of mediators, passing information between residents, the Council and the service provider. It is important to consider this in the context of the long history of fraught resident-Council relations on Maiden Lane. Though we did not always successfully bring together a consensus among all those with a stake in Food Loop activities, the advantage of this was that the research team was perceived as an ‘honest broker’ [LBC Officer] between different groups, facilitating dialogue in a way that might not have been possible had the groups met directly. 
Working with other staff and volunteers
There is no doubt that our work on Maiden Lane was made possible by the support of the staff and volunteers of the Maiden Lane Community Centre (MLCC). However, although community ‘guardians’ like this can provide valuable entry routes into community networks, they are equally able to prevent such entry. Even after the project team had formed good contacts with staff at the Maiden Lane Community Centre, other members of the community were critical of this engagement:

... kept the wrong people informed that keep the information… You kept [name] informed and he keeps everything to himself so he doesn’t pass the information on. [Resident]
As such LBC’s Consultation and Engagement Officer suggested:

...actually getting out there and talking to people on the ground instead of saying ‘who do I need to speak to? [LBC Officer]
The Centre’s extremely slow Internet connection, combined with the fact staff and volunteers often work part-time and irregular hours, meant that email was rarely used as a means of communication. Luckily, the close proximity of Maiden Lane to the offices of PSI and SEED (as well as our lead designer’s scooter) meant the project team was able to visit the Estate frequently and at short notice – a frequent requirement, particularly during prototyping. 
12. The wider benefits of the food waste scheme 
Alongside the direct benefits of participation, in terms of food waste collected and compost produced, the food waste scheme was recognised by participants as having wider benefits for those on Maiden Lane. 

There is some evidence that the food waste collection scheme had a positive impact on attitudes to other forms of recycling on the Estate. Data collected in March 2009 and 2010 shows a marked increase in the amount of dry recyclate collected, with significant increases in paper and glass recycling. This quantitative data supports qualitative information collected during workshops and focus groups, at which participants reported that the food waste scheme had had a positive impact on their attitudes to recycling; several focus group participants reported that although they had not used the recycling facilities in the past, they used them regularly after they began participating in the food waste scheme.  

Members of the Resident Design Team reported thinking differently when shopping and taking more care to only buy what they needed, or to buy tinned food rather than fresh. Several said they thought that participation in the food waste scheme had impacted on other areas of their lives and reported noticing significant differences in the amount of rubbish their households were producing. 

I was using like a black bag of rubbish a day now we’re using a black bag a week and it’s quite good yeah, and it don’t smell so you can afford to leave that bag there for a week because the food’s not in there

This was supported by the findings of our door-to-door survey. When asked ‘Have you noticed a difference in the amount of rubbish your home produces since using the food waste collection scheme?’, 44 respondents (of the 67 participating in the scheme) answered yes, with all stating that they had noticed a decrease. 
In addition, at the evaluation workshop, members of the Resident Design Team felt that participation in the scheme had led to greater awareness of food waste and an overall reduction of the amount of food they wasted. One Resident Design Team member indicated that this in itself was empowering because food waste provides individuals with an opportunity to actually make a difference: 

… the people who do waste food it perhaps gives them a better window into that behaviour and the possibility to change it because it is the only real thing you can change in the whole waste cycle. You can’t get the supermarkets to put less packaging around everything to reduce the amount of plastic and cardboard waste, it comes into your life every week but you can reduce the amount of food waste you make. [resident]
During the focus groups, this was a view shared by those who had dropped out of the scheme. Even though they were no longer taking part in the food waste collections, several focus group participants suggested that participation in the collection scheme had made them think differently about food waste, which was something few thought about prior to the scheme beginning: 

I think it’s left, it's left positive thing for me 'cause I do see… you know I don’t overcook, I think more about cooking rice, I used to be left with loads but I'm much better now, and pasta, I’m not so I’m not throwing as much stuff away as I would before. [resident]
A reduction in food wasted, and the saving of money associated with this, was recognised as one of the benefits of taking part in the scheme, even by those who dropped out. There was also agreement about more practical benefits associated with participation. Both participants and those who no longer use the scheme agree that household waste bins no longer smelled bad, which was seen as more hygienic. This was seen as particularly beneficial because the front doors of many of the houses on Maiden Lane open straight into the kitchen. 
Both focus group participants and the Resident Design Team noticed they were putting less waste in municipal bins and therefore making fewer trips to the communal bin areas. This was something those who had stopped using the scheme had also noticed when they were taking part, and something that was seen as a benefit that should be promoted to non-participants. The perception that the scheme was reducing vermin was also cited as a benefit, as many of the residents we worked with reported problems with rats and mice in their homes. 
Alongside the practical benefits of participation, focus group participants reported experiencing less tangible benefits including the knowledge that food was not being wasted while others in the world went hungry, and a sense of pride that people were doing their bit to make a difference: 
R1: You didn’t realise maybe before that because we were just sorting […] and everything to the bin like normal people do … but when you realise that you are just living in the rubbish and food waste, just doing like a little bit you know… I’m not saying powerful but you are… there is something for environment yourself and you’re feeling a little bit you know, how do you call?
R2: Proud?
R1: … proud because you’re doing something for environment around you.
Those taking part in the food waste collection scheme were more likely than those who had stopped to mention the environmental benefits of taking part, volunteering ‘sustainability’, a desire to ‘recycle as much as we can’ and ‘reducing landfill’ as positive effects, supporting the observation that participants’ attitudes towards the environment contributed to their determination to take part in the scheme.
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Figure 18: Maiden Lane dry recycling 2009 / 2010
A challenge for local councils is how to account for these wider benefits when evaluating waste and recycling schemes. Although WRAP offers guidance on measuring the effectiveness of communications campaigns (such as a Love Food, Hate Waste campaign) and suggests including key performance indicators (KPIs) for the monitoring of such campaigns (WRAP, 2010), LBC’s Sustainability Officer felt that the wider social and community benefits of waste schemes were rarely captured: 

… I guess from it being on the grounds of community benefit or community engagement I think you know maybe it has met some of those but then it’s very difficult, we never set any KPIs for that either so through the contract or otherwise it wasn’t, although it was sort of on those grounds it was never really a key, the objective was never really defined properly so, and those are the things that are harder to measure I guess you know participation rates; and that’s the funny thing that is the tip of the iceberg the measure of the success of this project has purely been participation rate, we haven’t really looked at the community, we haven’t as a council
Q: Is that common, I mean, do you ever develop a service like a waste service and have community engagement as a key indicator of success?

Not in my experience, crudely things like the number of people involved but not any kind of information about their feelings towards the project or how they think it might have improved their experience of you know their estate or their area or anything like that, not that I’m aware of. [LBC Officer]
Even though ‘social benefits’, ‘wider benefits relating to community engagement and estate regeneration’ and ‘links to potential food-growing projects on the estate’ were identified as advantages of a locally-based waste system in LBC’s initial feasibility study for the scheme (London Borough of Camden, 2008: 6), efforts to measure these benefits were not incorporated in the monitoring and evaluation of the scheme itself. Although the project team was able to provide insight on these additional benefits (for example, by feeding back the findings of focus groups directly to LBC Officers), key decisions about the continuation of the food waste collection scheme rested solely on participation figures. 
Part three: what we learnt and next steps
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1. What we learnt 

As stated from the outset, the research undertaken on Maiden Lane was small-scale and, as such, very context-specific. Rather than a model to be implemented elsewhere, Food Loop should be treated as a pilot, providing valuable lessons relating to the development of a ‘closed-loop’ food waste system and the use of co-design to develop local services. Here, we provide the key lessons which we believe would be helpful to those embarking on a similar type of project:

· Project initiation and recruitment

· Co-design and implementation

· Improving the service

· Composting and food growing

1.1 Project initiation and recruitment

· It takes time to get to meet and understand local communities. The project team was surprised to discover the extensive amount of existing community and Council-driven activity taking place on Maiden Lane and the number of groups and individuals with an active stake in Food Loop’s project activities. Taking the time to understand the relationship between residents and the Council was invaluable, and shaped our subsequent work with both groups.

· The importance of communicating and agreeing research plans. We learnt how useful it is to develop a very clear, easy to understand plan (ideally pictorial or diagrammatic) of your project, for use in meetings with other stakeholders. Relations with LBC were improved following the agreement of a Terms of Reference, which set out how the research project and our work with residents would complement rather than conflict with LBC’s own work.

· Composting is inspiring. It was clear early on that the natural decomposition process that turns food waste to compost (a process which is sped up in a Rocket composter) captured people’s imaginations. Residents we spoke to were often surprised to learn compost can be produced directly from food, particularly when they are able to see and handle the compost. 

· The value of involving children and young people was clear from our recruitment of residents, whereby the involvement of local children improved our engagement with others.  

1.2 Co-design and implementation

· Careful decisions need to be taken into account when situating a Rocket composter. The smell of the Rocket was a real concern to residents both in the initial stages of operation and in the months that followed, and this may have impacted on the uptake of the food waste scheme. 

· Co-designing communications materials requires the involvement of all parties from the start. In particular, it is important to take note of any branding, style guidelines or non-negotiable parts of the communications materials which a service provider or local authority may require.

· Care is needed to ensure residents’ ideas are not ‘drowned out’. The involvement of the local authority and the service provider in designing the communications materials was crucial but their input risked displacing the ideas generated by the Resident Design Team. 

· There is great value in prototyping communications materials prior to roll-out. A useful interim stage in the design process was providing the Resident Design Team with prototype communications materials to trial. Their feedback, both on the utility of the leaflets and the extent to which they incorporated residents’ ideas, shaped the final outputs.

· Sufficient time needs to be allowed for design, re-design and printing. Design is an iterative process of fine-tuning and modification, made particularly time-consuming when you are receiving feedback from multiple parties. As such, both the design and the sign-off of co-designed materials may take longer than normal. Print deadlines need to allow for this. 

· The value of a proximal research area. For the project team, ‘action research’ meant a lot more action than anticipated prior to starting Food Loop; even in its very early stages, the project involved many unforeseen trips to the Estate (for example to drop off and pick up cameras and caddies). Maiden Lane’s close proximity to the research team’s main office facilitated this. 

· A local community centre can be very valuable for community research projects. During our first six months on the Estate, the strong sense of community among residents of Maiden Lane was readily apparent, with the Estate’s Community Centre proving a real asset to our work. Recruitment activity was aided by those who work at the Centre, while the building itself became the hub for Food Loop activity. 

· The need for out-of-hours door-knocking for delivery of food waste caddies. A significant number of households did not receive caddies for many months after the start of the scheme, suggesting door-knocking should have taken place in the evenings and weekends as well as during weekdays.

1.3 Improving the service

· Ethnographic methods provide valuable insight for those delivering services. The insights generated by shadowing the service provider allowed the project team to begin mapping service delivery and to identify opportunities for improvements. Blueprinting is particularly useful as a means of plotting the points at which individuals come into contact with a new service. 

· Working closely with service users enabled the identification of service problems, including problems in communication between service provider and residents; problems in requesting new supplies (for example, caddy liners and Bokashi powder). Participants remained positive about the scheme and motivated by the Food Loop concept but participation was hampered by problems with service and the smell from the Rocket.

· It was clear that small problems with the service can accumulate and trigger drop-out, or can prevent participation even if residents remain keen to continue to take part (e.g. if replacement caddy liners or Bokashi powder are not delivered). 

· Despite this, participants found their own innovative solutions to overcome problems, such as the development of techniques for stretching liners to fit caddies and using additional containers so they could keep caddies outside. These solutions provide design insight into the ways in which the service could be improved.

· One size does not fit all. The provision of single size caddies had proved insufficient among large families. In addition, participants wanted control over the disposal of their food waste. For example, they wanted to have a drop-off point to take full caddies in the middle of the week. 
· There is value in intermediaries talking to residents about a service, to get objective opinions. Residents were reluctant to report problems with the smell from the Rocket directly to LBC because of their perception that no action would be taken. In addition, it is important to confront problems quickly where possible (as we did with the post-it note about replacement liners, for example).

· Low tech solutions to problems are often as successful as high-tech ones. The ‘request dial’ was used more than the text message request service. The value of prototyping to trial and refine solutions was once again reiterated. 

· It is important to be clear with residents about what is actionable and what may be difficult to implement. The range of suggestions and ideas put forward varied in cost and difficulty, and it was important to be clear with residents about what aspects of the service could be changed. 

1.4 Composting and food-growing:

· Workshop and focus group participants were receptive to the idea of a ’food loop’ and local benefits of compost but it was clear that the local use and availability of Maiden Lane’s compost needs to be communicated widely. Communications campaigns need to extend beyond door-to-door leafleting.  Instead a community-wide approach is required; for example, putting up signs in local shops and sign-posting the local use of compost. Budgeting for communications campaigns needs to recognise this as an ongoing process, not a one-off cost at the start of a project. 

· The Resident Design Team identified the need for the central management of new food-growing spaces, and the need for any new development to take into account the way in which spaces are currently used (for example, by teenagers or dog walkers). Provision of spaces for older residents and teenagers was identified as particularly important. One-off volunteering days were seen to be a useful means of securing voluntary input for food-growing projects (e.g. during planting or harvest time). 

· Working with residents to design communications materials allows you to identify key messages. Participants identified highly localised benefits from taking part in food waste recycling, at an individual, household and neighbourhood level. Participants once again emphasised the importance of involving young people and children in a successful food waste recycling scheme.

· There was an assumption that council-provided services come with a charge (e.g. it would cost the residents to have food waste picked up). It is useful to emphasise if a service is being provided for free.

· Attempts to establish a food drop-off point proved difficult to implement quickly. If a drop-off point is required, it should be planned for much earlier in the process of setting up the food waste scheme. Sites should be indentified very early on, and provision for a drop-off point made in the contract with the service provider.

· Certain groups may view recycled materials as undesirable. The Maiden Lane community gardener resented the use of salvaged materials and the perception that Maiden Lane was being given second hand, second rate materials and was keen instead for the rooftop space to look new and professionally installed, rather than recycled.

· Valuing local expertise; and the threat that external expertise may be perceived to have. When bringing together experts and local stakeholders, care has to be taken to value local expertise and to ensure that local experts do not feel threatened by those with other sets of skills and knowledge. 

· Finally, we learnt the importance of individual growing spaces, so that people have a sense of ownership and responsibility for food-growing spaces, and that re-used materials need to look smart and aesthetically pleasing. 

2. Findings and conclusions

The overall aim of the Food Loop project was to facilitate the community-led development of a closed-loop waste system, in which food waste was collected, composted and used to grow fruit and vegetables entirely on a low-rise social housing estate.  The findings and conclusions of the project are set out below, beneath the specific objectives of the project:
2.1 To facilitate the roll-out of a food waste recycling scheme, by co-designing communications materials with residents  
Findings:
· Despite efforts to continually improve the food waste collection service, participation was limited by problems with service delivery. In addition, participation data is inconsistently measured by community waste schemes (despite WRAP guidance), making it difficult to compare the Maiden Lane food waste collection scheme. Using WRAP’s standard metrics, the average participation rate across the first year was 29.6%, which is lower than other WRAP trials on housing estates. However, if caddy delivery dates are taken into account (alongside the limitations discussed earlier), the average participation rate increases to 55.1%. 

· On Maiden Lane, there was a significant increase in participation in the food waste collection scheme when caddies were delivered to all houses but this did not take place until nearly one year in to the scheme’s operation. Door-to-door or face-to-face scheme introductions were limited by the fact that door-knocking only took place at certain times of the day.
· On Maiden Lane, face-to-face communications campaigns that involved residents recommending the food waste collection scheme to friends and neighbours, as well as block competitions and incentive-based schemes, were favoured by residents. Residents identified the need for campaigns to extend beyond simply leafleting and should where possible involve local shops and other parts of the community. We also learnt that it is useful to communicate when mistakes or improvements to a service have been made, to show that users’ feedback is being listened to.
Conclusions:
· When discussing ways of promoting participation, participants were in favour of block competitions and incentive schemes that rewarded household participation, both of which would rely on the monitoring of participation data. This suggests value in ensuring that future waste schemes collect participation data in a way that enables comparison by block or street.

· The design and making element of a co-design project is fundamental to producing new tools and translating the community’s ideas into change for the local area. This underlines the need for professional design skills on a co-design project. It is important to build prototypes that meet the expectations of the workshop participants and communicate their original ideas.  This will usually mean recruiting an external design professional, which can be costly and the work can be time-consuming. However, opting not to do this may compromise the quality and effectiveness of the new tools produced and may not fulfil the workshop participants’ expectations of the project output.

· Working with external design professionals in workshops can encourage open discussion and sharing ideas among participants. However, sketching and prototyping can be intimidating activities for workshop participants who are unaccustomed to this way of working.  A design professional who is familiar with these processes is able to guide participants and assist them in visually communicating their ideas, which supports project development. Furthermore, in this project we found where relationships between the local community and council were not strong, it was helpful to employ an external facilitator for co-design workshops, to encourage participants to freely express their ideas and opinions in a secure environment.
· There is a need for ongoing communications campaigns. While existing literature from WRAP shows that communications campaigns in isolation are not sufficient to maintain or increase participation in food waste collection services, effective communications can be important in a successful package of interventions. Communications aimed at encouraging participation need to be maintained throughout a service, not just at the start of a new scheme, and sufficient budget needs to be allocated for this. 
2.2  To work with residents to identify issues with the service and co-design appropriate improvements to it 
The problems and solutions identified through the use of a co-design approach on Maiden Lane apply uniquely to the food waste service model in operation on the Estate and may not apply more widely. Similarly, the food-growing solutions and ideas for the management of food-growing areas reflect the community’s localised needs and aspirations: the fact that a centrally-employed manager was considered important for the coordination of a food-growing space does not imply that collectively-managed spaces would not succeed in other areas or different circumstances. What our research instead revealed is a series of more general insights relating broadly to co-design and the design of local waste services.

Findings:
· Seemingly small problems with the delivery of the service were enough to prevent participation in the food waste collection scheme, either because small problems accumulated or because the nature of the problem prevented participation. We found that participants dropped out of the scheme reluctantly after problems ‘built up’ to a point when they were perceived as insurmountable, or because participation became difficult as a result of a minor problem (e.g. not getting new Bokashi powder delivered or losing a caddy liner). 

· Despite the provision of a highly localised service, it was clear that the service model implemented on Maiden Lane did not suit all households. This was particularly problematic because of the mixed nature of the housing on the Estate, which ranges from blocks of bedsits to three-bedroom houses. For example, for some participants the food waste caddy itself was suitably sized while for those with larger families it was much too small. Similarly, while those with gardens and outdoor space were able to leave their caddies outside during the week, those living in flats were unable to do so which meant that odours and hygiene-related factors were more problematic. 
· Low-tech design solutions are often as effective as high-tech solutions. The text message service that was trialled on Maiden Lane was not used a great deal; by contrast, the plastic ‘Request Dial’, based on residents’ ideas and which attached to caddies, was.

· The ability to prototype and test the Resident Design Team’s design ideas on Maiden Lane was a valuable way of ensuring the interventions were appropriate. Testing leaflets with users helped us identify details and important messages that were missing, while the trialling of the Request Dial enabled the physical design of the dial to be improved.  
· We found that effective communication channels between the providers of a service and its users were a critical factor in the food waste recycling scheme. These should allow the provider of the service to give feedback to users, and allows users to communicate any requests they may have to the provider. Many of the problems we identified with the operation of the food waste collection service on Maiden Lane stemmed from poor communications. As frontline operators, those providing services have greater awareness of day-to-day problems and therefore greater opportunities to respond quickly to issues.
Conclusions:

· It was clear from the difficulties that some residents experienced that a flexible service model ‒ that would have catered differently for different household and housing types ‒ was desirable, as was a model that enabled some degree of adaptability (for example, allowing residents to drop off their waste at central collection points).
· We observed that a flexible service system does not need to be specifically created to meet all individual needs. This is because the users of a service find their own solutions to problems and adapt their use of the service. On Maiden Lane, the adaptive solutions developed by residents provided design insight into what needed improving. For example, the use of notes that residents stuck to caddies to communicate with the service provider inspired the development of the ‘Request Dial’; the use of a Celebrations tin to temporarily store food waste in the house before transfer to an external caddy suggested that both indoor and outdoor caddies may be required. 
· Our observations while working on the Estate highlighted the importance of the location of on-site composting infrastructure, like a Rocket composter, can be within a community. Aside from site issues – including access to water, electricity, heating and drainage – there was the issue of the smell of the Rocket processing the food waste.
· In-depth research exposes local community organisations to higher levels of scrutiny than more traditional approaches to evaluation, providing valuable insight to research teams but posing a threat to the organisations whose actions are being observed. Ensuring all service providers are fully engaged in co-design processes from their very outset is crucial to their success. Where possible, this should involve devoting time and financial resources to participation. While this does not compensate for enthusiasm and willingness on the part of the service provider, which itself is invaluable, it does ensure participation is practically possible. 
2.3 To work with residents in the setting up of a community food-growing scheme to create a connection between food waste, compost and food-growing

The establishment of the Food Loop on Maiden Lane was hampered by low participation in the food waste collection scheme (and consequently low production of Maiden Lane compost), difficulty securing on-site storage of compost, and slow progress setting up a community growing space on the roof of the Community Centre. As discussed, the development of the food-growing element of the project was also more limited than we planned as continued service problems led us to focus most of the project activity on maintaining or increasing participation. Nevertheless, discussions with residents provided limited evidence that the local use of the compost was an important motivator for those participating in the scheme, and that the idea of a ‘Food Loop’ can be appealing, inspiring and easy to understand.
Findings:
· For some participants, the local use of compost helped validate the food waste collection scheme, providing transparency and tangible local benefits. Participants’ suggestions for enhancing the extent to which the link between food waste and food-growing – e.g. signs in growing areas – were taken up. However, findings from the focus groups demonstrated that knowledge about how to access the compost was not widespread. Communicating how the compost would be used and could be obtained was important: focus group participants who had dropped out of scheme were unaware of how the compost was to be used and how they could obtain it. 

· A sense of ownership of growing spaces emerged as important through the research. Both participants and local stakeholders who we worked with were in favour of the development of allotment-style growing plots. The perceived benefits of this is that it would allow people to take responsibility for their own growing spaces and provide autonomy over what is grown in community gardens. The management of such spaces also emerged as a key challenge. The Resident Design Team and other stakeholder concluded that the central management of new growing spaces would be critical. Historically, a member of staff employed by the Community Centre provided coordination for volunteers involved in local green spaces. Both residents and other stakeholders, including Council Officers, felt this central management would be essential again.
· There was some evidence that the impact of the food waste collection scheme extended beyond the benefits associated with waste directly. Some of the Resident Design Team reported feeling a sense of pride that they were doing their bit to help the local environment and felt the scheme had made them think differently about food waste. It should be noted, though, that there was limited evidence to support this.
· The ‘micro-level’ benefits of food waste recycling were important to participants. Some participants we spoke to who were taking part in the food waste collection scheme repeatedly identified highly localised benefits from participation, such as a reduction in vermin, kitchen bins not smelling, being able to make a reduced number of trips to communal bins, and the use of the compost to improve local green spaces. On an estate like Maiden Lane, which has a strong sense of community, these local benefits were seen by participants in workshops and focus groups as more important than broader environmental benefits (like climate change mitigation).
· Participation in the food waste scheme may have had a positive impact on the uptake of other recycling services. Qualitative and quantitative data suggest that participation in the food waste collection scheme had a catalytic effect on recycling behaviours more widely, although the direct causal link between the food waste project and wider recycling behaviours is not clear.  
Conclusions: 

· Through its Community Centre, Maiden Lane already has a number of community-led initiatives that engage with residents. Central to the success of these, and any future schemes, are a small number of dedicated individuals who coordinate activity. While the commitment and leadership of these people is invaluable, the variety of skills required to successfully run community projects may mean that more support and training (e.g. in community engagement) would benefit future community-led schemes. This could be a localised finding, though, as other communities may have more disparate or differently organised social and community structures.
· It is difficult to measure how much a food waste collection scheme leads to reductions in the amount of food waste generated in households. Qualitative data suggest that some participants in the Resident Design Team did think differently about food and took steps to reduce wastage, even those who subsequently stopped recycling food waste. There is no quantitative data to back this up though.
· Maiden Lane benefits from the commitment of a volunteer Head Gardener. As an employee of the Community Enterprise, the Gardener is paid for nine hours’ employment per week but he estimated that he worked between twenty and forty hours. While this commitment is invaluable, the research team observed two potential challenges presented by this. The first was that it appeared to lead to what may be deemed unreasonably high expectations on others to volunteers. Secondly, when someone is willing to devote so much of their free time to a community project, it becomes difficult for those who are less involved to contribute to project delivery. On Maiden Lane, the result was that LBC (which technically owns Maiden Lane’s green spaces) and other groups (e.g. residents) found it difficult to contest plans for the food-growing areas.
· Those with experience of working with residents on Maiden Lane reported that one-off events and volunteer days were a more successful way of encouraging people to contribute to schemes than the requirement of regular commitment. This supports an identified need for ‘light touch’ volunteering opportunities, which encourage people to initially take part in civic engagement (Dobson, 2010). 

2.4 To assess the value of co-design to understand and respond appropriately to the specific needs of local residents, by creating a service and communications materials aimed at them

Findings:
· The Resident Design Team suggested that their participation in the project meant that they felt differently about the food waste scheme. In addition, and importantly, the Resident Design Team felt that their involvement also added legitimacy to the project more broadly, even for those with no direct involvement.
· Not all residents will want to take part in a food waste scheme, particularly in areas where trust in local authorities is low. The Resident Design Team recognised that not everyone living on Maiden Lane would want to get involved in such schemes and that a ‘hard core’ of people would see services like waste and recycling to be the responsibility of the Council. At our final evaluation workshop, participants talked about a ‘breakdown of trust’ between the Council and Estate tenants and recognised that Council-led schemes were likely to be treated with suspicion. Nevertheless, participants suggested that if residents were involved in a scheme, it made it harder for others to criticise. In this way, the co-design process was useful in addressing the ‘breakdown of trust’ and the inefficacy of participating in Council and public service consultations that some residents felt.
· Scepticism towards local authority-led projects and towards other residents within the community may have contributed to the unwillingness of some residents to participate in the food waste recycling collection. Some participants who took part in the focus groups and workshops remained reluctant to take part in the food waste collection scheme, citing the smell from the Rocket composting machine, problems with the service design (e.g. small caddies and no drop-off point), being lazy, and a scepticism about the willingness of others on the Estate to take part.
Conclusions:

· Although the participation figures in the food waste service would seem to indicate that the co-design process did not encourage increased up-take across the Estate, we believe that they should be seen against the background of continuous service difficulties. The Resident Design Team and focus group participants emphasised that they had favourable impressions of many of the co-designed measures, but the other problems with the service had built up until they felt they could no longer participate. Therefore we believe co-design is still a useful tool to use, but it requires the active participation of all stakeholders to operate effectively. Where critical stakeholders have low interest in participating or no time to participate, it can cause major problems for co-design projects.
· The co-design process is engaging for participants and can create ambassadors for the project within the wider community. The high level of engagement that co-design offers is however usually limited to those residents who participate in the workshops and are active members of the Resident Design Team. In this way, the co-design process rewards involvement, it is empowering and creates the opportunity for active participants to have a voice and become involved in local decision-making. 

· Working with residents to co-design services creates a sense of ownership, adds transparency and leads to positive word of mouth. This was particularly useful on Maiden Lane where the relationship between the local authority and residents had been weakened by years of consultation but no investment in the Estate. Re-engaging with a small group of residents through co-design helped renew their sense of being able to bring about change.
· The designs created in a co-design workshop are always tailor-made. They address the specific concerns of the project’s community and create unique solutions to them. This requires the designer to consider the wider roll-out needs of any given project in order to interpret any localised solutions in such a way that they may be easily replicated in other similar circumstances. An illustration of this is in the execution of the communication dials that were created as a direct interpretation of residents’ ideas, but have been designed to be relevant to any estate with a similar food waste recycling system. The service blueprint helped to overcome some of these issues, but there is nevertheless a degree of adaptation required to transpose one community’s blueprint onto another. This process, which ensures the suitability of future projects to their community, can be both time-consuming and costly, and requires engagement from all stakeholders to succeed.
2.5 To evaluate the co-design process and to understand how this impacted upon the acceptability and effectiveness of the scheme
Given that the co-design process was fundamental to the implementation of the service on Maiden Lane, it is important to consider its cost-effectiveness. This is a difficult task because co-design is not a single, uniform intervention but a package of elements that can be mixed and matched and employed in stages, to suit the service, stakeholders and situation in question. This means that elements of co-design could be ‘mixed and matched’ with more traditional service roll-out – for example, by using service blueprinting alongside usual methods of waste service delivery. In addition, the findings of this project are highly localised, limiting the extent to which they are transferable to other situations. That said, there are a number of findings that we can draw from this project which are more widely applicable:

Findings:
· Co-design processes require a significant financial commitment from local authorities. On Maiden Lane, the co-design process was undoubtedly more expensive than a simple service roll-out (although this cannot be quantified). Although other co-design projects will be more or less expensive depending on their subject and their scope, the additional costs from co-designing a service may be prohibitive for some local or national governments. When weighing up these costs, it is important to bear in mind that the benefits may extend beyond the project itself, for example by providing insight into the design of a service across a whole borough.
· The LBC officers involved in the project mentioned that the dynamic nature of co-design meant that they had to keep money in reserve for undefined project activities. Throughout the course of the project they were under pressure to release these reserves for other projects. Local authorities may also need a greater degree of resourcing, flexibility and contingency planning to carry-out co-design projects.

· The co-design process is time-intensive. LBC’s Officers admitted that the co-design element of Food Loop had been more demanding than anticipated, despite the added value the process was deemed to have contributed. To successfully trial the ideas and prototypes developed through co-design workshops requires buy-in from all project stakeholders, which can be difficult to negotiate and potentially costly to secure. The workshops themselves also require a lot of planning and preparation to fully engage the community and facilitate ideas development. It can be difficult to maintain momentum when barriers to progress arise, so strong commitment from the project team is needed to put the ideas into action and keep all stakeholders engaged.
· Personal contact within the Maiden Lane community proved critical to our action research approach. Although the Maiden Lane Community Centre provided us with invaluable access to the local community, the Centre itself has an extremely slow Internet connection and few of its staff used email. Staff also worked infrequently  (e.g. every Wednesday), making them difficult to contact. Being present on the Estate in person was essential for working effectively, and ensured we built trust and developed working relationships with members of the community. 
· There is also a substantial body of work required of the person(s) managing the co-design process. In this project we found that in order to translate ideas generated by stakeholders into service interventions, products or materials, there has to be someone available who is able to work in intensive bursts and who can commit substantial time to one project. This may, however, not be the same for all co-design projects (and as stated above, projects could ‘mix and match’ limited elements of co-design with traditional service delivery).

Conclusions:
· The co-design process was particularly valuable for those who were directly involved in it, namely the Resident Design Team. Their buy-in and their sense of satisfaction in feeling they were making a difference and having a positive influence on their Estate provides scope for positive word of mouth and resident-led communication about the scheme and the co-design process. It was difficult to evaluate the influence that the Resident Design Team had on the project and the overall participation rates, but there is some qualitative evidence that the impact of the Resident Design Team was positive: for example, focus group participants were positive about one of the Resident Design Team members featuring on the cover of the scheme information leaflet.
· A lesson for both future action-based research projects and other efforts to collaboratively design services is the need for steps to be taken (at project inception) to ensure all project partners are able to participate fully. Significantly, this needs to go beyond an immaterial enthusiasm and openness to project objectives, to actually having the time and resources to take part at a much more practical level. No additional time or resources were allocated to the service provider for involvement in Food Loop, nor was the service provider contractually obliged to attend any events held outside of their normal hours of operation. With hindsight, LBC agreed there would have been value in the service operators being able to claim project workshop attendance as part of the contract, which would have reduced the resource pressures posed by our additional research activities. 
· At the same time, enthusiasm and openness to project objectives are very important. The success of a project depends on the full co-operation of all project partners from the project outset. Both action research and the co-design of services are absolutely dependent on the buy-in and enthusiasm of all relevant stakeholders. Despite building invaluable relations with local authority and other groups active on Maiden Lane, we found it very difficult to engage with the provider of the food waste service. As a result, it was very hard to manage the expectations of residents given it was so difficult to make even small improvements to the service. 
· One of the benefits of a design-led approach is that it enables the analysis of a service in a systematic way. By identifying every point at which a user comes into contact with a service, the service blueprinting process highlighted various points at which low-cost, simple interventions could be made to improve a service significantly. This insight provides transferable lessons for other waste services.
· An action research methodology provides a unique level of insight into the way in which interventions operate on a practical, day-to-day level. Although the findings may be challenging and difficult to disentangle, the observational and analytical data that action research yields is of great value. By allowing us to pick apart the intricacies of a community-based waste service, an action research methodology meant we were able to learn a great deal about the nature of local service provision, while also putting into practice the suggested improvements of those using the service. As a result, the approach added legitimacy to the project, as participants were able to see that their suggestions were being listened to and acted upon.

· The iterative nature of action research means it can be very time and resource intensive. Our project team underestimated the number of meetings and steering groups it would be necessary to attend and, though Maiden Lane does seem to have an unusually high number of groups active on the Estate, representatives from the Council felt this was not entirely atypical. Future projects should factor such meetings into project plans and accept that attendance is important. Similarly, it is important these meetings are included in the management budget of service delivery teams. The fact that the service provider did not have resources allocated in their service contract to attend meetings meant the extent to which they engaged with our research was limited. 
· It is vital to be clear upfront about what ‘action’ such research can achieve. When working to improve a service through an action research approach, it is critical to ensure all parties agree on what it is feasible to implement. Where possible, it is important to ensure direct liaison between the users of a service and its providers.  This finding applies equally to co-design processes, whereby all those involved in the collaborative design process should have an equal voice and should understand exactly what aspects of the service there is scope to influence. In our case, our failure to persuade the service provider to attend residents’ workshops led to the research team adopting the role of mediator rather than facilitator between residents and the service provider. The positive side to this was that the project team became seen as an ‘honest broker’, which helped to increase residents’ trust in the food waste collection scheme. A better indication of what was expected of the service provider could have been clearer in the service contract; the lack of allocated time and resources for the service provider to engage in the project was a major limitation. Both of these limitations could have been reduced if the provider had been involved from project outset and if the project been given the go-ahead more quickly.
3. Implications 

Following on from the key conclusions to emerge from the research, we set out below a series of implications for policy-makers, local authorities and anyone undertaking an action-based research project in the future.
3.1 For policy 

Data requirements for measuring participation and comparative analysis
· Provide greater guidance on the monitoring of participation in food waste collection schemes. At present, though WRAP provides guidance on this, waste service providers are free to collect participation data as they see fit, which makes comparing the relative success of different schemes difficult. Our experience on Maiden Lane shows that providers of waste services need to be made aware of how data is collected and compared, to enable them to gather data in a way that is useful and comparable with other, similar services. Furthermore, the commissioners of waste services should ensure that the service providers collect the required data. Local authorities should also be encouraged to monitor and evaluate the wider social and community benefits of community waste and composting schemes. 
Encouraging pro-environmental behaviours
· Explore opportunities for using comparative household participation data to promote pro-environmental waste behaviours. Our research found participants to be supportive of proposals for block competitions and incentives schemes based on individual household waste data. No concerns were expressed about food waste being monitored in return for rewards or incentives, and indeed during both workshops and focus groups many were in favour of this strategy. There is currently a disparity between the monitoring of waste and other utilities and services, with resistance to the monitoring of waste but acceptance of the monitoring of other types of domestic consumption. For example, the use of normative feedback on energy bills is already proving effective in the US and will be rolled out on water bills (by Southern Water), with the arrival of water metering in the south east of England. 
· Explore network-based approaches to behaviour change. Throughout our work on Maiden Lane, the importance of peer-to-peer recommendations and word-of-mouth were highlighted by residents. Although we were unable to trial their suggestions, participants repeatedly suggested ‘Recommend a friend’ schemes and the use of block representatives as a means of encouraging participation. Similarly, the Estate’s caretakers were identified as trusted individuals who could have been recruited to promote the scheme directly to residents. 
Developing new services using co-design
· Promote service design and co-design as a means of better understanding how to effectively deliver public services. The discipline of service design is frequently used within the private sector but has only relatively recently been used within the public sector, despite offering the possibility of gaining insights into the delivery of services and enabling the identification of problems and service improvements. Feedback from workshop participants indicated that the co-design process encouraged engagement with, and commitment to the long-term delivery of the scheme. While the process can represent an upfront cost, it is an approach that can offer multiple benefits for the commissioners, providers and users of public services. The process also enables the commissioners of the service to gain deep insights into the specific needs of the community, which would not have been possible otherwise. 
· Use co-design to engage with service users and gain community support for new services. Our experience on Maiden Lane, seen as a ‘hard-to-reach’ community, shows that co-design has the potential to forge connections with individuals and improve services at the same time. We observed through our Resident Design Team that direct involvement in the co-design process can improve individuals’ acceptance of a new service and improve their willingness to promote such services with their peers. Based on our research, we would conclude that co-design is a valuable approach to employ when developing new services.
· Encourage the placement of designers within local and national government, to improve design insight within local and national policy-making. Interviews with LBC officers showed that although co-design is based on the principle that design is a process that everyone can take part in, the expertise of design professionals is an important means of ensuring this is done well. 

· Ensure user-centred waste systems are integral to the design and planning of new communities. Our findings show how the infrastructure of inner city estates is a barrier to the delivery of easy-to-use food waste recycling systems. Sustainable waste systems should be planned for in the design of new communities, as well as the regeneration of existing communities. A user-centred approach to such planning, which places the user of the service at the heart of its development, is critical. 
Encouraging community-based projects:
· Make it easier for small service providers to compete with larger providers. Despite the local social and community benefits associated with community waste schemes, it is difficult for small service providers to compete with those that hold large waste contracts with local authorities, something that is likely to get even more difficult as local authorities are encouraged to combine service provision. Maiden Lane now faces precisely these difficulties in continuing to run the Rocket composter, as it is in competition with much larger waste contractors. The Coalition Government’s new Localism Bill allows communities to bid for ownership and management of local assets and services but this will rely on financial support if community-led schemes are to effectively compete with large private contractors.
3.2 For local authorities 

Delivering community food waste collection services:

· Seek flexibility within service provision, with opportunities for improvement and iterative development. Recognise that one service model will not suit all users; this is particularly important when a service is being delivered in a community with significantly different housing and household types. Service systems aimed at a wide range of different users need to be flexible to ensure people’s different needs are met. Food waste schemes should consider the use of multiple caddy sizes and drop-off points to complement door-to-door collections. If drop-off points are needed, start planning early as these are difficult to implement later on. Evaluation should be an ongoing process and service providers should be willing to trial new approaches. Allow time for the trialling and testing of new ideas. Waste services which rely on door-knocking to distribute infrastructure (such as food waste caddies) need to ensure delivery is implemented widely and quickly. There is also value in distributing food waste caddies to all houses at the beginning of the scheme to create a visual norm.
· Include community engagement in service provision contracts. If service providers are expected to work with communities, contractual arrangements need to allow for such work. Service contracts should include specific time and resource allocations for community engagement and management time. Provision should also be made to ensure contractors can participate outside of normal contracted working hours (for example, if workshops are held at weekends). 
· Ensure adequate time is allocated for pilot projects. Innovative pilot projects pose significant risks to local communities if not adequately supported. Allowing only two years for a pilot project on Maiden Lane meant that decisions about project continuation needed to be made as early as one year into the scheme. This allows very little time for improvement and development. Ensuring an adequate amount of time for piloting is critical.
Communicating new community-based projects:

· Ensure the terms of participation in new schemes are communicated clearly. The provision of new services by local authorities may automatically be associated with a cost for the user. Across Maiden Lane, residents frequently assumed they would be required to directly pay to participate in the food waste scheme. Stressing that the service was free to residents was identified as important. 
· Stress the importance of communications campaigns. A greater emphasis is needed on the importance of ongoing communications campaigns in the delivery of waste services, particularly in areas of low participation, and on the need to resource such campaigns adequately. Communications must be treated as an ongoing process, particularly between the provider of the service and the users, not just as a one-off programme at the launch of a new scheme. 
· Communicate pilot schemes transparently. Local authorities should be transparent about the piloting of services and schemes and honest about the longevity of funding for new schemes. If the continuation of a service is dependent on its success, this should be made clear to communities, as should the criteria on which success will be judged. 
· Promote food waste as a productive resource. One of the successes of Food Loop was that it enabled participants to think about food waste differently, not as something to be disposed of but as a valuable local resource. Encouraging food waste services that promote a link to food-growing enables several pro-environmental behaviours (the avoidance of food waste, the recycling of unavoidable food waste, and the consumption of local, seasonal food) to be promoted simultaneously. 
Encouraging pro-environmental behaviours:

· Trial innovative methods of encouraging participation. Local authorities should be willing to trial innovative ways of encouraging people to take part in new waste schemes. Community competitions, that pitch different blocks, streets or neighbourhoods against each other, may prove effective, particularly in areas deemed to have a strong collective identity and strong community networks. The use of existing social networks could be utilised through ‘Recommend a friend’ promotions or the use of community champions or block representatives. Treat communications as an ongoing process that is integral to a scheme’s success, not just as a one-off activity at the start of a new scheme.
Supporting community-based food-growing projects:

· Make it easier for communities to utilise vacant local land. The development of a closed-loop system on Maiden Lane was hampered by difficulties securing the use of land owned by Network Rail to store compost, despite the fact the land was vacant and had been for years. Although efforts are underway to make it easier for communities to secure local land
, more could be done to help local authorities challenge the property rights of publicly-listed companies.
· Ensure communities have space to meet, network and collaborate. Without doubt, our work on Maiden Lane was facilitated by the existence of the Maiden Lane Community Centre, which provided a physical space to meet, a means of accessing local social networks and a trusted local organisation for us to associate ourselves with. Efforts to encourage social change at a community level will depend on whether other communities have access to similar resources, whether these be physical centres or Internet-based, virtual community spaces. Support should continue for projects that link communities with networking spaces, such as Locality’s new ‘Place Station’ website which helps community projects find places to utilise for community purposes.
· Give due consideration to the management of food-growing areas. Though communities are increasingly being encouraged to grow their own food, support needs to be offered to ensure these spaces are managed in a way which ensures long-term sustainability. Although funding for capital investment is important, the sustainability of food-growing projects depends on community support and management, support which often exceeds that which can be provided voluntarily. These management structures need to allow participation at a variety of levels, providing opportunities that require various levels of time and commitment. The funding of new food-growing spaces should ensure recipients pay due consideration to how community gardens will be managed in the long-term. The development of social enterprises, which can ensure a reliable income for such projects in the long-term, could be encouraged. 
· Support community leaders but ensure projects remain inclusive. Care needs to be taken to ensure that the commitment and leadership of dedicated individuals and activists within communities does not put off involvement by less dedicated or committed people. Support and training is needed to ensure that those with specific key skills – e.g. horticultural experience – are given help acquiring other more general skills necessary for local environmental projects – e.g. community engagement.
Co-designing local services and consulting with residents
· Move beyond one-way consultation. Whereas consultation processes risk one-way communications that leave residents disillusioned and disempowered, we found that co-designing a service with residents created a sense of ownership, and added transparency and legitimacy to the service. This may be particularly useful in areas where trust between councils and citizens may have been eroded. To be carried out successfully, co-design processes must involve all stakeholders, including service providers who are committed to implementing the suggestions of service users, and should be led by − or at least carried out with advice from − a professional service designer. 

· Distinguish between apathy and perceptions of inefficacy. Recognise that citizens’ perceptions of a local authority can mar the acceptability of council-led schemes and the extent to which people feel able to provide feedback. If people have not been listened to effectively in the past, they may view future dialogue as futile. This reluctance to engage should not be mistaken for apathy. 

· Build in contingency time and flexible funding. Co-design processes are time-intensive and require local authorities to be reflexive and adaptable. At one level, this means ensuring a certain amount of flexibility in budgeting and contingency budgets that can be spent across project budgets, rather than threatened by ‘claw-back’ if not initially spent as intended. On a more practical level, staff may be required to attend evening meetings or weekend workshops; flexible working arrangements need to enable this. 
Monitoring and Evaluation

· Measure the wider social benefits of community waste schemes. Community food waste schemes often have social and community benefits beyond those associated directly with waste, particularly in the case of community composting schemes. Local authorities should measure benefits beyond simply public service agreement (PSA) targets. If community projects like the Rocket are implemented on the grounds of broad community benefits, efforts need to be made to measure and evaluate these benefits. The highly-localised benefits of participation in food waste collection schemes should also be identified and communicated to beneficiaries.
· Be open to the benefits of research and evaluation and the ways in which research teams can offer additional insight on the provision of local services. Action research helps challenge misconceptions of research as too ‘academic’ and not engaged enough with communities. 
3.3 For future action research projects 

· Coordinating with existing groups is critical. Map community groups and networks before project work begins
. Identify key contacts but take care to avoid an over-reliance on ‘gate-keepers’ who can restrict as well as facilitate links with others. 
· Ensure that research plans are communicated clearly. Make sure you have a very clear plain English version of the project plan for early meetings. Develop pictorial or diagrammatic and colour-coded timetables. As part of this, consider agreeing a ‘terms of reference’ which set out how project activities will be undertaken. Draw these up when agreeing how to work with stakeholders. Agree sign-off and clearance procedures for research materials and establish who is authorised to agree and veto what. 
· Be clear about how incentives will be used. The use of incentives to encourage participation in our research workshops proved a sensitive issue. While their use was an important means of ensuring we worked with a cross-section of residents (rather than just those who were already environmentally engaged), it also meant it was harder to identify which residents were genuinely interested in further food-growing work on the Estate. The very nature of action-research means that the line between research and community action may become blurred; care therefore needs to be taken when deciding whether or not to use incentives.  
· Be sensitive to local expertise. Action research may raise a tension between local groups who feel they are ‘experts’ and the arrival of external expertise and new skills. Ensure that skills and knowledge of all parties are valued equally. 

· Understand the local context of your research, especially local power relations and historical relations between local decision-makers and citizens. It is important for research teams to have a good understanding of the local politics at play within communities and to be receptive to learning about these early on. 

· Ensure you can get to the research area easily. Our project team had not anticipated how many ad hoc, unscheduled visits we would end up making to Maiden Lane (for example, to drop off prototypes for testing). Similar action research projects will find value in ensuring their research site is readily accessible.

4. Future research 

Our project suggests a number of fruitful areas for future research, relating to food waste and recycling, the role of design within local services and the way in which community-led projects operate.

High priority:

Designing new communities with user-centred waste systems. It was clear that the existing infrastructure on Maiden Lane was poorly suited to a food waste collection service. Further research should explore how new communities and the regeneration of existing housing ensures that domestic waste and recycling services are integral to the design of the built environment, and how the infrastructure of existing communities can be adapted or retrofitted to integrate such services. This should be done from the point of view of all the users of such services, not just the provider. Further design research is needed to explore options for the internal storage of food waste within homes by those who do not have outdoor space.

Scope for other local ‘loops’ – for example, in energy or water. Linking food waste and food-growing in a virtuous local cycle provided a tangible way for residents to understand positive benefits of food waste recycling. Further research could explore the way in which other resource cycles can be visualised within communities. This could include, for example, the linking of local energy production and consumption or the linking of water consumption with local watershed or catchment levels. Given the very early phase that the food-growing spaces on Maiden Lane are currently in, further research into the linking of food waste and food-growing on Maiden Lane itself would also be valuable. 

Medium priority:

Pro-environmental behaviour, aspirations and social justice. Although we only observed this in two participants, there was a stigma associated with perceptions and the aesthetic of reuse and − in the case of food − the locally-grown. Further research should consider the way in which the aspirations of those on lower incomes may conflict with defined ‘sustainable lifestyles’, and the way in which sustainability can be promoted in the context of social justice and equity.

The relationship between attitudes to local authorities and willingness to participate in local environmental services. It was apparent early on in our project that residents harboured significant resentment of the local council and a skepticism of any scheme led by the local authorities. Future research should explore in more depth the way in which public opinion of local authorities correlates with a willingness to participate in voluntary, council-led schemes.

The management of community food-growing.  A key challenge that our project was unable to explore in detail was the development of an effective management structure for Maiden Lane’s new community food-growing space. Though there are many management models – ranging from Time-Banks, allotment-style schemes, co-operatively managed community gardens and social enterprises – it is not clear how suited these different models are for different types of communities and community projects. Future research could usefully explore the links between different models of community food-growing and the communities in which food projects may operate, and the level of resources necessary to implement each system.

The relationship between a sense of neighbourliness and engagement in local environmental services, like food waste recycling schemes. There was some evidence of a link between residents’ attitudes to other people on the Estate and the extent to which they were willing to take part in the food waste scheme, with those who were unwilling to participate reporting skepticism towards other residents’ willingness to take part. It was unclear to what extent this lack of faith in fellow residents contributed to people’s unwillingness to take part in the food waste scheme. Further research could usefully explore the extent to which a sense of neighbourliness (for example, whether people trust their neighbours and believe they will contribute to the community) relates to a willingness to participate in neighbourhood-based environmental projects and services.

Children as catalysts of change. As other research frequently finds, parents on Maiden Lane regularly discussed the influence of their children on the behaviour of the adults in their households. Although the evidence base supporting the extent to which children serve as catalysts of behaviour change remains mixed, it seems this remains an area where more conclusive research is still required. The role of children within co-design processes should also be explored. 

Part four: the legacy of Food Loop
1. The future of the community garden

After the initial work at the Planting Day, the MLCC Community Enterprise (led by the Estate’s volunteer Community Gardener) continued to tend and water the plants, with some help from the Estate’s volunteer gardening club. The majority of food planted reached fruition, and residents who had been involved in the Planting Day or Maiden Lane’s gardening club were encouraged to harvest the food. 

Unfortunately, the garden did not escape vandalism altogether and, in September 2010, was subject to one episode during which some plants were ripped out and a garden bench smashed. Fortunately most of the food had been harvested by this point. 

In order to continue to involve Food Loop participants in the development of the garden, LBC’s Community and Engagement Officer was passed a list of all of the residents who had taken part in the Planting Day or project workshops (subject to their agreement). LBC planned to contact all those on the list in an effort to catalyse future green space activities on the Estate from spring 2011 onwards.

The model and designs for the community garden developed by the project team were also passed on to the Community Centre, who used both the designs and the output of workshops with participants to apply for Big Lottery funding to develop the garden further. The location of the garden (on the roof of the Community Centre) was in line with the participants’ preferences expressed during our third workshop, and the application recognised the need to have a full-time gardener to manage and coordinate community activity on the Estate. 

At the time of writing, the Community Centre had secured a grant from the Big Lottery Foundation to rebuild the area on the roof of the community centre in line with the co-designed outputs from the project.  Building work on the roof top of the community centre is ongoing. To compensate for the temporary unavailability of this growing space, the volunteer gardening group have launched a successful initiative to grow food in planters, plant pots and unused green spaces across the estate.

2. The future of the Rocket composting system

In September 2010, the London Borough of Camden took the decision to end the trial of the Rocket composter on Maiden Lane. The decision was taken on the basis of low participation rates and the cost of running the scheme. This was disappointing for several reasons. 

To begin with, the decision was based on the set-out rates reported by the service provider on a weekly basis, rather than participation according to when caddies were delivered. The increase in set-out rates in September 2010, following a renewed wave of caddy delivery, suggests set-out rates may have been higher had caddies simply been delivered to all households from the start.  

In addition, although the feasibility study stated that Officers advised against the Rocket scheme, the scheme went ahead on the basis of ‘all the added social benefits associated with running a project like this on an estate’ (London Borough of Camden, 2008). Yet relatively little effort was made by LBC to promote these additional benefits and no effort was made to measure or evaluate these at the end of year one.  

Finally, the Maiden Lane food waste collection scheme was not communicated to residents as a pilot. Given our discussions with residents and the legacy of relations between the Council and tenants, it seems certain that the withdrawal of the scheme will erode the trust that the Rocket scheme helped to establish. 

At the time of writing LBC had withdrawn from the running of the food waste collection scheme, and the contract with the service provider had been terminated. Under the conditions of the pilot, LBC agreed to hand over the capital associated with the scheme – including the Rocket composter and the caddies – to Maiden Lane’s Community Centre, on the condition that a financially-viable proposal could be put forward for how the scheme could be run. In December 2011, ‘Food Loop’ was launched as a social enterprise by SEED Foundation. Weekly food waste collections have continued, run entirely by volunteers from the Estate and beyond. According to the plans drawn up, the compost produced on the Estate – a highly nutrient-rich soil improver for vegetable growing - has been re-branded as ‘Plantify’ and is now being sold to local allotment holders and gardeners in an attempt to make the scheme self-sustaining.

The volunteers on Maiden Lane have overcome many obstacles to get to this point, and it seems likely that other volunteer groups - in the face of competition with LBC’s multi-million pound waste contractor ‒ would find getting support for a local community food loop difficult. Although LBC currently pay for the delivery of the food waste scheme on Maiden Lane, economies of scale mean that the sheer size of LBC’s contract with their main waste contractor removes the possibility of any financial support for a community-led scheme in the future. In spite of the actual value of food waste currently standing at a minimum of £135 per tonne, this value is almost impossible to access for small community groups, who will have to rely on goodwill and innovation to make food waste collection systems viable.  

3. The future of food waste recycling in the UK

Looking to the future, it seems very likely that regional, local authority-wide and community-based food waste recycling schemes will need to be expanded and rolled out across the country to prevent such a large percentage of food waste going to landfill; there simply is not the scope for individuals to sufficiently reduce the amount of domestic food waste on their own. Eunomia 2007()
 estimate that even with individuals utilising the maximum possible amount of home composting (which would be very difficult to achieve), only 774,000 tonnes of food waste per year could be home composted. It also suggests that a further 10% of food waste could be removed from circulation by reducing over-purchasing of food, but this still leaves 4 million tonnes of food waste to be disposed of by regional authorities. Tucker and Douglas 2006()
 suggest that if an extra 25% of households were encouraged to home compost, and the average amount composted was increased to 150kg (higher than the average at that time), there could be a 3% drop in waste arisings – hardly the drop needed to meet the UK’s climate change targets. They also note that those with large gardens are more likely to be composting already, and that increasing the numbers composting is likely to yield progressively diminishing returns. This underlines the need for effective food waste services, running complementary to food waste prevention activities, to be rolled out across the country.
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Appendix 1: Detailed project methodology
In combining action research and co-design techniques, Food Loop drew on a mixed-methods approach to data collection. Below we chronologically outline our main project activities and the methodological approaches put to use during each of them, beginning with participant recruitment. Workshops were filmed and digitally recorded, with transcripts of discussions analysed using Nvivo qualitative research software
. 
1. Recruitment of the Resident Design Team

Central to Food Loop’s co-design processes were a ‘Resident Design Team’, made up of a small group of around ten participants from Maiden Lane with whom we would work closely for the duration of the project. Recruiting participants to join this Resident Design Team, and to take part in other project events, proved a challenging and time-intensive process. LBC highlighted that that previous efforts to engage residents had required large amounts of time and resources. The task of recruitment was also made more difficult by the Terms of Reference agreed with HASC (which ruled out door-to-door activities and the distribution of printed or visual materials). 

The recruitment methods used to enlist the Resident Design Team were, therefore, opportunistic rather than targeted or using quotas. Recruitment was undertaken using a combination of methods, though relied heavily on face-to-face contact at events or personal contact via telephone. Residents were approached at events on the Maiden Lane, or via trusted intermediaries (such as the community centre, or via friends on the Estate).

For example, at the outset of the project in June 2010, one of the project team attended an open day at which LBC invited Food Loop to have a stand. The recruitment stand included a poster that explained the project and food waste issues more broadly, an example home-composting kit and compost, and tomato plants (home-grown by SEED) which were given to residents. Two local children who were interested in the project joined the stall and provided valuable links to other residents by initiating conversations with those they knew. 

Despite significant interest at the event itself, the majority of residents who left their contact details were unavailable or uninterested when called in the days following the event. Support in contacting more residents was instead provided by the Maiden Lane Community Centre, who suggested local residents who might be interested. 
When inviting residents to subsequent workshops, we sought to recruit a cross-section of residents from the Estate with a mixture of male and female residents, a broad range of ages, and a mixture of residents from different national origins and ethnic backgrounds. We also sought to recruit residents from different types of family (e.g. with children / without children etc), from accommodation scattered across the Estate. While we did achieve a good mix of residents at each of our workshops, there were some groups that we did not work closely with. Throughout the project young people (18-25 year olds) and the elderly (60+) were not represented in our Resident Design Team, and only one teenager participated in the project (in the first two workshops). The residents in our Resident Design Team tended to be middle aged, and 11 out of 17 of the residents who participated in one or more of our workshops were female. It was also clear from the addresses of the Resident Design Team that none lived in the blocks of bedsits on Maiden Lane.

The selection of residents in the Resident Design Team was also constrained by the level of interest that the residents showed. While we sought to involve residents who were ambivalent about the food waste project or sceptical about its aims and practicalities, the nature of the research (including 3 hour workshops at the weekend) meant that the Resident Design Team were to a certain extent a self-selecting group interested in achieving the aims of the project. This was particularly pronounced over the course of the project, as less engaged residents dropped out of the Resident Design Team and were replaced

Working with a core group of around ten people enabled us to take on board all the concerns they raised and ensured the participants could develop a sense of ownership in the project and feel they had a strong part to play in the project development, which is important in the co-design process.
While we sought to work with the same team of participants throughout the project, attrition did occur with some participants dropping out and some unavailable on the days when subsequent workshops were held. Of the eight participants who attended our first workshop in July 2009, five participated in all subsequent co-design workshops and four attended our final evaluation workshop in October 2010. Two of the three participants who did not attend the final workshop were subsequently interviewed separately about the project. As well as working closely with the Resident Design Team, the project sought to engage more widely on the Estate – in part because of the limitations of working with a small group that was not representative of the whole Estate. Details of the surveys and focus groups we conducted can be found below. 
· Design workshops
Workshop 1: designing communications

The purpose of the first project workshop with residents (June 2010) was to explore the issue of food waste and to identify the key components that participants felt would need to be incorporated into an instruction leaflet for the new food waste collection scheme. A variety of qualitative methods was used to collect data. The workshop was attended by eight adult participants, and their children were supervised at a poster-painting session in a separate room. 
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Figure 19: A ‘Food Loop camera challenge’ disposable camera
Prior to the workshop, the project team met with participants at a short ‘pre-workshop’ one week before to introduce them to the project. Participants discussed life on the Estate, took a short walk to visit the nearby waste and recycling point and discussed the project’s objectives. The workshop concluded with the setting of several ‘homework’ tasks; the main one being for participants to use their Food Loop disposable cameras to record food in their homes. The cameras were custom-made to include instructions (see Figure 19), which requested that participants take photos of food in their homes, whether that be in the fridge, on their plates, or in the bin. 
Participants were also asked to think about the ways in which information is communicated and to take photos of effective methods of communication (including messages on the phone, posters, flyers, text, face-to-face, signs, door-knocking, newsletters or the Internet). The cameras were collected prior to the subsequent workshop and the photos processed by the project team.

The main workshop began with discussions about the participants’ photos, which were displayed on boards. The second part of the workshop involved a communications game, whereby participants were split into two groups and tasked with producing a set of instructions for someone learning how to sort their rubbish. Finally, the workshop concluded with a hands-on making exercise, whereby participants split into pairs and had to produce a poster that would explain to other residents how the food waste collection scheme worked. Participants discussed their posters and the features of their designs that they felt were important to include in communications materials. 

Workshop 2: stakeholder blueprinting 

Once the food waste collection scheme had been set up on Maiden Lane Estate, there were opportunities to look at the system that was being operated and to think about how it could be improved. The objective was to meet set targets for food waste recycling and improve the quality of the scheme for both residents and the service providers, so through a collaborative workshop the project team sought to identify necessary changes to the system and created a ‘service blueprint’ to articulate them. 

A service blueprint is a schematic diagram, frequently produced in the service design process, to show all the stages and details of a service from both the users’ and providers’ perspectives. It illustrates the chronological process of the service and how the different stages interconnect. Crucially, it also highlights all the ‘touch points’ of the service. These are the specific moments when users come into contact with the service and are the interactions that shape their experience of it.  In service design these are the crucial moments to analyse and refine, as they will create the user’s opinion of the service. The blueprinting process involves looking in detail at all the touch points along the user journey; it seeks to analyse and refine those interactions and ensure they combine to create a successful and rewarding service experience.

In November 2009, a service blueprinting workshop was held, with representatives from Defra, LBC, the service provider, SEED and PSI and facilitated by Sean Miller, a professional service designer. The output from the session – a draft working ‘blueprint’ for the Maiden Lane food waste collection service – informed all later stages of the project.  No residents were invited to participate in this blueprinting session.
Workshop 3: evaluating the food waste scheme

Following the launch of the food waste collection scheme, a second residents’ workshop was also held at the Maiden Lane Community Centre (November 2010). The workshop had four key aims: 

· To collect feedback on the communication materials. How easy had residents found the leaflet to use? Was there anything missing?

· To collect resident feedback on the scheme. How well was the scheme working? Had the residents encountered any problems using the scheme?

· To discuss how to improve the service. What solutions might overcome any problems encountered? How could the scheme be made easier to use?

· To discuss methods of improving participation. How could other residents on the Estate be encouraged to take part? 
The workshop was facilitated by PSI researchers and attended by ten participants, seven of whom had attended the first workshop and three who were new to the project. The workshop included a mixture of facilitated group discussions and small group work. 

Workshop 4: designing food-growing spaces

At the beginning of February, a third residents’ workshop was held at the Maiden Lane Community Centre, focusing on the use of the compost generated by the food waste recycling scheme. The workshop was attended by ten residents, five of whom had attended the first workshop and four of whom were new to the project. The workshop had several aims:

· To discuss the spaces that LBC had approved as possible communal areas for growing food or plants and alternative spaces (for example, using the existing spaces around homes and gardens);

· To introduce several different ‘models’ of how the green spaces and food-growing could be managed on the Estate, and discuss their details and implications with residents. This included different types of ownership, management of space and crops, and levels of responsibility; and
· In addition to discussions of management structures and locations for potential growing, the workshop used various methods to get residents producing diagrams, drawings or models of how specific spaces could be used.

Workshop activities included a tour of potential growing areas on the Estate and a scenarios-based exercise, in which participants worked in small groups to consider how future food growing spaces could be set up and managed. Participants were given fortune cookies containing characters, to encourage them to think about how different groups of residents (for example, young families or the elderly) might take part in food-growing schemes and what constraints might limit their involvement. They also considered how voluntary involvement in food-growing projects could be managed and potentially rewarded, and who might be best to coordinate and lead such projects. The workshop was run in conjunction with Loop, a design-led organisation that specialise in the design and creation of urban food growing spaces.
Workshop 5: designing the rooftop garden
To ensure that the participants’ outputs from the third workshop were captured and utilised, the research team convened a meeting of local stakeholders to plan the usage of the Community Centre’s rooftop areas. The meeting was attended by representatives from Camden Council, the Maiden Lane Community Centre, the Maiden Lane head volunteer gardener and City Leaf, the horticulture specialists who have been involved in much of the green space development on the Estate to date. No residents were invited to participate in this session.

The outputs from the workshop were used to place plans into a 3D digital model of the Community Centre roof which the research team have developed to aid future planning of food growing.

Workshop 6: final evaluation

Project activity on Maiden Lane concluded with an evaluation workshop held with the Resident Design Team. The aim of the workshop was to reflect with participants on the outcomes of Food Loop, as well as the processes of action research and co-design. Discussions were facilitated by PSI and participants discussed the different stages of the project sequentially. Seven residents participated in this evaluation workshop, four of whom had participated in the initial workshop. To complement the workshop, two additional interviews were held with residents who had attended the first design workshops but who had subsequently attended few workshops, and who participation data showed had not taken part in the food waste collection scheme. 

Finally, a small number of interviews were also conducted with two LBC Officers with whom we worked closely throughout the project, as well as Maiden Lane’s Community Gardener. Despite repeated attempts and much phone-calling, we could not persuade the service provider to take part in a final interview, despite sending a discussion guide that set out the questions they would be asked. 

2. Resident surveys 
Rocket launch day survey

Towards the end of September 2009, an event was held to celebrate the official launch of the Maiden Lane food waste recycling scheme. The event was intended to raise awareness of food waste recycling on the Estate, increase participation in the scheme and act as a reminder that the first food waste collections were beginning.   

As the project team had few opportunities to establish baseline attitudes to food waste recycling on the Estate, we used the launch event as an opportunity to assess residents’ initial attitudes to the food waste recycling scheme. A survey was compiled in collaboration with LBC and Defra and included questions about the Maiden Lane food waste scheme as well as standard WRAP metrics, and was administered at the event by the project team. A copy of the survey can be found in Appendix 1.   
Our sample was small, with 27 people surveyed. The results therefore serve as a qualitative snapshot of residents’ attitudes to the introduction of the scheme, the literature and promotional materials received prior to the launch, and to recycling more broadly.
Door-to-door household survey

In February 2010, PSI and SEED worked alongside the service provider to survey households. As part of the service providers’ standard service model, they conduct a door-to-door survey on the estates on which they operate to find out how residents view their service.  PSI and SEED redesigned this standard questionnaire, changing the wording of questions and inserting some standard questions from WRAP. The questionnaire we used on Maiden Lane aimed to establish respondents’ knowledge of the food waste collection scheme, levels of respondent satisfaction with the scheme, respondents’ attitudes towards food waste, and respondents’ openness towards a new text message service (see Appendix 4). 
Two versions of the questionnaire were developed (one that could be conducted on the doorstep, and another which could be left with the resident and picked up at a later date). The surveys were administered door-to-door by the research team and service provider and in total 95 questionnaires were filled in. Despite some concerns about problems with non-English speaking residents, language barriers only prevented the research team from completing questionnaires on three occasions. Where language skills permitted, the team overcame these barriers: two of the questionnaires were administered in Italian.

The small sample size (n = 95) means that results of the survey we treated qualitatively, though other limitations are also worthy of note. As the service provider only surveyed households that already had bins, the survey sample was skewed towards those already participating in the food waste collection scheme. While 70.5% of the sample took part in the food waste scheme, on average only 20% of households on the Estate were taking part in the scheme at the time. In addition, the surveying was mostly carried out during the day on weekdays, as this was the only time that the service provider was available to conduct questionnaires. Although the research team attempted to counter-balance this (returning to the Estate on a weekday evening and on the weekend), the sample is skewed slightly towards residents who are in the house between 10 am and 4 pm.

One question on the survey was added by LBC (‘Do you think you have used the existing recycling facilities on the Estate more since the food waste service began? Yes / No’), but the research team found it to be leading. The results of this question were therefore excluded from further analysis.

While the response rate of approximately 20% is low it echoes the results of similar attempts to survey on Maiden Lane. For example, although LBC’s 2008 Housing Needs survey achieved a response rate of 67%, this was the result of a fortnight’s sustained surveying, during which all properties’ doors were knocked on at least four times and resident events were also held. LBC’s more recent ‘Bike Needs’ survey, which was delivered door-to-door and required residents to return completed questionnaires by post, resulted in only 15 responses.
3. Focus groups with residents 

In May 2010, three focus groups were organised at the Maiden Lane Community Centre. The aim of the groups was to explore why participation in the Maiden Lane food waste scheme remained relatively low. Participants of the focus groups were recruited on the basis of participation in the food waste collection scheme. Our analysis of participation data enabled us to identify several distinct groups of residents to include in these discussions:

· Participants, those who had taken part in the scheme nearly every week since the scheme began in September 2009 (i.e. 90-100% participation);
· Drop-outs, individuals from households that had stopped using the scheme;   

· Non-starters and non-participants, those who accepted bins from the service provider but had never actually participated in the scheme or those who do not yet have a bin.
Face-to-face recruitment for the focus groups was conducted on the Estate in May and June 2010. Recruitment proved to be difficult, particularly among residents who had stopped using the scheme or who had never started, and attendance rates at the meetings varied significantly. 111 residents were approached about participating in the focus groups, including 61 who were spoken to in person. 

The non-starters and non-participants focus group proved particularly problematic, with the focus group being run twice due to low turnout, but with only 3 and then 2 residents attending. In total, 31 participants (seventeen who were taking part in the food waste scheme, nine who had dropped out, and five who were not participating) attended the focus groups, none of whom had participated in earlier project activity. The findings of the focus groups provide a more rounded exploration of issues among committed food waste recyclers and drop-outs, and a more individualised account of a very small number of non-participants.
The aim of the groups was to explore how participants felt about the food waste collection scheme and the extent to which they were aware of the ‘closed-loop’ nature of the scheme. We also set out to find out whether residents read the leaflets that our Resident Design Team helped design and what they thought of these, and whether the presence of the Rocket on the Estate has affected residents’ attitudes to the scheme in any way.

4. Celebratory planting day 

To celebrate the start of the Maiden Lane Community Centre roof garden development, the project team and LBC planned an event to give out free compost and encourage planting and home growing of food on the Estate. Existing planters on the rooftop of the Community Centre were prepared with a mixture of topsoil and Maiden Lane compost and residents were encouraged to help plant in these new areas. Throughout the day, approximately 30 residents attended the planting, 120 plants were distributed, and more than seventy one-litre and several carrier bags full of compost were distributed.

This initial planting was intended to catalyse participation in food growing among residents, and to act as a trial run for more wide-scale food growing projects to see if the space would remain free from vandalism. 

5.  Stakeholder interviews
At the end of the project, evaluation interviews were held with key stakeholders in the project, many of whom had interacted with the project from early stages until the project’s completion. These stakeholders included a project officer in the LBC Sustainability team, a community engagement officer in the LBC Housing and Social Care team, and the community gardener on the Estate. One-on-one, semi-structured interviews were conducted with each stakeholder which retrospectively evaluated the 18 months of the project.

The aim of the interviews was to evaluate several different aspects of the project, including the project’s engagement with the community; the success of the scheme in creating a closed ‘food loop’; the levels of participation seen in the project and issues that may have affected this; the level of success seen in the gardening initiatives; the research team’s engagement with residents and other stakeholders in the project; and reflections on what could be more effective or carried out differently in a similar project.

Appendix 2: Project literature review

Food waste in the UK

The amount of food wasted in the UK has been rising rapidly over the last three decades. WRAP’s recent analysis of domestic waste found that UK households produce 8.3 million tonnes of food and drink waste every year WRAP 2009()
, a figure even higher than previously estimated (e.g. WRAP, 2008) due to increased estimates relating to disposal via the sewer, home composting and feeding to animals. The amount of food and drink wasted equates to around 22% of the food and drink brought into the home and, as a lower proportion of drinks are wasted, 25% of food brought into the home.
WRAP’s study is the most comprehensive study of domestic food waste carried out to date. It estimated that only 1.5 million tonnes of UK household waste, under 20% of that produced, is ‘truly unavoidable’ (including food like vegetable peelings, meat carcasses and teabags), and that a further 5.3 million tonnes is ‘avoidable’ and potentially edible with better management and 1.5 million tonnes being ‘possibly avoidable’. The study also highlights how wasted varies by food type. For instance, 7% of milk purchases are wasted, compared to 36% of bakery and over 50% of lettuce and leafy salads (by weight). Fresh vegetables and salad are the most prominent types of food wasted, making up nearly 25% of arisings, followed by drinks (16%), fresh fruit (13%); and bakery  products (10%) WRAP 2009()
.

Food waste as a proportion of overall waste has also been shown to be one of the largest, if not the largest, single fractions in the UK’s household waste stream. Overall, it is estimated that approximately 18% of household waste is food waste, with compositional studies suggesting the figure could be as high as 40% in some areas where separation of dry recyclables (glass, plastic, cans etc.) is already well established Eunomia 2007()
.   

This is important for several reasons.  Firstly, most food waste in the UK ends up in landfill where it rots and produces methane, a potent greenhouse gas and important contributor to climate change. In addition, the entire life-cycle of food products (including production, packaging, distribution, storage and cooking) involves energy that is wasted if that food is not subsequently eaten, as well as resulting in the emission of greenhouse gases WRAP 2009()
. The emissions associated with avoidable food and drink waste is the equivalent of 20 million tonnes of carbon dioxide per year, roughly 2.4% of greenhouse gas emissions associated with all consumption in the UK WRAP 2009()
. 
The impact is not just environmental. As a whole, the UK pays for but does not eat £12 billion of good food each year. That is an average of £480 of avoidable food per household per year WRAP 2009()
. Despite this, the economic imperative to avoid wasting food may have receded in recent years; people in the UK are able to waste such significant amounts of food because they can afford to. WRAP notes that over the last decade we have become more affluent while food has become cheaper in real terms WRAP 2007()
. Food waste accounts for around 10% of disposable income today, compared to 15% ten years ago (although the percentages are higher for less affluent households) and this situation is unlikely to change.
What happens to food waste?

Recent estimates of the exact amounts of food waste produced have varied somewhat (reflecting the limited amount of large-scale food waste research projects in the UK) but there is broad agreement that very little food waste is currently recycled.  WRAP estimated that 70% of food waste (5.8 million tonnes) is collected by local authorities WRAP 2009()
, most of which is sent to landfill. 

Food waste recycling is, however, being trialled and rolled out in many areas of the UK. In March 2007, 79 local authorities were found to be collecting food waste in Great Britain, covering 10% of UK households Brook Lyndhurst 2009()
. In early 2008, it was estimated that this had grown to 85 local authorities WRAP 2008()
 and by late 2009, WRAP estimated that 31% of UK local authorities were operating food-waste collections in the last year. 

In the majority of local authorities where food waste collection was initially offered, the service evolved out of pre-existing garden waste or refuse collections to which food was added at a later date. Even when food waste was collected separately from refuse, the tendency was to incorporate the collection of food within an already existing garden waste collection. Specially commissioned or designed collection vehicles were usually not available Eunomia 2007()
. Thus, in the case of early food waste collection, many authorities were operating systems that they ‘may not have chosen if they had designed a food waste collection from scratch, and for which the style of collection is dictated by other service factors’ Brook Lyndhurst 2009()
. In recent years, local authorities have increasingly opted for systems that collect food waste separately, allowing the costs of processing to be minimized and the capture rate to be increased. 

There are still a range of schemes operating in the UK, with variations in the frequency of food waste and residual waste collection, whether food is commingled with garden waste, the type and size of food waste bin, the range of food items collected and whether kitchen caddies and/or liners are provided. Some models are becoming more prevalent as trials are rolled out across the country, and in 2008, alternate weekly collection of residual waste with fortnightly or weekly food waste collection was identified as the most commonly favoured model Brook Lyndhurst 2009()
.

It estimated that only 1.5 million tonnes of UK household waste, under 20% of that produced, is ‘truly unavoidable’ (including food like vegetable peelings, meat carcasses and teabags), and that a further 5.3 million tonnes is ‘avoidable’ and potentially edible with better management and 1.5 million tonnes being ‘possibly avoidable’.
What barriers prevent participation in food waste recycling schemes?

Although food waste recycling schemes are becoming increasingly available across the UK, the provision of a service does not guarantee uptake: Brook Lyndhurst 2009()
 suggest that participation in food waste recycling schemes in the UK can range from 10% to 90% or more, but more usually varies between 30% and 50%.

Existing evidence (for example Tucker and Douglas 2006()
; WRAP 2007()
; Brook Lyndhurst 2009()
) suggests a number of reasons that are consistently identified for non-participation in food waste collection schemes:

· A fear that dealing with and storing food waste separately will be smelly, dirty and attract vermin;

· The perception that residents have not produced enough waste to make separation worthwhile;

· The perception of added ‘hassle’, for example separating ‘yucky’ items in the kitchen, having an extra bin, or needing to wash bins more often or at all;

· A lack of provision of caddies and liners to reduce ‘hassle’ and ‘yuck’;

· Problematic trials of food waste collections (including odour and vermin issues, missed collections, insufficient liners provided and collection day had changed);

· The perception of a greater need for bins to be returned to the same household (related to feelings around dirty bins and hygiene); 

· Householder apathy and disinterest, and a lack of consumer knowledge about end uses for recycled household food waste;

· Home composting – either diversion of previously home-composted garden waste into the collection (as noted above); or, a stronger preference to compost food at home (and, by implication, to not recycle foods unsuitable for home composting such as meat);

· The use of food waste in other ways, for example feeding to pets;

· Insufficient strength of a call to action – communicating reasons why people should want to participate, for example, why food waste is a problem, its relationship to climate change, the benefit of end uses, and reducing vermin.
…but significantly, the evidence suggests that these barriers are overcome with use Brook Lyndhurst 2009()

Part of the problem is that the majority of people do not believe that food waste is a major environmental issue.  WRAP figures suggest that 40% of people think that food thrown away is not an issue because it is ‘natural and biodegradable’ and that packaging is generally seen as more of a problem than food waste WRAP 2007()
. They estimate that as few as 13% of people are really receptive to and engaged in food waste issues, with as many as one third of people unconcerned about the issue and resistant to change WRAP 2007()
.
Food waste recycling in urban areas

Encouraging uptake and participation in food waste collection schemes has been found to be particularly difficult in certain areas. Attempts to set up food waste recycling schemes in high-density housing have experienced lower than average uptake by residents and small quantities of food waste being recycled.  Between 2007 and 2009, WRAP provided funding and technical support to 21 local authorities to carry out trials of separate food waste collections. Trials involving door-to-door collections from flats collected considerably less waste than kerbside food trials WRAP 2009()
. These trials achieved average food waste yields of around 0.5 kg per household served per week (compared to 1.3kg – 1.5kg for kerbside collections).  Participation monitoring was carried out by 20 of the local authorities, and while 10 of the schemes achieved participation rates of 70% or more during the first phase of monitoring, one flats’ collection scheme achieved only 21% participation. The report concludes that ‘These relatively low yields reflect the challenges of collecting food waste from multi-occupancy properties and suggest a need to develop additional strategies for collecting food waste from these properties’ WRAP 2009()
.
The low yields from food waste recycling in flats do not indicate that people living in high-density housing create less food waste. WRAP notes that the multi-occupancy collection trials achieved yields comparable to some of the kerbside trials, in terms of kg per participating household per week WRAP 2009()
. This means that food waste levels in multi-occupancy houses are comparable to single occupancy houses, and where they are willing to, residents in multi-occupancy or high density housing can recycle just as much food waste as in single-occupancy housing. In addition, there is no evidence that the level of food waste generated by households varies according to income; food waste per capita is comparable across all classes WRAP 2009()
. 
There are interesting questions as to why residents of high-density housing have proven to be so resistant to participation in, and uptake of, food waste recycling schemes. Some trials have examined whether there is an inherent link between deprivation and the failure to engage with food waste recycling schemes, as many areas of high-density housing are also deprived.  WRAP (2009) found a strong correlation between levels of deprivation and participation rates achieved in its trials, with less deprived areas achieving higher participation rates. WRAP even constructed a ‘ready reckoner’ for estimating participation rates based upon the average Index of Multiple Deprivation, with participation falling as deprivation rises.

One explanation for this comes from the connection between deprivation and other trends; multi-occupancy households, for example, are less likely to participate in food waste schemes. Also, the number of occupants in the household has the strongest correlation with household avoidable food waste production, with levels of occupancy rising in more deprived areas. Tucker and Douglas state that in the case of recycling in general ‘Overall, the strengths of the relationships between socio-demographic factors and recycling behaviour are relatively weak … Any residual socio-demographic differences that exist amongst groups may now be more likely to reflect specific physical situations (inner city locations, household storage capacities, garden sizes) or the relative ‘busyness of lifestyle’ (e.g. families with young children) rather than relate to any fundamental class, creed or educational differences’ (2006: 19).
There are certainly specific issues that act as barriers to participation for people living in flats and maisonettes. Brook Lyndhurst noted that the lifestyle of those living in flats and private rented accommodation can make participation quite unlikely, using the example of young, full-time workers or students living in short-term rented accommodation in inner urban areas, for whom domestic orderliness is fairly low on their list of priorities. Residents or tenants in flats are far less likely to have outdoor space for storage and cleaning of food caddies, and often have smaller kitchens which make it difficult to find space for a caddy Brook Lyndhurst 2009()
.  Those living in flats or private rented accommodation are more likely to be mobile households, difficult to engage with by local authorities and without a consistent experience of recycling. WRAP (2009) also suggested that residents in some of the high-density areas who performed poorly in their trials may have relied more on ready meals than home prepared meals.

There are also practical logistical problems with engaging with residents and collecting food waste for local authorities:  for example, ‘it is important to take account of the time required for collection operatives to ascend and descend staircases and also to gain access through security gates when deciding on the size of collection rounds’ (WRAP 2009). Attempts to bypass this include Hackney’s ‘bring’ scheme, where residents brought food waste to containers near the entrance of several estates and high-rise properties.  This proved to be much less successful than kerbside recycling schemes – the Hackney scheme produced 0.32kg per household served per week (compared to 1.3 to 1.5kg for kerbside recycling).  Overall, food waste recycling in high density or multi-occupancy housing remains below average, and an area where more research is needed.

Increasing participation in food waste collection schemes

The challenge of reducing food waste can be met both by increasing levels of participation in schemes, and increasing the amount of food waste that these schemes capture.  There are numerous ways that this can be achieved; from structuring the scheme to have more infrequent collection of general household refuse Brook Lyndhurst 2009()
 to the provision of liners for caddies WRAP 2009()
.

In some cases though, service providers may have a fairly rigid modus operandi for collecting food waste, or be forced by practical constraints to operate in a certain way. Use of effective communication materials and feedback to encourage participation in food waste recycling schemes is one area that is of particular interest to this research, as a means of increasing participation and food capture in schemes where other interventions may not be possible.

Engaging with a community to promote particular messages and giving feedback on actions can prove highly effective. Tucker and Douglas 2006()
 gave the example of one community project that led to an 80-85% reduction in waste arisings, although they also noted that other schemes had made no noticeable difference to arisings.  Defra’s study of ‘Household Waste Prevention Activity in Dorset’ Dorset County Council 2010()
 showed that there can be ‘a significant measurable decline in kerbside household waste arisings, sustained over at least two years’ if a well planned and implemented waste campaign is run by the local authority, where no such decline is visible in control areas without such a campaign.  Such campaigns have included distribution of information, door-stepping, roadshows, carnivals and work with school children.

The use of effective communications materials alone (newsletters, emails etc.) can also be quite effective. Introducing a new scheme, providing a point of contact to residents, and explaining how the scheme will work WRAP 2009()
; highlighting food items which residents are often unsure if they can recycle Brook Lyndhurst 2009()
 and being used as a means of continuing to engage with residents once more resource-intensive activities (such as door-stepping) have ended.

There are problems of legitimacy and image though, when local authorities attempt to promote food waste recycling. Tucker and Douglas note that although Council endorsement can emphasise authority, ‘some residents might mistrust Councils’ prompts’ (2006: 24). Association with a well-known environmentalist or personality, or a well-respected local individual can help to give communication materials legitimacy. Critical to successful messaging is the issue of salience; recipients must be able to relate the message content to their own experiences and lifestyles. Engaging with the local community may give messages more saliency and legitimacy, and see information about the scheme disseminated by new or different channels and media.

One solution to a perceived lack of legitimacy and the ‘crowding’ of messages may be the process of co-design.  Co-design is a participative, collaborative design process whereby the views, inputs and skills of people with many different perspectives are used to address a specific problem (Demos 2008: 17). In the context of food waste, co-design would lead to local residents being involved in the design of food waste recycling schemes as an equal partner with the provider of the service and other stakeholders. Through an iterative learning process characterized by trial and error, or ‘learning while doing’, co-design can help to make ‘public services more efficient, to understand and better meet the needs of their users, and to build a sense of reciprocity between those users and service providers’  Demos 2008()
.  Recent Defra-funded research into community composting projects has resulted in the toolkit for ‘Unlocking the Potential of Community Composting’, which suggests that co-design workshops which engage all stakeholders are an efficient and effective way of utilizing stakeholder information to assess and improve small, community-based schemes Open University and nef 2009()
. Although there has been relatively little research into the utility and effectiveness of co-design, (something that this research sought to address), it has been suggested that co-design has the power to ‘cut through the thousands of messages we receive every day and move us to action’ Bird 2008()
. 

Feedback after a scheme has started may also be a useful channel to pursue.  The use of social norms can sometimes be effective; the Sustainable Consumption Roundtable give the example of a pilot study of the use of social norms to increase recycling. Guildford Borough Council and Surrey University successfully raised the number of people recycling by up to 39% (to a high of 90%) simply by giving householders feedback on how well their street was doing compared with others Sustainable Development Commission 2006()
 Research carried out by Schultz et al. 2007()
 indicates that the use of injunctive norms may prove even more successful. Where feedback was provided to households in California on their domestic energy consumption in comparison with their neighbours, high-consuming householders reduced their use of electricity but a ‘boomerang’ effect saw low-consumption households actually increasing their use of electricity.  When simple injunctive feedback was provided (smiley and unhappy faces were used to indicate good and bad), a significant reduction in energy use was noted among high-consuming households, while the low-consumption households maintained low energy use Schultz, Nolan et al. 2007()
.

Appendix 3: First draft information leaflet (A5, front and back)
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The Rocket is a new machine that
has been installed on Maiden Lane to
recycle the estate’s food waste and
tum it into compost. The compost wil
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“The time has come for us all to
think about our waste and what
we do with it. This new scheme will
help us all become greener and
help the planet we are living on.
Instead of throwing out all your
food waste, why not compost it
and use the compost to grow your
own food?”

Darrel Roshier, Maiden Lane Resident

Why put your food
in the caddy?

« All the food collected will become:
compost, which means none of it
is wasted

« The compost produced will stay
on the estate, so you will be
helping to make Maiden Lane
greener

« It's easy! Just put your caddy
outside your door on your
collection day every week

« Removing food waste from your
rubbish means fewer rats.

How do I do it?
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bag provided and sprinkle some
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Close and lock the lid.
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For collection day, tie
the bag and leave inside
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door by 8am. It will be
collected by 4pm.
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If you need more Bokashi bran,
leave your empty Bokashi bag
outside your door on collection
day and you will be given a new
one. New caddy liners will be.
provided each week. Gall

020 8986 5608 to request more.
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Yes please! Put these
things in your caddy.

All food scraps J
from your plates

Fruits and vegetables
of any kind

Cooked meats & fish,
including bones

Food peelings ’
Cheese -

Tea bags *

Coffee grounds

=

Curries and takeaways

Breads

No

No thanks, don't put these
things in your caddy.

Raw meats and fish

Cigarette ends

Liquids (including oils)

Paper, cardboard

Metal, plastics

Food wrappers

Rubber

Glass

Non-food items

Animal waste and nappies

Why not keep this somewhers close to your caddy to
remind you of what you can and can't put in the caddy?




Appendix 4: Launch event survey
Introduction: We are carrying out some research to find out how much people know about the new food waste collection and what residents think about it. As part of our project, we’d like to ask you some questions. All of the responses are completely confidential but we will ask for your name and contact details at the end of the questionnaire so you can be entered into our prize draw. 

[Check all understood.]
1. Have you received your new food waste caddy and leaflet about the new food waste scheme?









Yes 
 FORMCHECKBOX 
 (Go to 2)








No 
 FORMCHECKBOX 
 (Go to 11)

2. Did you speak to the ladies from [service provider] when the caddy was delivered? 

Yes 
 FORMCHECKBOX 
 

No 
 FORMCHECKBOX 
  

3. If yes, did you find the information from the [service provider]  team helpful? 

Yes 
 FORMCHECKBOX 
 

No 
 FORMCHECKBOX 
  

4. Did you have any questions that the [service provider]  team did not answer? 

Yes 
 FORMCHECKBOX 
 
If yes, what were they?

……………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………
No 
 FORMCHECKBOX 
 
5. Had you heard about the food waste collection scheme or the Rocket composter before your caddy and leaflet was delivered?  

Yes 
 FORMCHECKBOX 
 

No 
 FORMCHECKBOX 
  

6. If yes, how did you hear about the scheme?
……………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………

7. Have you read the leaflet that came with your food waste caddy? 

Yes 
 FORMCHECKBOX 
 (Go to 8)

No 
 FORMCHECKBOX 
 (Go to 11)

8. Did you find the information in the leaflet easy to understand?

Yes 
 FORMCHECKBOX 
 
No 
 FORMCHECKBOX 
 

If no, can you remember anything that you didn’t understand? 
…………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………..
9. Was there anything you particular liked about the leaflet? 

Yes 
 FORMCHECKBOX 
 
If yes, what was it?

…………………………………………………………………………………………
No 
 FORMCHECKBOX 
 

10. Was there anything you didn’t like about the leaflet? 

Yes 
 FORMCHECKBOX 
 
If yes, what was it?

…………………………………………………………………………………………
     No 
 FORMCHECKBOX 
 
11. How do you feel about the introduction of the new food waste collection scheme? 

……………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………

12. Do you think you will use the food waste collection scheme?

                           Yes   FORMCHECKBOX 
 


If yes, why do you think you will use the scheme? 

……………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………

                      Maybe    FORMCHECKBOX 
 

                             No   FORMCHECKBOX 
  

If no, why don’t you think you will use the scheme? 

…………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………..
                           Don’t know      FORMCHECKBOX 
 (Go to 14)
13. If you do think you will use it, what do you think will be the main type of food waste you put in caddy? 

Leftovers   FORMCHECKBOX 
 

Fruit and vegetable peelings   FORMCHECKBOX 
 

Food that had gone off   FORMCHECKBOX 

All of these types   FORMCHECKBOX 

Don’t know   FORMCHECKBOX 

14. Thinking about the food waste in your home, how much uneaten food would you say you throw away in general?

Quite a lot  FORMCHECKBOX 

A reasonable amount  FORMCHECKBOX 

Some  FORMCHECKBOX 

A small amount  FORMCHECKBOX 

Hardly any  FORMCHECKBOX 

None  FORMCHECKBOX 

Don’t know  FORMCHECKBOX 

15. Thinking about when you have to throw food away, to what extent, if at all, does it bother you?

A great deal  FORMCHECKBOX 

A fair amount  FORMCHECKBOX 

A little  FORMCHECKBOX 

Not very much  FORMCHECKBOX 

Not at all  FORMCHECKBOX 

Don’t know  FORMCHECKBOX 

16. How much effort do you and your family go to try and avoid the amount of food thrown away?

A great deal  FORMCHECKBOX 

A fair amount  FORMCHECKBOX 

A little  FORMCHECKBOX 

Not very much  FORMCHECKBOX 

Not at all  FORMCHECKBOX 

Don’t know  FORMCHECKBOX 

17. Do you have any questions about the food waste collection scheme or the Rocket? 
Yes   FORMCHECKBOX 
 

No   FORMCHECKBOX 
  

If yes, what is it / are they?

18. Is there anything that would help you reduce the amount of food waste you produce?

Yes 
 FORMCHECKBOX 
 

No 
 FORMCHECKBOX 
  

If yes, what is it?

19. Would you be interested in growing your own fruit and vegetables?

Yes, in my garden   FORMCHECKBOX 
 

Yes, but I do not have a garden   FORMCHECKBOX 
 

No   FORMCHECKBOX 

Maybe   FORMCHECKBOX 

Don’t know  FORMCHECKBOX 

20. Finally, which of these do you normally try and recycle? 

Paper / Newspapers / magazines  FORMCHECKBOX 

Glass bottles / jars / glass  FORMCHECKBOX 

Tins / Cans / Foil  FORMCHECKBOX 

Cardboard  FORMCHECKBOX 

Clothes  FORMCHECKBOX 

Shoes  FORMCHECKBOX 

Plastic bottles/plastic packaging  FORMCHECKBOX 

Food waste  FORMCHECKBOX 

Garden waste  FORMCHECKBOX 

Other items  FORMCHECKBOX 

None of these  FORMCHECKBOX 

Don’t know  FORMCHECKBOX 

Appendix 5: Residents’ survey and ‘committed food waste reducers’

Although the sample size was small (with 95 respondents) and despite other limitations (see Appendix 1), the door-to-door survey undertaken on the Estate in February 2010 did allow the research team to gain some insight into the number of ‘Committed Food Waste Reducers’ on the estate. WRAP defines a ‘Committed Food Waste Reducer’ as someone to whom throwing away food bothers them ‘a great deal’, who goes to ‘a great deal’ of effort in order to minimise the amount of food they throw away and who claims to throw away ‘hardly any’ or ‘none’ WRAP 2010()
. Based on this definition (and taking ‘a lot’ to be synonymous with ‘a great deal’), only nine out of the 92 people who answered these questions can be considered Committed Food Waste Reducers. This is significantly lower than representation across the UK, with data from 2009 suggesting approximately 17% of the population are Committed Food Waste Reducers
.  All nine of these people were taking part in the food waste collection scheme.  
Thinking about the food waste in your home, how much uneaten food would you say you normally throw away in general?

	
	All respondents
	Participants
	Non-participants

	Quite a lot
	9
	6
	3

	A reasonable amount
	16
	12
	4

	Some
	13
	11
	2

	A small amount
	24
	18
	6

	Hardly any
	20
	15
	5

	None
	2
	2
	-

	Don’t know
	1
	1
	-


How much effort do you and your family go to try and avoid the amount of food thrown away?

	
	All respondents
	Participants
	Non-participants

	A lot
	44
	37
	7

	A fair amount
	25
	17
	8

	A little
	7
	7
	-

	Not very much
	9
	4
	5

	Not at all
	
	-
	-

	Don’t know
	1
	1
	-


Thinking about when you have to throw away food, to what extent, if at all, does it bother you?

	
	All respondents
	Participants
	Non-participants

	A lot
	44
	36
	8

	A fair amount
	17
	12
	5

	A little
	11
	7
	4

	Not very much
	4
	4
	-

	Not at all
	7
	4
	3

	Don’t know
	1
	1
	-


Appendix 6: Food waste survey: Maiden Lane February 2010
Date: 






Time: 

Address of resident………………………………………………………………..……………………......

…………………………………………………………………………………………....……………………...

Thank you for agreeing to fill in this survey about Maiden Lane’s food waste collection service. It should take about five to ten minutes to fill in and all the answers that you provide will be kept confidential. If you have any questions about the survey, or if you would like a copy of this Maiden Lane survey in large print or Braille, or in another language, please call 020 7974 6914.
1. Do you currently take part in the free food waste scheme? This means putting your food waste out for collection in a green bin.

Yes   FORMCHECKBOX 
 [If you do take part in the scheme, please go to question 2] 




No    FORMCHECKBOX 
 If you do not take part in the scheme, please write why not. ………………………………….... ……………………..……………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………[Now please go to question 6]

2. In general, are you happy with the food waste collection service you receive? 

Yes   FORMCHECKBOX 

 No   FORMCHECKBOX 
 If you are not happy with the service, please write why not.

……………………………………………………………………………………………………………………

……………………………………………………………………………………………………………………

3. Do you know what to do if you require any more bags or Bokashi? 

Yes   FORMCHECKBOX 
 Please write down how you normally request new bags or Bokashi. ………………………………………………………..…………………………………………………………..

No    FORMCHECKBOX 
 

4. Have you noticed a difference in the amount of rubbish your home produces (e.g. in black bin bags) since taking part in the food waste scheme? 

Yes   FORMCHECKBOX 
 

No     FORMCHECKBOX 
 

      I don’t know  FORMCHECKBOX 
  

5. Is there anything that you think could be done differently to improve the service? 

Yes   FORMCHECKBOX 
 If yes, please write down your suggestions here…………………………………………………

 ………………………………………………………………..……………………,…………………………..

…………………………………………………………………………………………………………………..

No    FORMCHECKBOX 
 [Please skip the next question and go to question 7]
6. If you don’t currently take part in the food waste scheme, would you like to? 

Yes   FORMCHECKBOX 



No     FORMCHECKBOX 
 If you don’t want to take part, it would be very useful if you could write why not.

Reasons ……………………..………………………………………………………………………………..

………………………………………………………………………………………………………………….

7. The Council is setting up a free text message service to help residents use the food waste scheme. Would you be interested in receiving a free text message to remind you to put your bin out? 

   
Yes    FORMCHECKBOX 
 Mobile number ……………………………………………………………………………............

No     FORMCHECKBOX 


Do not have a mobile 
 FORMCHECKBOX 


8. Would you be interested in using a free text message service to request new caddies and Bokashi powder, and to receive updates from [service provider] about the service?

Yes    FORMCHECKBOX 
 Mobile number ……………………………………………………………………………............

No     FORMCHECKBOX 


Do not have a mobile 
 FORMCHECKBOX 

9. Do you know what happens to the food waste collected on maiden lane? 

Yes   FORMCHECKBOX 
  Please write what you think happens to the waste………………………………………………

……………………………………………………………...…………………………………………………….

No    FORMCHECKBOX 
 
10. Thinking about the food waste in your home, how much uneaten food would you say you throw away in general?

              Quite a lot  FORMCHECKBOX 
                 
A small amount  FORMCHECKBOX 

A reasonable amount  FORMCHECKBOX 
                   Hardly any  FORMCHECKBOX 
                                    

 Some   FORMCHECKBOX 
                                 
None  FORMCHECKBOX 

Don’t know  FORMCHECKBOX 

11. How much effort do you and your family go to try and avoid the amount of food thrown away?

A lot  FORMCHECKBOX 
                  
Not very much  FORMCHECKBOX 

A fair amount  FORMCHECKBOX 
                                Not at all  FORMCHECKBOX 

A little  FORMCHECKBOX 
                                            Don’t know  FORMCHECKBOX 

12. Thinking about when you have to throw food away, to what extent, if at all, does it bother you?

A lot  FORMCHECKBOX 
                  
Not very much  FORMCHECKBOX 

A fair amount  FORMCHECKBOX 
                                Not at all  FORMCHECKBOX 

A little  FORMCHECKBOX 
                                            Don’t know  FORMCHECKBOX 

13. Would you be interested in growing your own fruit and vegetables on the Estate?

Yes, in my garden   FORMCHECKBOX 
          Yes, on my balcony  FORMCHECKBOX 

Yes, but I do not have a garden or a balcony   FORMCHECKBOX 
                      
Maybe   FORMCHECKBOX 

No   FORMCHECKBOX 

Don’t know  FORMCHECKBOX 

14. We are looking at new ways of informing residents about the food waste collection scheme and its progress. The Internet might be one way of doing this. Have you got Internet access in your home? 

       Yes   FORMCHECKBOX 
  


    No    FORMCHECKBOX 
  

15. Finally, do you have any other comments about the food waste scheme?

……………………………………………………………………………………………………………………

……………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………
Thank you for taking the time to complete this survey. 

Please put the completed survey in the envelope provided. We will come and collect the completed survey from you on …………………………………..

Appendix 7: Revised service information leaflet
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Appendix 8: Additional communications materials
Advert in the Estate Management Board (EMB) newsletter, which is distributed around the Estate every month to 2 months. Evidence from workshops and focus groups indicates that a significant number of residents read the newsletter regularly.
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Window stickers. Residents felt it would be good to show who was taking part in the scheme and suggested a poster or sign that could go in the windows of households. Based on drawings created by children in our workshops, two window hangers were designed to be distributed to scheme participants. The hangers were designed to be attached to windows with suction pads, though the final design was never finalised. 
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'My other bin is a Rocket' window stickers
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Box � SEQ Box \* ARABIC �1�: What is a Rocket composter?


A Rocket composter is in an in-vessel composting system, which uses the heat generated by natural decomposition processes to sterilise food waste, allowing food waste that includes meat, fish and other materials to be rendered safe and compliant with Animal By-Products Regulations (ABPR). Food waste is added to the Rocket mixed with woodchip (or other organic matter), and is left in-vessel for two weeks. During this time it is regularly rotated (by a mechanical fin) and excess water, which makes up around 50-60% of the food waste, is extracted from the Rocket. The resulting sterilised product then has to be left to season for 6-8 weeks (either in a container or open storage facilities). Once seasoned, it can be mixed with soil (at a 1:1 ratio) and is ready to be used as compost.





Box � SEQ Box \* ARABIC �2�: About the Maiden Lane Estate


The Maiden Lane Estate forms an isolated cul-de-sac immediately to the north of the King's Cross railway complex in north London. It is situated within the London Borough of Camden and is home to 479 households.  


Despite being hailed as a model new community shortly after it opened in 1982 (for example, see Boyarsky and Winter � ADDIN EN.CITE <EndNote><Cite ExcludeAuth="1"><Author>Boyarsky</Author><Year>1983</Year><RecNum>16</RecNum><DisplayText>(1983)</DisplayText><record><rec-number>16</rec-number><foreign-keys><key app="EN" db-id="z92pa2vx2ra5eyezft0v2dvxrpz5apsv52td">16</key></foreign-keys><ref-type name="Journal Article">17</ref-type><contributors><authors><author>Boyarsky, A.,</author><author>Winter, J.,</author></authors></contributors><titles><title> Maiden Lane. Housing, Maiden Lane, Camden, London; Architects: Camden (London Borough). Architects Dept, project architects: Gordon Benson and Alan Forsyth</title><secondary-title>Architectural Review</secondary-title></titles><periodical><full-title>Architectural Review</full-title></periodical><pages>22-29</pages><volume>173 </volume><number>1034</number><dates><year>1983</year><pub-dates><date>April 1983</date></pub-dates></dates><urls></urls></record></Cite></EndNote>�(� HYPERLINK  \l "_ENREF_2" \o "Boyarsky, 1983 #16" ��1983�)�), the Estate rapidly fell into disrepair. The Thompson Report, commissioned in the mid-80s to review the Estate’s condition, reported damp and drainage problems, vandalism and graffiti, leaking roofs and skylights and a general lack of security. Although critical of the design of the Estate, the report’s authors suggested that many problems stemmed from the concentration of an impoverished population, poor management, and poor maintenance � ADDIN EN.CITE <EndNote><Cite><Author>Hillier</Author><Year>1989</Year><RecNum>17</RecNum><DisplayText>(Hillier, Jones et al. 1989)</DisplayText><record><rec-number>17</rec-number><foreign-keys><key app="EN" db-id="z92pa2vx2ra5eyezft0v2dvxrpz5apsv52td">17</key></foreign-keys><ref-type name="Report">27</ref-type><contributors><authors><author>Hillier, B. </author><author>Jones, L. </author><author>Penn, A.</author><author>Jianming, X. </author><author>Grajewski, T.  </author></authors></contributors><titles><title>The architecture of the Maiden Lane Estate: a second opinion</title></titles><dates><year>1989</year></dates><pub-location>London</pub-location><publisher>University College London</publisher><urls><related-urls><url>http://eprints.ucl.ac.uk/1751/</url></related-urls></urls></record></Cite></EndNote>�(� HYPERLINK  \l "_ENREF_11" \o "Hillier, 1989 #17" ��Hillier, Jones et al. 1989�)�. 


A 2008 survey of housing needs on the Estate found that 12.5% of respondents were unemployed, and a further 9.1% of respondents were long-term sick or disabled and unemployed. A comparison by ethnic breakdown revealed that a higher proportion of BME groups experienced an increased level of overcrowding on the Estate � ADDIN EN.CITE <EndNote><Cite><Author>London Borough of Camden</Author><Year>2008a</Year><RecNum>18</RecNum><DisplayText>(London Borough of Camden 2008a)</DisplayText><record><rec-number>18</rec-number><foreign-keys><key app="EN" db-id="z92pa2vx2ra5eyezft0v2dvxrpz5apsv52td">18</key></foreign-keys><ref-type name="Report">27</ref-type><contributors><authors><author>London Borough of Camden,</author></authors><tertiary-authors><author>Unpublished</author></tertiary-authors></contributors><titles><title>Maiden Lane Housing Needs Survey 2008</title></titles><dates><year>2008a</year></dates><urls></urls></record></Cite></EndNote>�(� HYPERLINK  \l "_ENREF_15" \o "London Borough of Camden, 2008a #18" ��London Borough of Camden 2008a�)�.


Over twenty years on, the Maiden Lane Estate remained in need of investment.  For example, in 2007 over £30 million of capital investment work was undertaken on the Estate; in 2009/10 LBC consulted with residents on regeneration plans (involving possible demolition and rebuilding of some sections of the Estate); and, more recently, proposals have been agreed by the Council for redeveloping the York Way frontage creating new affordable homes and estate improvements. 


�     � 





Figure � SEQ Figure \* ARABIC �2�: The Maiden Lane Estate, north London





Part one of this report details our 18 months’ project activity on Maiden Lane. It begins with a brief summary of the work conducted with different groups on the estate during project initiation, and the recruitment of the resident design team. Section two sets out the co-design work undertaken in designing communications materials. Section three then goes on to discuss how we sought to improve the scheme through co-design, before section four describes our work around composting and food growing. 


At the beginning of each section, a box summarises the main project activities covered by that section. The findings from each section are then presented in an additional box at the end of the section. 





Project activity began in March 2009, when the research team initiated discussions with the various groups and organisations active on Maiden Lane. Following a series of meetings, project plans were amended to ensure activities complemented the ongoing Estate regeneration consultations. The importance of clearly communicating project plans and a flexible approach to project delivery became apparent from an early stage. Having agreed a research approach which all stakeholders were happy with, we set about recruiting participants to join our first workshop. 





Project initiation and recruitment: summary of key findings (further details are provided in Part 3)


Taking the time to understand the relationship between residents and the Council was invaluable, and shaped our subsequent work with both groups.


Relations with LBC were improved following the agreement of a Terms of Reference, which set out how the research project and our work with residents would complement rather than conflict with LBC’s own work.


Residents we spoke to were often surprised to learn compost can be produced directly from food, particularly when they are able to see and handle the compost. 


The involvement of local children improved our engagement with others.  





This section describes the first of our co-design activities: the preparation of communications materials to be distributed as part of the roll-out of the food waste collection scheme. The process began with an introductory meeting with the project’s Resident Design Team. The Team met again for our first collaborative design workshop soon after, at which the Resident Design Team input into the design of communications materials to distribute as part of the food waste collection scheme. Prototypes were then trialled with a limited number of residents.


The final co-designed communications materials were distributed across the Estate prior to the launch of the food waste collection scheme in September 2009. 








Co-design and implementation: summary of key findings (further details can be found in Part 3)


The smell from the Rocket was of real concern to the residents.


It is important to take note of any branding, style guidelines or non-negotiable parts of the communications materials which a service provider or local authority may require.


The involvement of the local authority and the service provider in designing the communications materials was crucial but their input risked displacing the ideas generated by the Resident Design Team. 


Feedback from the Resident Design Team on the prototype communication materials helped shape the final outputs.


The design and the sign-off of co-designed materials may take longer than normal. Print deadlines need to allow for this. 


The project involved many unforeseen trips to the Estate (for example to drop off and pick up cameras and caddies). Maiden Lane’s close proximity to the research team’s main office facilitated this. 


The Estate’s Community Centre proved a real asset to our work. Recruitment activity was aided by those who work at the Centre, while the building itself became the hub for Food Loop activity. 


Door-knocking should have taken place in the evenings and weekends as well as during weekdays.





Once the food waste collection scheme was operating and after the co-designed leaflet had been disseminated, the project team met with the Resident Design Team again to evaluate the scheme’s progress. As well as providing insight into how well the communications materials had been received, the aim was also to identify ways in which the food waste collection scheme could be iteratively improved. 


The following section of the report sets out the ways in which we worked with both the Resident Design Team and the service provider to assess the food waste collection scheme and then identify and implement several changes which we hoped would  improve the service. 


Specific activities discussed in this section, which fed into this iterative, design-led process, included the shadowing of service provider operatives, two workshops (one with residents and the other with local stakeholders and a door-to-door survey of residents.  





Box � SEQ Box \* ARABIC �3�: What is service blueprinting? 


A service blueprint graphically records the journey of any person engaged in the service. For a service provider, it offers a coherent and visually detailed way of understanding the service offering from the customers’ point of view, for example. During the Maiden Lane project, we found that when used as part of a co-design process, a thorough service blueprint can enable stakeholders to more deeply understand the service experience from someone else’s perspective. It can therefore be an effective tool in building understanding and encouraging dialogue between stakeholders.


The temporal aspect to the service blueprint also encourages continued consideration of the service experience over time. It builds in the capacity for users to continually evaluate and adapt, if necessary, certain phases of the service, and to forecast what impact those changes would have on other stages or users of the service.


We used a model of service blueprinting which we found to be effective, which identifies five key stages to a service life cycle: 


Aware. At this first stage, people find out about a new service. 


Join. The next step for users wanting to participate in a service and to join it. This could be submitting an email to receive a newsletter or completing an application form.


Use is when people use a service for the first time. This is often the stage at which most people become frustrated when using a service they haven’t used before. 


Continue refers to the continued use of a service, after a person has used it for the first time. At this stage use of the service may become habitual.


Leave is the final stage when a customer decides to stop using a service.


The five stages of a service lifecycle are mapped against ‘touch-points’; mechanisms by which people receive information or interact with the service. These are usually broadly defined by the mechanism used, for example web, phone, internet, face-to-face etc. Service blueprinting considers a service or product largely from the user’s perspective, though ‘background’ activity (for example, decisions taken prior to set-up of the Rocket scheme being agreed) may also be mapped.








Intervention 1: Improving external communications


The design challenge


The existing communications materials were not addressing residents’ concerns about the scheme, nor communicating the benefits of participation. The challenge was to improve external communications materials so residents could easily understand how the scheme worked and to begin to create an understanding of a ‘food loop’.


What we did


Following the second Resident Design Team workshop, we redeveloped the ‘Please Contact Us’ leaflet based on the insights gathered from the workshop participants. The new leaflet was a rephrased ad redesigned version of one of the service provider’s existing leaflets, and offered residents the opportunity of requesting a new caddy by leaving the leaflet at the Community Centre. In December, following the decision not operate a collection over the Christmas period, effort was made to ensure households continued to use the service. The project team worked with the LBC to design a leaflet that was distributed to all households, explaining that they could request extra supplies as needed and providing an opportunity to give feedback on the scheme.


How we did it


The revised ‘Please Contact Us’ leaflet included workshop participants’ quotes, in an effort to challenge possible misperceptions about the scheme and provide firsthand feedback from the Resident Design Team. For example, workshop participants thought it important to stress that the caddies do not smell and to reiterate that the scheme is free to participate in. We also attempted to encourage people to take part by suggesting participation was already high: ‘Most of your neighbours are already composting…’


�


How it improved the service


The redesigned ‘Please Contact Us’ leaflet more effectively communicated the operation of the scheme to residents. It succeeded in communicating feedback about the operation, through the use of residents’ quotes, and in building the ‘brand’ of Food Loop on Maiden Lane, which was part of the communications campaign’s overall objective. It is not possible to tell if the leaflets, either individually or collectively, improved participation in the scheme, because they were delivered gradually over the course of several months. One measure of success would have been the number of phone calls received by the service provider by residents requesting caddies (having been left a leaflet) but the service provider did not provide the research team with this data.








Intervention 2: designing a ‘request dial’


The design challenge


The blueprinting and design team workshops revealed that residents were unsure how to request parts of the kit, such as replacement caddy liners, from the service operatives. Residents also required better means of communicating their needs to the service operatives on a weekly basis. The design challenge that therefore emerged was to create a clear and effective communication channel between residents and the service operatives during collections.


What we did


The service provider had various informal systems in place for requesting replacements, but workshop participants commented that they found them problematic to use. These systems included talking to the provider in person (if the resident was at home during the collection), leaving a note on the caddy or phoning the service provider’s office (although there was no answer machine).


It was agreed with Resident Design Team members and the service provider that a ‘communication tool’ should be developed to allow residents to communicate their needs to operatives on a weekly basis. Originally, it was envisaged this would operate in a similar way to the indicator systems that are used on milk bottle holders, allowing variations in the requests (Figure 7). Early paper prototypes were used to trial possible options (see Figure 8).


�           �


Figure � SEQ Figure \* ARABIC �7�: inspiration        			 Figure � SEQ Figure \* ARABIC �8�: prototype


How we did it


The dial was initially wheel shaped, and designed to hang off the base of the handle at the side of the caddy. In the prototype, a simple elastic band enabled the resident to communicate their needs to the operator simply by stretching a band next to the required item.


After some initial tests by the project team, some adjustments were made to the dial, addressing participants’ concerns about vandalism and ease of use. For example, it was found that the thickness of the card interfered with the locking mechanism on the handle. The request dial was therefore redesigned (see Figures 9 and 10) to hang off the central part of the handle at the top of the bin, so that the elastic bands were difficult to remove. It was agreed that the dial would be made of polypropylene and would be fixed to the handle by the operators during collections. 





Residents would be able to use rubber bands to indicate the different items they require and the dial would be attached to the bin using a polypropylene self-fixing stud. This would be difficult to remove without a specific tool so it was hoped it would be immune to vandalism. 


�       �


  	             Figure � SEQ Figure \* ARABIC �9�: prototype for testing                       Figure � SEQ Figure \* ARABIC �10�: final dial





How it improved the service


Once the design was finalised, four prototypes were produced using plastic and printed-paper and were trialled by four members of the Resident Design Team (chosen on the basis of household size and the frequency with which they used the food waste collection scheme). The service operatives were also consulted after the first week of using the dial, and at the end of the trial after four weeks.


Feedback from those who tested the dial was positive, with users finding the dials easy to understand. The operatives had initial difficulties reading the dials (since they were partially obscured by the elastic bands). As a result, the dial was made slightly bigger, and changes made to the layout to make reading them easier. At the end of the trial, the operatives reported being able to use the dials easily.


Once finalised, the dials were distributed across the Estate and attached to the caddies by the service provider’s operatives. 





Intervention 3: designing a text message reminder service


The design challenge


During workshop 3 participants reported problems with remembering to put their caddies out the night before, in time for the early morning collection service. The design challenge was to create a way of reminding the residents about the collection, in plenty of time.


What we did


Workshop participants suggested a text message reminder service as one way to overcome this problem. LBC already had an existing service agreement with a text message service provider that allowed the set-up of a text reminder service on Maiden Lane. The service was completely free for residents and enabled a two-way service, giving residents the option of sending free messages to request new bags and Bokashi as well receiving reminder texts. 


How we did it


In March 2010, a trial text message service began operating on the Estate. The trial, which 18 households took part in, allowed residents to send a free text service to request replacements for the Bokashi or caddy bags, and also sent residents a reminder to put their caddy out on a Sunday evening. 


The households involved in the trial were those who volunteered their mobile phone numbers during surveying on the Estate in February 2010. To determine if the reminder service would be successful, the research team mapped the caddy-set out frequency for households that requested text reminders in the door-to-door satisfaction survey (Appendix 7). All of the households that requested reminders had missed at least one collection, and many were quite erratic in their participation. The research team felt that the different participation rates displayed in the sample (none of which were 90% or above) meant that testing the text reminder service would be a valuable exercise. 


�


Figure 11: addressing the issue of missed collections in a workshop
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How it improved the service


During an initial testing period of four weeks, we monitored the households receiving the text reminder service to see if their participation increased. If the trial significantly increased the set-out rate of those households, we intended to roll the scheme out across the Estate. We also produced a Privacy Statement that would be distributed to all residents on the roll-out of the service, clearly stating how their phone numbers would be used.


The data collected does not suggest that the trial improved participation significantly. The members of the research team registered to receive text messages, but did not receive them on a weekly basis, indicating problems with the service. In addition, the service was stopped by LBC without warning in the summer 2010 when the council’s contract with the text message service provider was terminated. This is indicative of the challenges of large service contracts held by the council.


Stopping the text service also meant other tools such as the dial no longer functioned properly, as they featured information about using the text messaging service.


Although there was no obvious sign of increased participation, the reminder service would only have been effective for those participants who commented that they forgot to put their bin out. Participation was not based on this however, and it is unknown if those residents were participating in the trial.


How the text messages worked


Two-way communications function


Anyone signed up to the service was also able to request new materials from the food waste service providers (e.g. more bags or an extra caddy) by texting back to the messaging service. Following protracted discussions between the research team, Camden Council and LBC, wording for the text messaging service was agreed. Residents could request new bin liners and Bokashi bran, as well as an extra caddy or a delivery of compost. There was some capability to deal with mistakes: if a resident enters an unrecognised word when texting the service, they will receive a ‘bounce back’ message asking them to try again. 


�








�


Figure 12: example of the text messaging service


The 18 participants who showed interest in the free texting service would initially receive a weekly text on a Sunday evening to remind them to put out their caddies in time for the next day’s collection: “Don’t forget to put your food waste out for tomorrow’s Monday morning collection. Thanks!”


How it improved the service


During an initial testing period of four weeks, we monitored the households receiving the text reminder service to see if their participation increased. If the trial significantly increased the set-out rate of those households, we intended to roll the scheme out across the Estate. We also produced a Privacy Statement that would be distributed to all residents on the roll-out of the service, clearly stating how their phone numbers would be used.


The data collected does not suggest that the trial improved participation significantly. The members of the research team registered to receive text messages, but did not receive them on a weekly basis, indicating problems with the service. In addition, the service was stopped by LBC without warning in the summer 2010 when the Council’s contract with the text message service provider was terminated. This is indicative of the challenges of large service contracts held by the council. Stopping the text service also meant other tools, such as the Request Dial, no longer functioned properly as they featured information about using the text messaging service.


Although there was no obvious sign of increased participation, the reminder service would only have been effective for those participants who commented that they forgot to put their bin out. Participation was not based on this however, and it is unknown if those residents were participating in the trial.








Intervention 4: ‘bigger bags are back’ leaflet


The design challenge


At one of our focus groups in May 2010, participants commented that the caddy liners they were provided with were too small for the bins, which caused the bags to break easily. After discussing the issue with the service provider, it was found that the small bags had been delivered by mistake. The service provider soon replaced the small caddy liners with the correct sized ones and the problem was solved. Focus group participants had commented that this service problem had deterred some from participating in the scheme so it was important to communicate clearly to all residents that the problem had been resolved. 


What we did


The project team created a ‘bigger bags are back’ leaflet, designed to look like a post-it note, which was left on every caddy on the Estate within a week of the problem being solved.





�


Figure 14: ‘bigger bags are back’ leaflet





How it improved the service


It was not possible to evaluate the impact the leaflet had on participation in the scheme, although feedback in subsequent focus groups suggested that residents understood that a mistake had been made.





Intervention 5: establishing a food waste drop-off point


The design challenge


At our second workshop, residents asked for a central drop-off point that they could take their waste to when their caddies were full, or if they missed a collection.  The design challenge was to find a suitable location and design a drop-off point that would meet the requirements of the residents and LBC.


R1: Coz I like, I dunno but I live in a one bedroomed and it’s all open plan, and it’s just impossible to keep that in my house for a whole week because the smell… and I’ve got 2 children. So if there was somewhere I could take it myself on a daily basis to empty it that would suit me down to the ground. 


R2: Something like the recycling bin, where you put the glass and papers and stuff. 


What we did


Although the drop-off point was initially looked into, concerns about breaching the Animal By-Product Regulations (which govern the recycling of food waste) and budget meant LBC were reluctant to pursue this. 


Following our focus groups, it was clear that the participants firmly believed a central drop-off point would improve the service so the project team began again liaising with the Council to set this up. Initial concerns about health and safety proved unfounded but the cost of a central drop-off point, the monitoring of waste dropped off by residents and other practicalities stalled the set-up of this.      








Improving the service: summary of key findings (further details can be found in Part 3)


‘Blueprinting’ is particularly useful as a means of plotting the points at which individuals come into contact with a new service. 


Participants remained positive about the scheme and motivated by the Food Loop concept but participation was hampered by problems with service and the smell from the Rocket.


Participants found their own innovative solutions to overcome problems.


The provision of single size caddies had proved insufficient among large families. In addition, participants wanted control over the disposal of their food waste. 


Residents were reluctant to report problems with the smell from the Rocket directly to LBC because of their perception that no action would be taken. 


The value of prototyping to trial and refine solutions was reiterated. 


The range of suggestions and ideas put forward varied in cost and difficulty, and it was important to be clear with residents about what aspects of the service could be changed. 








In early 2010, while efforts to improve the food waste collection service continued, project activities began to focus on food-growing and the use of the Maiden Lane compost on the Estate. 


In February, the Resident Design Team attended our fourth workshop to discuss how and where food-growing might take place on the Estate and how food-growing spaces would be managed.


The input from this meeting helped identify the roof of Maiden Lane’s Community Centre as a prime site for food-growing. To celebrate the production of the Estate’s compost, a Planting Day was held with residents. A workshop was also held with various stakeholders to plan the design of a new garden on the Community Centre roof. 


In addition, the project team worked with LBC to develop a series of communications materials, to provide feedback to residents on scheme progress and to reinforce the link between the food waste collections and food-growing activities on the Estate.





Box � SEQ Box \* ARABIC �4�: Co-designing shared food-growing spaces: challenges and solutions


Participants in the third workshop identified a number of key challenges that the development of food-growing spaces on Maiden Lane would present to any future community initiatives. 


The first was working with teenagers and young people, who participants felt could potentially disrupt any gardening activities and spaces on the Estate. There were three broad suggestions to tackle this issue. Firstly, young people could be involved by their families’ commitment to food-growing by actively partaking in gardening activities so they develop a sense of ownership for the planning and maintenance of the garden spaces. Secondly, they could be involved through the community centre or youth club. Finally, residents suggested young people could be offered a recreation space as part of the growing space – maybe by giving the teenagers a table and chairs or sheltered area next to an allotment space. Some residents felt that teenagers could not be expected to suddenly take an interest in food-growing and gardening; instead, the focus should be on making sure that the teenagers have their own spaces and to do not feel compelled to damage any food-growing spaces. 


Another group that participants felt needed to be considered explicitly were the elderly and those with reduced mobility. Due to the size and terrain of the Maiden Lane Estate, access can be difficult for the less mobile. All members of the group designed spaces that enabled easy access and provided areas to sit and enjoy the green spaces.


Ideally, we would have worked specifically with both of these groups through our co-design workshops, or held specific co-design workshops with these groups, but resources did not permit us to do this. Instead, we had to pass on the recommendation to LBC to carry out specific work with young people and the elderly. 


Dog-fouling was also identified as a major risk. Currently there are no designated areas for dog walking leading to dog-fouling on the Estate. Some participants commented that although there were dedicated bins, they were often not used. LBC had planned separate activities to engage specifically with dog-walkers, another group which we were unable to work with specifically.


Participants also identified structural issues as important, with some raising concerns during the walk of the Estate that certain spaces may not be structurally sound.  It was agreed that it would be important for any area being developed to have a structural check. Related to the architecture of the Estate, access to water and drainage were also highlighted as important considerations. 


During the workshop, participants were encouraged to think carefully about how spaces might be managed and maintained, and who would do this. Based on previous experiences of community initiatives on Maiden Lane it was suggested that maintaining long-term commitment to projects is harder than securing attendance at ‘one-off’ volunteering days, which are often well attended and successful. It was suggested one-off volunteering days could be held to coincide with times when food-growing projects need labour – at planting times and harvest times, for example. 





Figure � SEQ Figure \* ARABIC �12�: Raised bed and planters, Community Centre roof





Communications campaign improvements 


The design challenge


As the scheme evolved and new design interventions, such as the request dial and the text messaging service were introduced, it was important to maintain contact with residents, communicating the improvements in the scheme to them and highlighting the benefits of participating. During workshops and focus groups, participants suggested several mechanisms for communicating these service messages. The design challenge was to create the appropriate materials to deliver these messages and encourage participation by promoting the scheme to all residents.


What we did


To improve communications about the scheme, several leaflets informing residents about different aspects of it were redesigned and updated with newer information, then redistributed across the Estate.


Service information leaflet


The service information leaflet was initially created at the first Food Loop workshop and distributed with the food waste caddies when new participants joined the scheme. The leaflet was updated to include information about the new request dial, the text messaging service and the availability of compost. The fact that the service was free was also emphasised: our Resident Design Team (during the second workshop) felt that this was something that was missing from the first leaflet. The revised leaflet can be found in Appendix 7. 


Letter to new residents


Maiden Lane has a high turnover of residents, which means several new households arrive every month. SEED produced a letter to be included in the ‘starter pack’ about local services that new residents receive when they arrive, so that new members of the Estate could be fully informed about the scheme that was already operating.


�











Cover Letter


To accompany any new caddies delivered, and also to update all Estate residents about progress, a revised cover letter was also produced. The letter features quotes from our Resident Design Team and is aimed at highlighting the benefits of participation. The leaflet also told residents about the new text message service and offered new participants the chance to get a tomato plant if they joined the scheme before the end of June. The letter was distributed to every house on Maiden Lane during the service provider’s door-knocking in June 2010 and included in all new caddy packs.


�











Sign for local shop


As a means of reminding residents about the waste collection scheme when they buy their fruit and vegetables, a sign was made to go in the fruit and vegetable section of the local Estate shop. This was another suggestion made during focus groups. The shop agreed to display the sign (Figure 5). Art-work developed by children of the Resident Design Team during parallel workshops was used in both signs for the local shop and compost bag labels. 


�


Sign for growing area


Workshop participants also suggested placing signs in the growing area, explaining which fruits or vegetables were being grown. It was thought that this information would help people understand how their food waste had been beneficially used, and also might help prevent vandalism if it was clear that the compost and food was entirely produced on the Estate.


�








Recommend a friend


It was very clear in our workshops and focus groups that residents on Maiden Lane were influenced by their friends and neighbours, with residents widely reporting that they were more likely to take part in the scheme if they had heard good things about it from others. To encourage residents to talk to their neighbours and promote wider participation, the project team agreed with LBC to run a ‘recommend a friend’ scheme during the end of June. This intention was for residents to be entered into a prize draw if they persuaded a neighbour to take part in the scheme (Figure 7). 


The leaflet to introduce the scheme was approved by the project board, ready to be printed and distributed, but soon afterwards the decision was taken to focus on improving the service delivery, rather than invest in further communications campaigns, meaning that the ‘recommend a friend’ scheme was not realised.


�





Compost bag labels


To continue communicating the brand across the Estate and at all stages of the Food Loop, labels were developed for the bags of compost that residents could receive to grow their own fruit and vegetables, All the Maiden Lane bags of compost featured the label with information about how best to use the compost on plants.





�

















Composting and food-growing: summary of key findings (further detail can be found in Part 3)


Workshop and focus group participants were receptive to the idea of a ’food loop’ and the local benefits of compost.


Budgeting for communications campaigns needs to recognise this as an ongoing process, not a one-off cost at the start of a project. 


The Resident Design Team identified the central management of new food-growing spaces, and involving older residents and teenagers as important.


One-off volunteering days were seen to be a useful means of securing voluntary input for food-growing projects (e.g. during planting or harvest time). 


Participants identified highly localised benefits from taking part in food waste recycling, at an individual, household and neighbourhood level. 


There was an assumption that council-provided services would cost the residents to have food waste picked up. 


Attempts to establish a food drop-off point proved difficult to implement quickly. 


Certain groups viewed recycled materials as undesirable (e.g. second hand / second rate) instead of new. 


It is important to value local expertise and ensure that local experts do not feel threatened by those with other sets of skills and knowledge. 





This section of the report seeks to evaluate how successful Food Loop has been in testing the hypotheses: (a) a food waste service would operate more effectively if designed in collaboration with those who use the service; and (b) the best way to get people to care about food waste is by making the local benefits of recycling and composting visible.  In doing so, we draw on the findings of the mid-project focus groups (held in May 2010), a final evaluation workshop (held with members of the Resident Design Team in October 2010) and a small number of interviews with residents who attended our first design workshop but who subsequently dropped out of the project. The discussion that follows is also based on a series of stakeholder interviews. We begin by considering the more quantitative evaluative measures.





This final part of the Food Loop Technical Report sets what we learnt and the key findings that have emerged from our research on Maiden Lane, from those that relate to the use of co-design within the delivery of community food waste services and the linking of food waste and food-growing, to broader findings relevant for those interested in community politics and those carrying out action-based research projects of their own. 


The findings are followed by a series of implications for policy-makers and practitioners, before the report concludes by setting out a series of potential future research opportunities. 








� Note: A longer literature review can be found in Appendix 3 of this report.


� Including cooked food, meat, bones, and tea bags.


�Hilary Cottam Prisons project. �HYPERLINK "http://www.hilarycottam.com/?page_id=23"�http://www.hilarycottam.com/?page_id=23�. Last accessed 25th October 10.


�Dott 07: Design and Sexual Health. �HYPERLINK "http://www.designcouncil.org.uk/our-work/challenges/Communities/Dott-07/Dott-07-case-studies/Design-and-Sexual-Health/"�http://www.designcouncil.org.uk/our-work/challenges/Communities/Dott-07/Dott-07-case-studies/Design-and-Sexual-Health/�. Last Accessed 25th October 10.


� London Borough of Camden (2008), unpublished report from Maiden Lane open day. 


� Both the Launch event survey and the Door-to-door survey included three questions from standard WRAP metrics on defining ‘committed food waste reducers’ WRAP (2010).


� Bokashi powder is sprinkled on food waste, to speed up composting and minimise odour.


� Data provided by WRAP. 


� For health and safety reasons, they were advised by LBC not to leave caddies in stairwells during the week.


� Based on WRAP definitions and therefore not taking into account when caddies were delivered.


� According to WRAP definitions, set-out rate is defined as the numbers of containers that are set out for collection within a target area for a kerbside collection, divided by the total number of households within that area. Participation rate provides similar information, but takes into account the fact that some householders may not set out a collection container on a specific day (for example, because they are away on holiday or do not have sufficient waste to put out for collection). It is defined as the number of households within a target area that participate in a waste collection at least once during the monitoring period (typically 3 consecutive collections), divided by the total number of households within that area. The data in this table is not necessarily calculated using these standard definitions. 


� For example, through the Community Land Trust (CLT) movement; see � HYPERLINK "http://www.communitylandtrusts.org.uk" �www.communitylandtrusts.org.uk� 


� Although we were only able to map the groups on Maiden Lane in a rather rudimentary way, other research suggests there is value in mapping social networks using network mapping software (e.g. see RSA, 2010). 


� Nvivo is a proprietary software tool which enables the structural analysis of qualitative information.


� Data provided by WRAP. 
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Al we sk i hat youseparat out your food waste it e green cady provided 1o
you and leave 1 utat 8 am ovry Monday. ! il e colected duriog th day.

o o e schamo and ordoryour starter it oday call 020 89865606,
Or text ROCKET 10 80800. Alltext messages are completely free to send and receive.
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Thase plarts are growing in compost made from
Food st collected right here on Maden Lae.
For mrore information e fhee food waste
collection Scheme please go to FoodLoap orguk
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I you recommend a friend and they
start to take part in the service
before 7 July 2010, you will both be
entered into a prize draw.

First prize £100 voucher to spend
at Camden Garden Centre. Just tell
afriend about the service, get

them to filin this card and hand
itin to the Community Centre

or the Estate Housing Office. iy Dar el
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This compost has been made from
food waste created on Maiden Lane.
Itis packed full of nutrients and
minerals 50 you'll need to mix it
with ordinary soil before you
use it on your plants or in your
garden: a mix of half soil, half
compostis perfect. To prevent
weeds, spread a layer of
compost on top of the soil.

Rt by Seline
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