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Abstract

Communities are increasingly interested in bolstering sustainability by implementing local
campaigns to reduce wasted food and divert it from landfills. This report documents the evaluation
of the effectiveness of the “Save More Than Food” campaign as implemented in the community
of Upper Arlington, Ohio, during the spring of 2021. The campaign used multiple channels to
provide information on food waste prevention and diversion to local residents. Evaluation can be
challenging, however, as community-engaged interventions may reach all community members,
making it difficult to find an appropriate control group. We leverage a recently validated online
survey instrument with samples from both the treated community and from the United States at
large to provide an additional mode for assessing efficacy. We find that the amount of wasted food
reported by Upper Arlington households declined by 23% after the local campaign implementation
while the national sample reported a 29% increase in wasted food over the same period with the
52% net difference between these trends being statistically significant. A contemporaneous
curbside audit of Upper Arlington households revealed a 17% reduction in wasted food and a 30%
reduction in inedible food scraps where only the latter pre/post campaign reduction was
statistically significant and no parallel national curbside audit data was available. We also assess
the campaign’s effect on resident awareness, attitudes, and composting behaviors. These results
suggest that the Save More Than Food campaign can be an effective tool for reducing household
food waste and diverting wasted food from landfills through increased community composting
activity, particularly when the campaign is deployed through trusted community actors and their
communications channels. The report ends with several recommendations applicable to
communities considering campaign implementation, policy makers that can encourage campaign
development and deployment, and researchers that evaluate food waste reduction interventions.
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Executive Summary

Every day, Central Ohio households contribute a million pounds of food to landfills,
resulting in the waste of key natural resources used to produce food while also contributing
significantly to greenhouse gas production. This realization motivated the Solid Waste Authority
of Central Ohio (SWACO) and dozens of Central Ohio organizations to join forces in 2018 to
identify a shared set of strategies for cutting food waste in half in the region by 2030, including
the creation of the Save More Than Food (SMTF) campaign, which uses public outreach channels
to provide information on food waste prevention and diversion.

To better understand how the SMTF campaign impacts residential food waste and how to
guide communities on effective implementation of the campaign, SWACO sought and received
funding from the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency to partner with the City of Upper
Arlington and the Ohio State University (OSU) to study how food waste awareness, attitudes,
knowledge, and volumes changed after implementing the SMTF campaign in Upper Arlington
during the spring of 2021. To evaluate campaign effectiveness, household food waste was
measured before and after sharing SMTF campaign materials with Upper Arlington residents.
Food waste was measured through self-reports gathered via survey and through physical
assessment of household waste collected curbside; the survey also measured respondent
awareness, attitudes, and knowledge about food waste. To adjust for factors besides the campaign
that could affect food waste (e.g., seasonal trends), the difference over time for those households
known to receive the full complement of SMTF campaign materials was contrasted against the
difference over time from two control groups: Upper Arlington households that received fewer
SMTF campaign materials and households surveyed from around the United States who received
no SMTF materials.

The SMTF campaign led to a 23% reduction in the amount of wasted food reported by
Upper Arlington respondents compared to a 29% increase reported by the national control group
during the same period, representing a statistically significant 52% net reduction in food waste
generation attributable to the campaign. The curbside audit of household food waste revealed a
statistically insignificant 21% reduction in overall food waste and a significant 30% reduction in
inedible food scraps going to the landfill after campaign implementation, though these reductions
were unrelated to the differential exposure to SMTF campaign materials across Upper Arlington
treatment groups. Participation in Upper Arlington’s drop-off food waste composting program also
increased by about 40% soon after the Spring 2021 launch of the SMTF campaign.

Awareness about the SMTF campaign increased significantly over the course of the
campaign in Upper Arlington (6.5% before, 41.8% after). Of Upper Arlington respondents who
recalled seeing the SMTF campaign, 57% found it to be effective in driving awareness of food
waste as a topic with respondents from neighborhoods that received all SMTF campaign materials
reporting a greater increase in perceived effectiveness than respondents from neighborhoods
receiving fewer campaign materials. In contrast, Upper Arlington survey respondents reported



little change in their attitudes towards food waste, their knowledge about food waste prevention
and composting, or their household actions that typically support reductions in food waste. The
exception was that self-reported composting activity did increase after campaign implementation,
though this was unrelated to the differential exposure to SMTF campaign materials across
neighborhoods. Survey responses also suggest that future increases in composting participation in
Upper Arlington could follow several different paths each entailing distinct financial and logistical
costs (e.g., more community drop sites, curbside-side composting, etc.), though simple information
provision is unlikely to be sufficient.

These results suggest that a community-based implementation of the SMTF campaign can
be an effective tool for reducing household food waste and diverting wasted food from landfills
through increased community composting activity, particularly when the campaign is deployed
through trusted community actors and their communications channels. Analyses of the Upper
Arlington survey results suggest several promising pathways for ensuring an effective community
implementation of SMTF including focusing household food waste reduction strategies on fresh
produce, which is the dominant source of waste in Upper Arlington and in most studies of
household food waste, and ensuring that the local composting infrastructure is prepared to handle
increases in composting interest and activity prior to campaign deployment. The report ends with
several recommendations applicable to communities considering campaign implementation,
policy makers that can encourage campaign development and deployment, and researchers that
evaluate food waste reduction interventions.
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1. Introduction

1.1.  Background

Every day more than one million pounds of food finds its way into the landfill in Central Ohio.
This amounts to 15 percent of all landfilled waste in the region by weight, according to a 2019
waste characterization study conducted by the Solid Waste Authority of Central Ohio (SWACO
2019). This food not only takes up space in the landfill, but wastes key resources used to produce
it while also contributing significantly to methane production, a potent climate change inducing
greenhouse gas.

While businesses and institutions are significant contributors to this waste, roughly half
of it comes from households. This realization motivated SWACO and dozens of Central Ohio
organizations participating in the Central Ohio Food Waste Initiative (COFWI) to join forces in
2018 to identify a shared set of strategies for cutting food waste in half in the region by 2030.
These strategies and accompanying action items became the Central Ohio Food Waste Action
Plan.

Central to COFWI’s ongoing efforts is the Save More Than Food campaign. Launched
in September 2020, Save More Than Food (SMTF) and its website (savemorethanfood.org)
provide Central Ohio residents, schools, and businesses with resources, information, and
strategies for reducing food waste. Informed by input from 17 COFWI partner organizations,
surveys of Central Ohio residents, and national best practices for food waste public awareness
campaigns, Save More Than Food uses a variety of public outreach channels to provide
information on food waste prevention and diversion. However, little is known about the impact
that this messaging has on food waste behaviors among residents.

To better understand how the campaign impacts resident food waste behavior, SWACO
partnered with the City of Upper Arlington and Ohio State University (OSU) to study how food
waste volumes changed in Upper Arlington after implementation of specific SMTF campaign
messaging efforts during the spring of 2021. This work was supported by a $60,000 grant from
the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA). The goal of the research was to better
understand the effectiveness of campaign outreach tools to improve consumer attitudes,
knowledge, and behavior regarding food waste. These insights will help guide other communities
on how to reduce and divert residential food waste.

1.2. Partners

1.2.1. SWACO

SWACO serves as a trusted source of expertise and leadership for the Central Ohio region on a
wide range of waste diversion topics. SWACO has a proven track record of progressing results-
driven work that diverts waste from landfills and contributes to SWACO’s goal to help Franklin
County reach 75% diversion by 2032. Starting in 2018, SWACO has led COFWI partners in the
development of the Central Ohio Food Waste Action Plan and coordinates the implementation of
the Save More Than Food campaign.

1.2.2. The Ohio State University



OSU research partners included Dr. Brian Roe and doctoral candidate Yiheng Shu. Dr. Roe is the
Van Buren Professor in the Department of Agricultural, Environmental and Development
Economics at OSU and leads the Ohio State Food Waste Collaborative. Dr. Roe has served as
the principal investigator or co-investigator on federally funded projects totally more than $25
million of funding during his career, including a USDA funding focused on developing a novel
evaluation method to test for the effectiveness of nudges to reduce household food waste (USDA
grant 2017-6702326268) and co-directing a National Science Foundation Research Network
focused on increasing food system sustainability and equity by reducing wasted food (NSF grant
2115405, wastedfood.american.edu).

1.2.3. City of Upper Arlington

Upper Arlington is located northwest of the City of Columbus within SWACQ’s waste
management district. With a population of approximately 35,000 residents and 13,500 single-
family households, Upper Arlington is the fourth largest of the 41 communities within
SWACQO’s jurisdiction. The city has been a significant contributor to SWACO’s food waste
reduction and diversion goals. In addition to helping to deploy Save More Than Food campaign
materials, Upper Arlington currently operates three food waste drop-off locations that diverted
408,000 pounds of food from the county landfill since the implementation of their program in
May 20109.

1.2.4. GT Environmental

GT Environmental is a local environmental research and consulting firm. They worked with the
main project team to conduct baseline and evaluation waste audits in Upper Arlington. This work
involved collecting and sorting household and route-level waste and compiling and organizing
that audit data.

1.2.5. Local Waste

Local Waste is a solid waste hauling company that serves the City of Upper Arlington. Local
Waste worked with the project team to identify three neighborhood areas for the control and test
areas and communicate waste audit information and instructions to route drivers.

1.3. Goals

The goal of the research partnership was to evaluate the effectiveness of the Save More Than
Food campaign materials in raising resident food waste awareness, increasing their knowledge of
how to make changes in their own lives, and taking action to reduce food waste at home. Better
understanding of how and to what extent educational and awareness materials impacted resident
awareness and activity provides an important starting place for further refining and improving
food waste reduction and diversion campaigns, not only in Central Ohio, but across the rest of
the state and nation. Learnings from the project will contribute to new programs and resources
that will assist Central Ohio communities with combating wasted food.



2. Approach and Methods

2.1.  Study Design

The design chosen to evaluate campaign effectiveness is a comparison of household food waste
and food waste attitudes, knowledge and precursor actions measured before and after the
provision of intensive SMTF campaign materials to select neighborhoods in Upper Arlington.
We employ several strategies to ensure this design provides a robust evaluation of campaign
effectiveness.

2.1.1. Strategy

Studies that rely upon measuring differences in behavior before and after the implementation of a
particular treatment face a key assessment challenge, namely there may be other uncontrolled
factors that occur simultaneously with the treatment that also affect the measured behavior. To
adjust for such factors (e.g., seasonal and secular trends that could alter household food waste),
we employ a difference in differences measurement strategy. That is, we contrast the difference
over time for those households known to receive the intensive campaign materials with a control
group. For this study we use two control groups.

The first control group consists of households in Upper Arlington that did not directly
receive the full suite of campaign materials. The research team divided Upper Arlington into
three distinct areas for the purposes of this research. The areas chosen are based upon refuse
hauling routes with households in each treatment area having their garbage collected on the same
day; the control groups were the remaining areas.

Because these households are spatially adjacent to those neighborhoods that received the
intensive campaign materials and received some campaign materials via other means (local
social media accounts, websites, etc.), we also collect data on food waste from a sample of
households recruited from a panel of online participants maintained by a commercial vendor who
reside throughout the continental United States (detailed below).

Table 2.1.1 provides a timeline of the study depicting when each group received various
campaign materials, when baseline and follow up measurements were collected, and how many
participated from each group.



Table 2.1.1. Timeline for Study Communications and Data Collection

Period

Activity

National
Control*
No targeted
exposure to
SMTF

UA-Control

Generalized
exposure to
SMTF

UA-FS

Intensive SMTF
Materials (food
storage only)

UA-FS+C
Intensive SMTF
Materials
(food storage +
compost)

Sep. 2020

SMTEF Central Ohio Media Campaign Launch

Feb. 2021

Survey Promotion Letter and Postcard

City of UA Social Media Survey Promotion Posts (2)

UA Community Newsletter Survey Promo Story

City of UA Website Posting Promoting Survey Participation

Text/email Invitation to Participate in a Survey

Surveys Conducted

2/24-3/4
(N=361)

2/6 —3/11
(N=145)

2/6 —3/11
(N=267)

2/6 —3/11
(N=124)

Mar. 2021

Curbside and Route Waste Audits

3/15-3/18
(N=73)

3/15 - 3/18
(N=100)

3/15-3/18
(N=56)

UA Community Newsletter SMTF Campaign Story

City of UA Social Media Posts (2) SMTF Campaign

Apr. 2021

UA Community Newsletter SMTF Campaign Story

SMTF Webinar

City of UA Social Media Posts (2) SMTF Campaign

UA Community Newspaper SMTF Campaign Paid Ads

May 2021

Compost Mailer

Compost Webinar

Food Storage Mailer

Compost Equipment Instructional Webinar

Reducing Food Waste at Home Fridge Magnet Mailer

BluApple Food Waste Reduction Give Away

Home Composting Equipment Discounts

UA Community Newspaper SMTF Campaign Paid Ads

Food Waste Reduction Tips Webinar

Jun-Aug 2021

Survey Promotion Letter, Postcard and Emails

City of UA Social Media Survey Promotion Posts

Text/email Invitation to Participate in a Survey

2" Surveys Conducted

7/22-8/15
(N=430)

6/3-7/4
(N=75)

6/3-7/4
(N=156)

6/3-7/4
(N=157)

2" Curbside and Route Waste Audits

7/19-7/22
(N=45)

7/19-7/22
(N=99)

7/19-7/22
(N=37)

Notes: UA — Upper Arlington, SMTF — Save More Than Food. Shaded areas denote area/group exposed to/participated in the activity. *4.1% of national survey
respondents reside in Ohio and could have been exposed to regional SMTF media exposure. N refers to number of food waste measurements collected.
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2.2. Messaging and Interventions

The specific messages and interventions detailed in Table 2.1.1. are included in the appendix. All
Upper Arlington households were sent a letter via U.S. mail in February 2021. The letter
explained that some foods end up being sent to landfill or composting facilities and that more
information about the types and amounts of this food originating from households would help the
City of Upper Arlington reduce the amount it spends on solid waste removal. The letter
encouraged the qualifying readers (those 18 and older who are responsible for at least half of
food preparation duties in their household) to participate in the first survey cycle. Instructions
were provided for how to begin the online survey (all who chose to participate provided
informed consent prior to starting the actual survey). A single follow-up postcard was also
delivered to all Upper Arlington households in March 2021 encouraging those who had not
participated in the survey cycle to do so and thanking those who had already participated. Similar
messages encouraging survey participation were shared via the City of Upper Arlington’s
newsletter, social media posts and website. This resulted in 536 Upper Arlington residents
providing complete responses to the Spring online survey and 229 participating in the Spring
curbside audit of waste.

During March, April and May, Upper Arlington residents in both the treatment and
control groups were also exposed to SMTF campaign materials via community newsletter
stories, social media posts, paid ads in a local newspaper, and a webinar.

The treatment areas received additional informational materials and outreach. The areas
denoted UA-FS and UA-FS+C received mailers with tips on how to reduce food waste via
improved storage and a refrigerator magnet with key food waste reduction tips. Those from UA-
FS group who completed the opening surveys were also offered access to free or discounted
materials that could help them better reduce the amount of food that was wasted.* Specifically
they were offered free BluApple food waste prevention pods, which absorb ethylene gas in an
effort to slow down the ripening of fruits thereby preventing spoilage (see Appendix for product
details). Those from UA-FS+C were offered the free BIuApple prevention pods and were also
offered a package of Biodegradable Products Institute (BPI) certified compostable liners to assist
in collecting and transporting kitchen scraps to community food waste drop off sites as well as a
discount for obtaining an Earth Machine backyard compost bin.

BluApple pods were requested by 173 households from the UA-FS and UA-FS+C
groups. Residents received their pods between May 17 and May 21 via a combination of
household delivery and residents picking up their pods from Upper Arlington’s administrative
office. Thirty-two households from UA-FS+C requested compost bins while 33 requested
compostable bags. Residents who requested the backyard compost bin were required to
participate in an informational webinar that covered basics of composting as well as how to set
up their bin and get started. Households received these materials between May 17 and May 21

1 These materials were purchased with SWACO funds and were not reimbursed through grant
funding.



through a combination of household delivery and residents picking up their items from Upper
Arlington’s administrative office.

While only residents in the treatment areas were eligible for receiving the free food waste
prevention items (UA-FS and UA-FS+C) and the discounted composting materials (UA-FS+C),
all households could attend general webinars focused on food waste prevention tips and
composting, though how many who attended the webinar from each area was not recorded. A
total of 40 residents attended two webinars.

During June another cycle of promotion to encourage participation among all residents in
the post-campaign surveys and audits was conducted. It included promotional letters sent via
U.S. mail, follow-up post cards, e-mail messages to those who completed the first survey and
messages shared via the City of Upper Arlington’s social media accounts. These efforts yielded
388 completed Summer surveys and 181 completed Summer curbside audits.

Recruitment for the national control sample who completed a parallel online survey
occurred during an overlapping time period in February and March for the first survey and about
a month after the second Upper Arlington survey (in late July and early August). Recruits to the
national survey received a message from the vendor inviting them to participate in an online
survey “...to understand your use of food at home, and how this may have changed due to how
recent events surrounding COVID-19...” Those who met the eligibility criteria (age 18 years or
older, conduct about half of the household’s meal preparation or more), provided informed
consent, and completed the survey received compensation from the vendor. These efforts yielded
361 who completed the first (Spring) national survey and 430 who completed the second
(Summer) national survey. 4.1% of national survey respondents reside in Ohio and could have been
exposed to regional SMTF media exposure.

2.3.  Measurement Approaches

2.3.1. Survey
The first form of measurement involves the use of an online survey that follows the general form
developed by van Herpen et al. (2019a) as adapted for U.S. audiences by Shu et al. (2021). The
same core survey questions concerning the amount of food wasted by the household were asked
of both Upper Arlington residents and national participants, though each group received distinct
additional questions. The survey approach begins with a brief survey in which those interested
answer several screening questions to verify eligibility (18 years or older and are responsible for
at least half of the food preparation duties for their household), provide informed consent to
participate, answer some additional demographic questions, and then receive a prompt to monitor
the amounts of foods that they purchase but do not eat during the following 7 days in preparation
for a follow up survey. In the follow up survey, participants report the amount of food wasted in
up to 24 food categories (see Table 2.3.1) and its most frequent form (e.g., completely
unused/unopened foods, partly used foods, plate waste, or unwanted stored leftovers).
Participants were told to report discarded food regardless of its destination, i.e., even if it was
composted or fed to a pet. The survey version administered to Upper Arlington residents
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included several additional questions, including about attitudes, awareness and household food
handling practices, and questions concerning the Save More Than Food Campaign itself.

Table 2.3.1. Categories tracked in study by measurement approach.

Survey

Fresh
vegetables &
salads

Fresh fruit

Beans, lentils,
chickpeas, etc.

Bread

Potatoes
Eggs

Pasta

Soups / stews

Yogurt,
custard, etc.

Other vegetables (jar / canned / frozen)

Other fruit (jar / canned / dried / frozen)

Sandwich ingredients (deli meats, cheese slices, relishes, etc.,
but report lettuce & vegetables in 'fresh vegetables and
salads’)

Potato products (fries, hash browns, etc. - report potato chips
under 'salty snacks’)

Cereals (breakfast cereal, corn meal, oats, etc.)

Cheese (report cheese slices under 'Sandwich ingredients’)
Rice and other grains (including wraps, couscous, etc.)
Meat (please report deli meat under 'sandwich ingredients')

Condiments and sauces (ketchup, mayonnaise, cocktail sauce,
etc.)

e Meat Candy / cookies / granola bars / chocolate bars
substitutes

e Fish Salty snacks (chips / nuts / pretzels, etc)

e Alcoholic Non-alcoholic beverages (milk, juice, soda. Exclude: water,
beverages tea, coffee)

Audits

o Fruits & Baked goods
vegetables Meat & fish

e Dairy & eggs Miscellaneous

o Leftovers Unopened food packages

e Inedible
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Surveys of this form have been documented to provide estimates of household food waste
that are substantially smaller than the amount of waste food observed in contemporaneous audits
of household waste streams (van Herpen et al. 2010b WM), but the degree of underreporting is
thought to be consistent over time. Taken together this suggests that surveys can reliably track
changes in household food waste over time, but that the amount reported at any particular time is
likely to be substantially less than the amounts that would be identified in a physical audit of
household waste.

The survey yields quantitative estimates of the amount of food wasted with respondents
specifically directed to include amounts that might have been used for other productive purposes
(composting or feeding pets) and to exclude typically inedible parts such as pits, bones and peels
from these estimates. During the survey administered to Upper Arlington residents, we also
asked participants if they would consent to having their household’s waste collected in the near
future so that the amount of food discarded could be measured as part of this study. Those who
consented to this curbside audit of waste provided their address so that curbside collection could
occur. The complete survey is included in the appendix.

2.3.2. Waste Audits
Two types of audits were conducted: at the individual household level for those households who
consented to participate (Household Waste), and samples of all material collected at the curbside
for several collection routes (Route-level Waste). Once collected and transported to a covered
location, staff weighed the total waste sample, isolated and weighed the food waste, sorted the
food waste into the mutually exclusive categories listed in Table 2.3.1, weighed each category of
food waste, and verified the sum of weight across the food waste categories reconciled with the
weight measured for the unsorted food waste. Weights were collected by placing waste in plastic
containers before measuring via digital scale with the weight of the empty box netted from the
recorded weight. Weights were encoded immediately into a spreadsheet accompanied by an
identification number (randomly assigned household number or route number).

2.3.2.1.  Household Waste
Staff traveled to the addresses of consenting households on the morning of the household’s
normal waste collection day. Upon arrival staff collected waste from all consenting households
who had placed containers with waste in its normal collection location (e.g., some households
did not provide containers as they may have been traveling or forgot to put out the trash) or were
rejected for other reasons (e.g., some placed out containers that were simply too heavy to be
lifted onto the trucks). Random identification numbers were attached to each household’s waste
before transport to the covered location for sorting and measurement.

2.3.2.2.  Route-level Waste
Samples of waste generated by households who did not volunteer for individual monitoring of
curbside waste were also collected. In each of the three Upper Arlington areas, samples were
obtained from the mixed refuse contributed curbside by such households on four different
collection routes for a total of 12 samples community wide. Samples of approximately 300
pounds were drawn from waste collection vehicles upon the completion of collection on each
route where each route serviced households from a single treatment or control area. Each area
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featured several established waste collection routes; routes containing the greatest number of
households that participated in the waste survey and household waste audits were chosen such
that the route-level waste audit best represented the households with individual-level
measurements. Note that the route-level samples exclude waste from households that consented
to individual household waste audits as the samples were drawn on the same day that individual
households’ waste was collected separately from the route waste. Hence, the route-level audits
represent the waste tendencies of households who did not volunteer for the individual waste
audits.

3. Results

3.1.  Participation and Demographics

Table 3.1 contains summary statistics for some key characteristics of those who responded to the
surveys in both the Upper Arlington and National samples at both time periods. The
characteristics of the national sample differ from the Upper Arlington sample in a statistically
significant manner for every category. The Upper Arlington sample features a larger proportion
of participants: in the middle age category (25-64); with households consisting of 3 or 4
members; with higher levels of formal education; who are employed full time or are a student; in
the highest income category; who identify as White and not Hispanic; and who shop for food
weekly. Hence, we control for key participant characteristics when comparing responses for
Upper Arlington and National samples to ensure differences in food waste behaviors, attitudes,
knowledge levels and practices are not attributed to personal and household characteristics.
These include participant age, household size, respondent sex, region of the country, and if the
respondent noted any household event that might have altered normal food waste patterns during
the measurement week (e.g., hosting a party). In particular, household size and age have been
established as key factors in the amount of food wasted by a household increasing in the number
of household members (but decreasing in the amount per person) and decreasing with age
(Schanes et al. 2018). For attitude and knowledge analyses, respondent education level and
income were also controlled. Note the total number of observations listed in Table 3.1 exceeds
the number of completed food waste measurements reported in Table 2.1.1 because of non-
response to food waste measurement questions by some survey participants.
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Table 3.1. Respondent Characteristics for Upper Arlington and National Samples

Characteristic® Upper Arlington® National
Age

<35 8.7 17.8

35-64 65.2 42.3 ¥?(2) =120.1

65+ 26.1 39.9 p <0.001
Household Size

1 19.2 27.4

2 34.2 43.3

3 19.7 114

4 20.0 7.4 ¥?(4) = 108.8

5+ 9.9 10.5 p <0.001
Education

High School or less 0.6 14.4

Some College 5.3 26.7

College Degree 40.2 33.6 v*(3) = 443.3

Grad/Professional 53.8 25.3 p <0.001
Employment

Full Time or Student 52.5 37.0

Part Time 14.7 8.4 ¥?(2) = 108.9

Other 33.1 54.6 p <0.001
Income

<$50,000 5.3 31.2

$50 — 99,999 15.8 35.4

$100k - $149,999 194 17.2

$150,000+ 39.0 125 v*(4) = 603.2

No Answer 20.5 3.6 p <0.001
Self-identified Race

Asian 4.9 6.6

Black 0.0 6.2

White 90.7 82.3 v?(3)=77.1

Other affiliations 4.4 4.8 p <0.001
Identify as Hispanic 1.6 5.9 p <0.001
Food Shopping

Less than weekly 12.8 22.3

Weekly 57.6 50.2 v*(2) = 35.6

More than weekly 29.7 27.5 p <0.001

Notes: A — characteristics of household or survey respondent. B — percent in each subgroup. Final column reports
the chi-square test statistic for significant differences between Upper Arlington and the National samples for the
characteristic. Upper Arlington sample size ranges from N=1151 (age) to N=1159 (employment, race, ethnicity and
food shopping) to N=1181 (income, education and household size). National sample size ranges from N=1066 (age)
to N=1112 (employment, race, ethnicity and food shopping) to N=1168 (income, education and household size).
The Upper Arlington figures include 342 participants who responded to both Spring and Summer surveys, while
there were no known repeat responders to the National survey. 59% of Upper Arlington’s responses were to the

Spring survey while 43% of National responses were to the Spring survey.
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3.2.  Awareness, Attitudes, Knowledge and Practices

Awareness

Participants in the Spring and Summer surveys administered in Upper Arlington reported their
awareness of the SMTF campaign (‘In the past 30 days, do you recall seeing or hearing about the
"Save More Than Food" campaign?’). There was a large increase between Spring (6.5% report
‘yes’) and Summer (41.8% report ‘yes), though the increase is statistically similar for the
treatment and control areas within Upper Arlington (a 30 percentage point increase in control
areas vs. a 37 percentage point increase in treatment areas, which is not statistically significant
even when controlling for differences in age and education via regression).

The most frequent sources for hearing about the campaign are listed in Table 3.2. The
Community Newsletter, materials mailed via U.S. postal service and e-mailed materials were the
most frequently mentioned. Paid media (television and online advertisements) were mentioned
infrequently, as were printed fliers.

Table 3.2. Source of Hearing About the Save More Than Food Campaign

Source % of Mentions
Community newsletter 27.1%
Mailed materials (physical mailbox) 24.5%
Emailed materials 18.3%
Facebook 8.8%
Printed flyer 7.5%
Not sure 5.6%
Television 1.6%
Twitter 1.6%
Internet search 1.3%
Online advertisement 1.0%
Word of mouth 1.0%
Instagram 0.7%
LinkedIn 0.7%
None of these 0.3%

Notes: 197 respondents mentioned 306 sources.

During the summer survey, respondents were asked to evaluate the effectiveness of the
SMTF campaign in (a) driving awareness of food waste as an important topic and (b) creating
action around food waste reduction. More than 57% of respondents said the SMTF campaign
was either effective or very effective in driving awareness of food waste as an important topic
while only 40% said it was effective or very effective at creating action around food waste
reduction. For both questions, the perceived effectiveness of the campaign was greater in the
areas that received the more intensive campaign, with a statistically significantly larger percent
in the treatment vs. control areas for the awareness question (64% vs. 46%) and a marginally
significantly larger percentage (46% treatment vs. 31% control) for the action question.
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Receiving materials via direct mailer or paid advertising did have greater impacts in
terms of creating awareness about the importance of food waste and creating actions to reduce
food waste. For respondents who recalled receiving communication materials via community
newsletters, email and social media posts, 68% said the SMTF campaign was either effective or
very effective in improving awareness of food waste, while 28% said the campaign was either
effective or very effective in creating actions to reduce food waste. For respondents who
received direct mailers and fliers, around 80% (12 percentage point improvement) said the
SMTF campaign was either effective or very effective in driving awareness of food waste as an
important topic while 40% (12 percentage point improvement) said the campaign was either
effective or very effective in creating actions to fight food waste. These results suggest that using
paid communication materials such as direct mailers could be helpful in raising the general
public’s awareness about food waste and potentially lead to better food waste reduction
outcomes at the household level. One possible challenge is improving the recall rate of paid
materials. According to the summer survey, among respondents who were aware of the
campaign, only 58% recalled receiving paid advertising and only 47% recalled receiving direct
mailers. If the recall rate can be further improved, the perceived effectiveness of the campaign
could be further improved.

These results suggest several things. The campaign increased awareness. First, before
the intensive, localized campaign, even among those motivated to respond to the survey, very
few within Upper Arlington (6%) recalled the SMTF campaign. Note that the survey was fielded
about six months after the media launch of the campaign across central Ohio. However, by the
end of the Upper Arlington campaign, about 40% of survey respondents recalled the SMTF
campaign. This compares favorably to large national campaigns such as Save The Food, which
reported a recall rate for its Public Service Announcement of 35% (shortywawards.com). The
majority those recalling the campaign at the time of the summer survey found it to drive
awareness of food waste as an important topic (57%), though less than a majority (40%) found
the campaign to create action to reduce food waste.

Second, the additional materials available to the treatment areas did not yield
significantly greater general recall of the SMTF campaign than in the control area, but it did
yield a statistically significantly greater increase in perceived effectiveness of the campaign both
in terms of awareness of food waste as an important topic and in terms of creating action around
food waste. This suggests the efficacy of the additional materials lies in their ability to alter
perceived effectiveness of the campaign rather than general awareness of the campaign
itself.

Finally, the communication modes that were commonly remembered as a source for
information about the SMTF campaign included both unpaid (community newsletter, e-
mails, Facebook posts) and paid (direct mail via the U.S. Postal Service) efforts. We note
that several paid media approaches (television, online advertising) were not frequently
recalled by survey respondents.
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Attitudes

Attitudes were assessed by asking participants about their level of agreement with a number of
statements concerning food waste via a four-point scale with larger values implying stronger
agreement with the statement. The average results for Spring and Summer across all areas within
Upper Arlington are reported in Table 3.3 along with the treatment effect. The treatment effect is
estimated using ordinary least squares regression to control for differences in personal
characteristics between the treatment and control groups that could drive differences in responses
(income, age, race, education, household size). The responses from both treatment areas within
Upper Arlington are pooled into a single treatment group for the purposes of this analysis.

The treatment effect represents the change in response plausibly attributable to the
participant receiving the additional materials available only to the treatment group. For example,
for item 1 (“Throwing away food is bad for the environment”) the treatment effect is -0.326,
meaning that, once any differences in personal characteristics are controlled, being in one of the
treatment areas rather than in the control area was associated with a decrease in agreement with
this statement by 0.326 scale points (on a scale from 1 to 4) between Spring and Summer. Given
the Spring mean value was 2.44, this represents a 13.3% decline. The final column provides the
p-value, an indication of statistical significance of this result, which reflects the observed
variability of the sample data and the power of inference offered by a sample of this size. The p-
value indicates the likelihood that treatment effect could be -0.326 rather than zero simply due to
sampling error (the fact that not all households are in the study) or due to modeling error (we
don’t control for all possible confounding factors), with values less than 0.05 interpreted as
statistically significant and values between 0.10 and 0.05 interpreted as marginally statistically
significant.

The results suggest that within Upper Arlington attitudes changed little between
Spring and Summer with the Summer average never being more than 6% different than the
Spring value with the simple difference in means never achieving statistical significance.
Furthermore, only two of the 11 treatment effects (items 4 and 7) are statistically
significant (one at the marginally significant level) with participants in the treated areas
indicating a larger decrease in agreement with these statements than those in the control
area.

Item 4 is “You don’t have enough time to worry about the amount of food you waste.”
Most participants strongly disagreed with this statement during the Spring (mean = 1.13). The
treatment effect is -0.288, which implies a nearly 25% Spring to Summer decrease for those in
the treatment group compared to those in the control group once demographic differences are
controlled. This suggests that those in the treated areas came to be more uniformly in strong
disagreement with this statement, suggesting the materials were effective in drawing attention to
the food waste as an issue warranting participant concern.

Item 7 is “’You waste more food when you buy things in large packages or when you buy
in large quantities during a sale.” Again, most participants in the Spring, regardless of being in a
treatment or control area, disagreed with this statement (mean = 1.95 with 2 being ‘somewhat
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Table 3.3 Upper Arlington Food Waste Attitudes and Estimated Treatment Effects.

Attitudes Period Mean N Treatment p-value
Effect
1. Throwing away food is bad Spring 2.44 768 -0.326 0.148
for the environment Summer 250 536
2. You throw away food if the Spring 1.78 768 -0.200 0.263

package date has passed
Summer 1.71 536

3. You feel guilty when you Spring 2.55 768 -0.327 0.151
throw away food

Summer 2.50 536

4. You don't have enough time Spring 1.13 768 -0.288 0.021**
to worry about the amount
of food you waste Summer 1.17 536

5. Some food waste is Spring 1.55 768 -0.096 0.562

necessary to make sure
meals taste fresh and good

Summer 1.65 536

6. It would be difficult to Spring 1.72 768 -0.220 0.211
reduce your household's
food waste any further Summer 1.73 536

7. You waste more food when Spring 1.95 768 -0.354 0.069*

you buy things in large
packages or when you buy

in large quantities during a Summer 2.05 536
sale

8. Your household wastes more  Spring 1.08 768 -0.140 0.223
food than other households
of similar size Summer 111 536

9. You should make an effort Spring 2.69 768 -0.356 0.134
to reduce food waste when
possib'e Summer 2.74 536

10. Your actions to reduce food Spring 2.46 768 -0.230 0.305
waste make a positive
difference for your family Summer 2.54 536

11. Your actions to reduce food Spring 2.58 768 -0.281 0.222
waste make a positive
differenc_e for your Summer 263 536
community

Notes: Scale: 1 = Disagree Strongly, 2=Disagree Somewhat, 3=Agree Somewhat, 4=Agree Strongly. Treatment
effect controls for differences in spring and summer respondents’ characteristics using regression. P-values indicate
the statistical significance of the estimated treatment effect with values less than 0.05 deemed statistically significant
and accompanied by a “**’ and values between 0.10 and 0.05 deemed marginally statistically significant and
accompanied by a ‘*.

18



disagree’). The treatment effect is -0.354, which implies an 18% Spring to Summer decrease for
those in the treatment group compared to those in the control group. This suggests that those in
the treated areas came to be more uniformly in strong disagreement with this statement,
suggesting the intervention materials were effective in helping participants mitigate food waste
occurring due to large or bulk purchases.

Table 3.4. Treatment Effects on Self-Reported Food Waste Knowledge

Knowledge Period Mean N Treatment p-value
Effect

1. Compost Knowledge Spring 0.67 542 -0.037 0.848
Summer 0.69 388

2. Food Storage Spring 1.06 529 -0.137 0.304
Knowledge Summer 0.98 388

3. Prevention Tactics Spring 1.11 537 -0.203 0.138
knowledge Summer 1.04 388

Notes: -2 = No knowledge at all, 0 = Somewhat knowledgeable, 2 = Very knowledgeable. Treatment effects control
for differences in spring and summer respondents’ characteristics using regression. P-values indicate the statistical
significance of the estimated treatment effect with values less than 0.05 deemed statistically significant and values
between 0.10 and 0.05 deemed marginally statistically significant.

Upper Arlington participants provided a self-assessment of their knowledge about
composting, food storage and food waste prevention during the Spring and Summer surveys on a
five-point scale ranging from -2 (No knowledge at all) to +2 (Very knowledgeable) with 0
representing ‘Somewhat knowledgeable.” The results are summarized in Table 3.4 and suggest
that most participants view themselves as at least somewhat knowledgeable on all practices,
though least knowledgeable about composting. The results reveal very little change
between Spring and Summer and no significant treatment effects.

Table 3.5. Treatment Effects on Self-Reported Waste Prevention Practice

Practices Period Mean N Treatment p-value
Effect

1. Shop with a list Spring 3.53 475 0.013 0.893
Summer 3.42 325

2. Create a meal plan Spring 3.14 349 0.091 0.503
Summer 3.13 216

3. Proper food storage Spring 3.40 463 -0.055 0.538
Summer 3.35 335

4. Eat bruised or Spring 3.52 91 0.031 0.888
discounted food Summer 3.53 66

Notes: 1 = Tried it once, 2 = Occasionally, 3 = Regularly, 4 = Every time. Treatment effect controls for differences
in spring and summer respondents’ characteristics using regression. P-values indicate the statistical significance of
the estimated treatment effect with values less than 0.05 deemed statistically significant and values between 0.10
and 0.05 deemed marginally statistically significant.
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A similar pattern emerges in Table 3.5, where results are reported for participants’ self-
reported frequency of waste-prevention practices on a four-point scale where 1 indicates the
participant has ‘Tried it once,” 2 is ‘Occasionally,” 3 is ‘Regularly,” and 4 is ‘Every time.” The
mean for all practices lies between implementing the practice regularly and every time though
the practice of creating a meal plan is the least frequently reported practice. No treatment effects
are statistically significant. The fact that so many participants rated their Spring use of these
practices at the highest level (a four on the four-point scale) may give rise to greater difficulty in
identifying treatment effects as the participants have little room to increase their frequency of
using the practice (so-called ‘ceiling effects’).

In summary, the attitudes, knowledge and practices of participants concerning food
waste were not very different in any instance between Spring and Summer surveys and the
additional materials and interventions provided to participants in the treatment areas
appears to have spurred few significant treatment effects with those few significant results
occurring in the domain of participant attitudes. While identifying treatment effects for food
waste practices may have been hampered by ceiling effects, such issues were not a concern for
participant attitudes and knowledge. We also verify that restricting analysis to only those
residents who responded to both the Spring and Summer surveys (N=161 for attitudes and
knowledge questions, N = 142 for shops with list and proper food storage, N=105 for creates
meal plan, N=18 for eat bruised or discounted food) does not alter these results.

We conclude that campaign materials achieved limited effectiveness in altering self-
reported food waste attitudes, knowledge and practices among Upper Arlington residents
who participated in these surveys but did significantly increase awareness of the SMTF
campaign with many unpaid communication approaches identified as important sources of
information about the campaign. Conditional on awareness of the campaign, the SMTF
campaign was seen as effective at increasing awareness about the importance of the topic of
food waste by a majority and as creating action around food waste reduction by about 40%
of aware respondents. Further, the perceived effectiveness of the campaign was significantly
influenced by the additional materials made available to those in the treatment areas. However,
as discussed in the section on research design, the physical adjacency of the treatment and
control areas and the considerable amount of campaign materials emphasizing food waste shared
in both control and treatment areas may have limited our ability to identify true treatment effects
associated with campaign materials.

3.3. Food Waste

Figure 3.1 displays several key results concerning food waste measures reported from the survey
for the Upper Arlington and National sample participants. The height of the bars is expressed in
grams of food waste per person per week. Note that the survey directed participants to only
consider discarded food that was once deemed edible (e.g., excluding bones, pits, etc.).

The numbers in Figure 3.1 are the regression-adjusted means for the most frequent Upper
Arlington household pattern: a household with two people aged 35-65 where the survey
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respondent is female and the household featured an event that caused more food waste than was
typical for that household. Note: regression-adjusted means could also be derived for a different
household pattern, e.g., a household with 4 people, and those values would be larger. However,
because respondents to the spring and summer surveys had slightly different household
characteristics on average, the figure provides the estimate for the same type of household during
both spring and summer periods.

Figure 3.1. National vs. Upper Arlington Survey, Results for Self-Reported Food Waste
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Notes: Regression-adjusted means for a typical responding Upper Arlington household: 2 people where the
respondent was age 35 — 65 and female. Error bars depict 95% confidence intervals. *** depicts changes that are
statistically different from zero at the 1% level. Surveys did not assess inedible food scraps. The ‘difference in
changes’ is the difference in seasonal changes between Upper Arlington and the National samples. The number of
observations is less than the number listed in Table 2.1.1 because some observations are omitted due to missing
control variables needed to conduct the regression.

The figure reveals that the amount of food wasted in Upper Arlington trended downward
with less waste reported during Summer while the national self-reported waste trended upward
between Spring and Summer. Upper Arlington participants reported a 23% decrease in waste
from spring to summer (p < 0.01). In contrast, the amount of waste reported by the national
survey sample increased by 29% between Spring and Summer (p < 0.01). When contrasting the
food waste amounts captured by survey, the difference in the Upper Arlington and National
seasonal trends (the difference in seasonal changes or the difference in differences) is a 52%
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Figure 3.2. Number of Waste Categories Self-Reported via Survey by Sample and Season
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Figure 3.3. Self-Reported Waste: Upper Arlington as a percent of National
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Notes: The red line indicates equal levels reported on average by the National and Upper Arlington samples among
those who reported positive waste levels in that category. The remaining 18 of the 24 categories featured no
significant difference between the amount of food wasted between the national and Upper Arlington samples and are
not pictured.
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difference (29% minus a negative 23%), which is also statistically significant (p < 0.01), and this
assessment accounts for differences between Upper Arlington and the National samples in terms
of respondent and household characteristics identified in Table 3.1 through our use of a
regression that controls for these differences. We summarize that the campaign was effective
in reducing the amount of edible waste reported on surveys.

One notable difference between the Upper Arlington and National samples is that the two
samples report statistically different levels of waste during the Spring reporting period with 47%
more waste reported by the Upper Arlington sample (325 vs. 221 g/person). To understand the
origins of this difference we depict the number of different waste categories in which survey
respondents indicated a positive level of waste in Figure 3.2 and, among participants who report
any positive waste in a category, the relative amounts of waste (the ratio of National to Upper
Arlington) reported (Figure 3.3).

The main takeaway from Figures 3.2 and 3.3 is that Upper Arlington participants were
more likely to mark that there was some amount of waste in more categories than the National
survey participants but, once any amount of waste was indicated for a particular category, the
Upper Arlington participants indicated similar or lower levels of waste per category. The first
point is clear from Figure 3.2, where we see that the National sample had a much smaller
proportion that reported positive waste in three or more categories (e.g., about 20% of the
national sample reported 3 or more categories in the Spring while about 50% of the Upper
Arlington sample reported three or more categories in the Spring). The second point is clear from
Figure 3.3, where the footnote indicates among households that report any waste in a particular
category, no significant difference in the amount of waste is reported by National and Upper
Arlington households for 18 of the 24 categories.

A key difference between the National and Upper Arlington samples is in the way they
were recruited to participate in the survey. The Upper Arlington sample was recruited with
letters sent via U.S. mail, local media articles, and local social media posts that all motivated
participation by mentioning that the information would be beneficial to Upper Arlington for local
planning purposes. In contrast the national sample was recruited as part of standing consumer
panels where participation was motivated as another way for the panelists to earn money for
filling out surveys (Upper Arlington participants were not directly compensated for completing
surveys). While the topic of food was also mentioned as part of the national sample recruitment,
it was not as central to the verbiage and the national sample had no motivation that the results
would be used for the benefit of local planning activities.

Hence, reporting more categories of waste may be consistent with the likelihood that
Upper Arlington participants were more motivated to participate and therefore more diligent in
providing complete information to aid local efforts due to the manner in which they were
recruited. That is, the National survey participants may have had less motivation to think
critically about all 24 categories of waste and less motivation to report small amounts in
additional categories as this would lengthen the amount of time it would take to complete the
survey and earn the fixed amount of compensation offered for participation. However, once
motivated to recall and report in a category, it takes the same amount of time and effort to report
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the level of waste (choosing from among several categories of waste). Hence, in Figure 3.3, we
see that the amounts of waste reported are largely similar between the Upper Arlington and
National samples with no significant difference in 18 of 24 categories where positive waste is
reported. In fact, for five of the six categories with significant differences, the National sample
reported greater waste levels despite have substantially smaller waste levels when summed
across all categories.

These patterns provide additional context for interpreting the changes in each group
between Spring and Summer. For the national sample, the percent of participants reporting three
or more categories of waste nearly doubles between spring and summer. If the national
participants were saving effort by reporting zero waste in categories with small amounts of
waste, it suggests that actual waste levels become much larger and triggered more categories to
be reported during summer. For Upper Arlington, the number of categories reported stayed
relatively constant between spring and summer, suggesting that the reduction in waste came from
actual reductions in the amounts of waste occurring in those categories with positive waste.

Figure 3.4 breaks out the Upper Arlington survey waste figures into those areas that
received the more intensive campaign materials and the control area. Both groups reported a
reduction in waste, though somewhat unexpectedly, the control area reported the greater
reduction and the reduction reported in the treatment area is not statistically significant and the
difference in seasonal declines was not statistically significant. Hence, the more intensive use of
campaign materials does not appear to translate to a greater reduction in the amount of once
edible food reported as waste by survey respondents.

Figure 3.4. Self-Reported Waste Estimates by Area within Upper Arlington
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Notes: The difference in seasonal changes is not significantly different between the Control and
Treatment areas.

Curbside Audits within Upper Arlington

Figure 3.5 depicts key results from households who volunteered to have their curbside
waste measured via audit. Note that, unlike Figure 3.1, the values are in grams per household per
week rather than grams per person per week because we did not have the number of household
members available for all audited households.? The results show that summer waste figures for
all UA households were lower than spring figures by 21% with a 17% reduction among once
edible food that was wasted and a 30% reduction among inedible food scraps. Only the reduction
among inedible food scraps was statistically significant, however.

Given the potentially important role of composting in affecting the amount of wasted
food and food scraps that enter the audited waste stream, Figure 3.5 also breaks out these results
for the area that received the intensive composting intervention (Area Storage + Composting)
and the other areas (Area Storage Only and the control area). The overall reduction in area
exposed to the intensive composting intervention was greater (42%, which was statistically
significant) and also featured a statistically significant reduction in once edible food (53%) as
well as a 26% reduction in inedible food scraps (though this was not statistically significant). The
other areas, which did not receive the intensive composting intervention, largely mirror the
overall results though the reduction in total and once edible waste are slightly smaller.

While the reduction in total waste and once edible wasted food was greater for the area
receiving the intensive composting intervention than for the other areas, the difference in these
reductions (the difference in changes) was not statistically significant. Hence, we cannot
definitively attribute these larger declines to the intensive composting intervention. Further, we
note that the area with the intensive composting intervention exhibited a larger starting amount
of inedible waste on the spring audits (893 vs 616 g/household/week), where that difference is
marginally significant. This may suggest that this area had an incidentally high level of inedible
waste during the first audit and some of the reduction captured in the second audit was simply
due to households in this area exhibiting more typical waste levels (regression to the mean
effects rather than the effects of a successful intervention). We note there was no such
divergence in initial amounts between these areas in terms of once edible food that was wasted
(1,478 vs 1,423 g/household/week, not significantly different), hence we are more confident in
ascribing the reduction in edible waste observed in this area to the intensive composting
intervention it received.

2 Among those audited where household size is available, the number of household members is
about 3% smaller among summer respondents (2.72 vs. 2.82), which is not significantly
different.
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Figure 3.5. Audit Results: Edible Food Wasted and Inedible Food Scraps by Season
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Notes: Error bars depict 95% confidence intervals for each subsection of each bar. Intensive compost intervention
(UA - FS+C), while No Intensive Compost Intervention includes UA-Control and UA-FS. Unlike waste figures
from the survey, audit figures are on a per household basis rather than a per person basis (due to some missing
household size figures among audited households), include inedible food scraps, which were not measured by the
survey, and do not control for other respondent characteristics. The difference in the amount audited figures decline
between the two depicted areas is not statistically significant for the total, inedible nor edible waste figures.

If we were to only analyze those who completed both the survey and audit (not pictured),
we find that there remains a seasonal decline in edible food waste reported on the survey, but that
it is 37% smaller than that reported for the original group and the decline is no longer statistically
significant. This is not too surprising given that the sample who were willing to undertake both
the survey and the audit featured statistically significant differences in their characteristics.
Specifically, those who participated in both survey and audit were more likely to be from

households with more formal education, higher incomes and represented by a female survey
taker.

Both the audit and the survey results permit an assessment of the types of food wasted
(Figures 3.6 and 3.7). Whether measured by audit or survey, fruits and vegetables proved to be
the largest fraction of all food wasted by far and, according to the survey figures, fresh
produce was much more wasted than items that might be stored for longer periods (frozen,
canned, dried). The second largest category among the audit results was ‘leftovers’ which may
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also contain significant fresh produce items. The more expensive and energy-dense items, such
as meat, fish, dairy and eggs, were much smaller fractions of overall waste. The dominance of
produce in the wasted food mix is a finding that is common to other studies as well (Hoover and
Moreno 2017), suggesting that narrowing future intervention materials to focus on produce could
prove useful. While the current intervention reduced fresh produce waste, the reductions were
not statistically significant when compared against the national sample.

Figure 3.6. Audited Waste by Category
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When respondents reported waste on the survey, they were asked to denote if the
discarded items were completely unused, partly used, discarded as plate waste, or discarded after
being a leftover in the refrigerator. Vegetables were most likely to be reported as partly used
(61%) or completely unused (27%), whereas fruits were most likely to be reported as completely
(57%) or partly (36%) unused. This suggests two possible ways to focus an intervention to
reduce produce waste: (1) help households purchase less produce such that purchases
match final use or (2) help households identify new ways to incorporate typical purchase
levels of produce into meals. Approach 1 would yield an additional benefit of financial savings
with households scaling purchases to match typical intake. However, it might risk impinging
upon the consumption of fresh produce if an appearance of less produce in the kitchen induces
less preparation of these items. Approach 2 risks creating more leftover waste if existing
inventories are prepared but then not consumed, though it may also increase total consumption of
fresh fruits and vegetables, which is likely to provide nutritional benefits.

Figure 3.8. Audited Waste as Food and Food Scraps: Volunteers and All Residents
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Notes: The sample size for volunteers equals 229 and 181 for spring and summer, respectively. ‘All’ refers to route-
level samples drawn from households who did not volunteer for the individual waste audits with one route sampled
in each of the four research areas across Upper Arlington. Error bars represent 95% confidence intervals. P-values
are from a t-test of the null hypothesis that spring and summer proportions are identical.

The question of whether the waste streams of audit takers are representative of the waste
streams of other Upper Arlington residents can be observed in Figure 3.8, which reports the
percent of the captured waste attributable to once edible wasted food and inedible food scraps
from both those who volunteered for the curbside audit and from the route-level samples drawn
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from non-volunteers. Regardless of season or waste type, the route-level waste figures are not
statistically different from the figures taken from the audits of the voluntary participants. For
example, considering the first two bars in Figure 3.8, we find that in the Spring, about 14% of all
waste in the audited samples of both the volunteers and the non-volunteers on their same route
consisted of once edible food that was wasted.® Hence the comparison of the composition of
waste types between the audits of volunteers and route-level samples suggests that the food
waste patterns observed among the volunteers is consistent with community-wide disposal
trends. We note that, consistent with Figure 3.5, the fraction of waste attributable to inedible
food scraps declined by a statistically significant amount between spring and summer.

Another validation of the reduction of food scrap disposal from spring to summer as
identified by the audit results can be found in Figure 3.9, which depicts trends in participation in
Upper Arlington’s household food waste drop-off composting program. The figure depicts about
two years of bi-weekly (every other week) estimates of the number of households that
participated and readings of total pounds of material collected.

Composting services were first offered to Upper Arlington residents during May of 2019
when two sites were opened that accepted food scraps dropped off by residents. The containers at
these sites were emptied every other week. These first two sites faced capacity issues soon after
they opened, with residents regularly finding the bins full, which discouraged resident
participation. An additional site was added in August 2020, though the availability of the
additional site was not widely promoted given the capacity issues faced elsewhere. Starting in
February 2021, prior to the introduction of the SMTF campaign promotion, each site began to be
serviced weekly (i.e., materials removed and sent to composting facility), which essentially
doubled program capacity. However, there is no observable increase in the total amount of
material handled through the program in February. Instead, both series feature discrete increases
in composting activity starting in April of 2021, which corresponds to the beginning of the
intensive Save More Than Food campaign across Upper Arlington.

This post-campaign uptick aligns with evidence from the Upper Arlington surveys. On
the Spring and Summer survey, respondents were asked about their composting activities. The
fraction reporting some type of composting activity increased from 50.4% in the Spring to 58.0%
in the Summer, which is a statistically significant increase even when age and education are
controlled for via regression. While the increases are greater among residents who received the
intensive compost intervention (UA-FS+C), including offers of discounts on composting
materials, the estimated treatment effect is not statistically significant.

3 Recall, we cannot compare absolute levels of waste per person between volunteers and the
remaining households because we have only a sample of the route waste. Constructing a per-
person estimate of waste from all households would require weighing the entire truckload of
waste from the route and dividing by the number of people represented by that route, which is
information that is not available.
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Figure 3.9. Participation in the Upper Arlington Drop Off Composting Program
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Notes: Bi-weekly estimates of the number of households (top panel) and bi-weekly measures of total pounds of
material collected (bottom panel) by year in Upper Arlington’s community wide drop off compost program.

However, of those who reported composting on the Summer survey, 21.6% reported that
they were either composting for the first time (13.8%) or had restarted composting after a hiatus
(7.8%). This would reconcile with the Spring uptick in the amount of material contributed to the
Upper Arlington drop off composting program in Figure 3.9.
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The Summer survey also prompted respondents to identify factors that would enable residents to
compost more (Figure 3.10) and barriers that exist to increasing composting (Figure 3.11). The
avenues identified as most likely to encourage more composting included the offering of
curbside composting services (46% of responses), provision of free composting containers (38%)
and the addition of more community sites for dropping off compost (22%). The greatest
perceived barrier was a lack of knowledge about composting practices (40%), followed by a lack
of equipment and supplies (24%), lack of time (15%) and the high cost (8%). About 11%
identified ‘other’ barriers, which were largely idiosyncratic to the household (e.g., site specific
issues) or expansion on other response options (e.g., statements that they see no barriers or that
they don’t create enough waste to justify composting or they need information on how to keep
rats away). However, a full 30% of respondents said they do not see any barriers to composting
for their households. Hence, we conclude that expansion of composting activity in Upper
Arlington could occur by following several paths, including educational programs to
overcome knowledge barriers, curbside composting, subsidized compost bin provision, and
expansion of composting collection sites, each entailing their own financial and logistical
costs.

Figure 3.10. Factors that would encourage Upper Arlington residents to compost more

curbside compostservice N <5
Free compost collection containers for my
- L
kitchen
| already compost all my waste _ 34%
More community compost drop-off sites _ 22%
More compost bins in public areas _ 18%

Knowing how composting helps the o
community - 11%

Notes: N=376. Responses from summer survey only. Respondents could provide multiple responses so figures do
not sum to 100%. Percentages correspond to percent of respondents who selected each response.
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Figure 3.11. Perceived Barriers to Composting, Upper Arlington Respondents
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Notes: N=389. Percent of respondents mentioning each barrier from summer survey only. Respondents could
provide multiple responses so figures do not sum to 100%.

Figure 3.12. Survey edible waste as a fraction of audited edible waste
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Notes: Percent of the 210 Upper Arlington households that recorded during the same period both survey and audit
waste levels that fall into each category with values less than one indicating less waste reported via survey than
audit. Audits (mean = 637.5 g/person) occurred several weeks after the week reported by survey (mean = 266.5
g/person).

We note that, like many other studies, we find that among households who report both
survey and audit waste amounts, the amount of waste identified via audit is larger than the
amount of waste identified via survey by about 2.4 times (mean = 637.5 g/person by audit and
266.5 by survey). However, Figure 3.12 shows considerable variability across households in the
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ratio of survey to audit figures with more than 20% reporting more waste via survey than audit.
We note that this may occur because audits were conducted several weeks after the survey
reporting period, hence if weekly patterns during the audit or survey deviated from long-run
household averages, we might expect considerable variation in the ratio.

4. Discussion

The evaluation assesses how the SMTF campaign affected Upper Arlington residents on several
fronts including campaign awareness, perceived campaign effectiveness, self-reported attitudes,
knowledge, behaviors concerning the reduction and diversion of food waste, and observed
amounts of food waste entering landfills and drop off composting sites. Table 4.1 summarizes
key findings from the results. Assessments are conducted both in terms of simple changes in key
constructs between pre-campaign and post-campaign measurements and in terms of treatment
effects, where pre- vs. post-campaign measures are contrasted between treatment and control
areas that received different levels of campaign and related intervention materials.

In terms of the Upper Arlington campaign itself, which is detailed in Section 2, we find a
large and significant increase in respondents’ general recall of the campaign regardless of
whether they were in treatment or control areas and greater perceived campaign effectiveness
among respondents in treatment versus control areas. However, key attitudes, knowledge and
actions that support reductions in food waste prevention and diversion proved less pliable than
campaign awareness. There were no statistically significant changes across 11 different food
waste attitude prompts, 3 different food waste knowledge questions and 4 different pre-cursor
action frequencies after the implementation of the campaign for all respondents, and only two
attitude responses resulted in significantly different changes between the treatment and control
areas. While the initial level of knowledge about food waste reduction practices was quite high
and could plausibly leave little room for improvement after exposure to the SMTF materials (so
called ceiling effects), the initial food waste attitude and practices responses were more in the
middle of the response scale and, hence, did not suffer from a similar issue. Hence, while more
people became aware of the existence of the campaign, it did not seem to translate to
changes to the cognitive pre-cursors to food waste reduction as captured by the survey.
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Table 4.1. Summary of Campaign Effects

Outcome Post-Campaign Change | Treatment Effect
Recall of SMTF campaign ++ none
Perceived Effectiveness of SMTF
-Food waste as an important topic nm ++
-Creating action to reduce food waste nm +
Attitudes about food waste None 1++,1+, 9 None®
Food waste reduction and compost knowledge None None
Food waste prevention precursor actions None None

Household food waste creation behavior
-self-reported waste of edible --

- vs. Upper Arlington control None

- vs. National control --
-audit of edible + inedible food waste None None
-audit of inedible - - None
-audit of edible None None
-fraction of route audit as edible None nm
-fraction of route audit as inedible - - nm

Composting behaviors

-self-reported composting activity ++ None
-community drop off program amount ++ nm

Notes: Post-Campaign Change refers to tests that summer responses differed from spring responses. Treatment
Effect refers to changes from spring to summer in treatment areas compared to changes in control areas. ++ (- -)
denotes an increase (decrease) that was statistically significant, + (-) denotes an increase (decrease) that was
marginally statistically significant, ‘None’ denotes the change was not statistically significant, ‘nm’ denotes not
measured. A There were 11 responses under ‘Attitudes about food waste’, 3 responses under Food waste reduction
and compost knowledge and 4 responses under Food waste prevention precursor actions; see Tables 3.3 — 3.5 for
details.

While the campaign’s effect on respondents’ cognitive and antecedent behaviors was
somewhat limited, the campaign does yield several significant changes in the amount of food
that is wasted and the amount of wasted food and food scraps that are diverted from landfill. Self
reported edible food waste declined by 23% (a statistically significant amount) across all areas
within Upper Arlington. While there is no statistically significant difference in this decline
between control and treatment areas within Upper Arlington, these declines, which contrast with
a large significant increase (29%) reported by a national sample of respondents to a parallel
survey, yield a statistically significant treatment effect when using the entirety of Upper
Arlington as the treatment group and the national sample as the control.

This decline in self-reported waste generation is corroborated with statistically
significant reductions in the amount of total food waste measured among households that
volunteered for curbside waste audits (21%, statistically insignificant) which consisted of a
statistically significant 30% reduction for inedible food scraps and a statistically insignificant
17% reduction among once-edible food. There was also a statistically significant decline in the
fraction of the waste stream from samples of non-volunteering households’ waste that was
classified as inedible food scraps. This also corresponds to a statistically significant increase in

34



reported composting activity reported by survey respondents. As with the self-reported food
waste figures, neither the audit results nor the self-reported composting activity results feature
statistically significant differences between treatment and control areas.

The absolute levels of decline in waste (23% on the survey, 21% on the audit) are
comparable or slightly smaller than those reported in similar types of campaigns in North
America and Europe. For example, Van der Werf et al. (2019) report a 31% decline in total
curbside food waste after the “Reduce Food Waste, Save Money” campaign was deployed in
London, Ontario, Canada. In Italy, Romani et al. (2018) deployed a campaign where the
treatment group received information on the importance of meal planning and a meal planning
tool. The result, as assessed via weighed food-waste diaries, was a significant (24%) reduction in
waste relative to the control group one week following the intervention compared with a control
group. In a contrasting Canadian study, Soma et al. (2020) found no significant change in audited
waste amounts after deploying a campaign that involved similar types of information and
community meetings as those deployed in Upper Arlington.

The decreases in audited inedible food scraps and self-reported composting activities also
corresponds with a marked increase in the amount of material collected through Upper
Arlington’s drop-off composting program, which expanded its capacity to receive compostable
materials prior to the Upper Arlington campaign but did not see increases in participation and
material flow until after the campaign began. Indeed, many summer survey respondents noted
that during the previous few months that they either began composting or returned to composting
after a considerable hiatus.

5. Recommendations

Review of the results and discussion yield several recommendations relevant for a variety of
audiences. We share several of these below.

1. Implement and/or continue supporting community level implementation of the Save
More Than Food campaign. (Audiences: Upper Arlington and other Central Ohio
communities)

The implementation of the SMTF campaign in Upper Arlington resulted in several desirable
outcomes including reduced generation of wasted food, reduced landfilling of inedible food
scraps, and increased participation in composting. While other central Ohio communities may be
distinct from Upper Arlington in terms of residents’ demographic profile and existing
community support for food waste reduction and diversion, the campaign holds potential to
increase awareness and stimulate behavioral change.

2. Deploy the campaign through trusted community actors and their communication
channels. (Audiences: communities)

35



In the case of Upper Arlington, the community newsletter, mailed and e-mailed materials
featuring the city’s explicit endorsement, and the community’s social media accounts were
among the most frequently reported sources when respondents were asked how they heard about
the campaign, while paid television and internet advertisements were infrequently mentioned.
Leveraging trusted community actors and their established communication channels may help
respondents feel comfortable that the campaign aligns with community goals and the community
can more easily maintain the campaign to ensure participation and solidify behavioral change.
Known community communications channels may also be less expensive than paid advertising
but may not be available in every community.

3. Develop and deliver campaign materials that focus on changing behavior
recognizing interventions need not always involve changing awareness, knowledge
or attitudes. (Audience: communities, food waste intervention developers)

Contrary to common belief, changing attitudes or knowledge about a topic is not always a
necessary step for shifting behavior. Providing simple and convenient solutions or nudges can be
enough to influence resident behavior especially if there is a pre-existing positive sentiment
about the new behavior. While Upper Arlington residents’ attitudes and knowledge about wasted
food and composting did not significantly change in response to the Save More Than Food
Campaign, the amount of wasted food generated in UA households decreased significantly and
community food waste drop off sites saw a significant increase in use.

4. If the campaign seeks to increase food waste diversion activity, ensure sufficient
capacity exists to meet increased demand. (Audiences: communities, policy makers)

In the case of Upper Arlington, the municipal composting system consists of several drop-off
locations around the community that had previously suffered capacity limits due to less frequent
(every-other week) removals of collected materials. About a month prior to the campaign, which
encouraged households to compost, pick up frequency increased to a weekly schedule. This
reduced the chances that new and returning composters were frustrated by finding full collection
bins after going through the effort of separating compostable materials from their household
waste streams and transporting it to the pickup sites. Likewise, the campaign also featured
education and subsidized materials for supporting home composting to capitalize on those
households who became energized by the campaign to pursue home composting options.
Looking forward, the survey results suggest that further expansion of household food waste
composting will require commitments beyond the simple provision of composting information,
such as the provision of curbside composting service or free compost collection containers, that
entail significant financial and/or logistical costs.

5. Consider your community’s traits when prioritizing between food waste reduction
and diversion efforts. (Audiences: communities)

36



Reduction activities must be applied in concert with composting activities in order to ensure the
sustainable management of the nutrients and energy embodied in uneaten food and food scraps.
With an integrated whole systemic reduction-diversion approach as the goal, practitioners may at
first, opt to pursue one avenue or the other based on community characteristics. For example, a
broad-sweeping consumer campaign on food waste reduction may be a logical choice in locales
that are able to coordinate messaging across strong local networks of community organizations
or for cities that don’t have any infrastructure to handle food waste. In another locale, addressing
infrastructure for food scrap composting may be a more obvious choice if the region has an
experienced workforce and existing compost and mulching operations that can adapt to accepting
food scraps. Momentum from any activity around food waste, whether prevention or recycling
focused, can and ought to be leveraged to build public and political support for greater
investment for additional food waste activities.

6. Focus behavior change efforts on the purchase and use of fresh produce. (Audiences:
communities, policy makers)

Whether measured by audit or survey, fruits and vegetables proved to be the dominant fraction of
all food wasted whereas the more expensive and energy-dense items, such as meat, fish, dairy
and eggs, were much smaller fractions of overall waste. The dominance of produce in the wasted
food mix is a finding that is common to other studies as well (Hoover and Moreno 2017, WRAP
Quested et al. 2011). Limiting the focus to a single product category can also sharpen the types
of advice and interventions offered and provide a focus to targeted households that can make the
task of altering behavior seem more manageable. More research is needed to help individual
communities choose between two produce waste reduction strategies: (1) help households
purchase less produce such that purchases match final use (e.g., better meal planning) and/or (2)
help households identify new or more effective ways to incorporate typical purchase levels of
produce into meals (e.g., better storage, novel recipe adoption). Approach 1 would yield an
additional benefit of financial savings with households scaling purchases to match typical intake.
However, it might risk impinging upon the consumption of fresh produce if an appearance of less
produce in the kitchen induces less preparation of these items. Approach 2 risks creating more
leftover waste if existing inventories are prepared but then not consumed, though it may also
increase total consumption of fresh fruits and vegetables, which is likely to provide nutritional
benefits. We conclude by noting some emerging evidence that the most wasted food category
may differ by community. For example, communities with limited access to fresh produce may
waste few fruits and vegetables, which underlines the need for local assessments to focus
campaigns on categories that are locally relevant.
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7. Prioritize research to reduce respondent survey burden. (Audiences: researchers,
funding agencies)

Current best practice for assessing household food waste via survey is to implement a two-wave
survey in which respondents are instructed in the first wave to monitor their food discard patterns
in preparation for a follow up survey to arrive one week later where they can report what was
discarded across 24 distinct categories (van Herpen et al. 2019). In our study we found 22%
responded to the first wave but not the second wave. The surveys used in Upper Arlington to
took the median respondent between 13 and 15 minutes to complete. A shorter survey may have
increased the response rates. Research that can improve the accuracy of single wave food waste
assessment surveys could broaden the participation across communities and provide more
accurate assessment of campaign efficacy. If campaigns follow Recommendation 6 and focus on
produce only, this may facilitate creating less burdensome survey instruments.
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7. Appendices

7.1 Food Waste Attitude Awareness and Behavior Surveys

The following two rounds of surveys were utilized in the study to evaluate residents’ awareness,
attitudes, and behaviors arounds food waste. The first survey, referred to as the Opening Survey,
was deployed in February 2020 to establish a foundation of residents’ behavior before exposure
the Save More Than Food. The second survey, referred to as the Closing Survey, was deployed
in June 2020 to evaluate the level of change in residents knowledge, attitude and awareness
about food waste as a result of Save More Than Food engagement efforts.

7.1.1. Opening Survey
As described in section 2.3.1, the opening survey was divided into two parts, which were
deployed 7 days apart from each other.

7.1.1.1 Opening Survey Part 1: Baseline Survey

Q31 On behalf of the City of Upper Arlington, Ohio State University and the Solid Waste
Authority of Central Ohio (SWACO), thanks for agreeing to participate.

Please click through to start the survey.

Q1 Thinking about all the meals that are prepared in your home, do you prepare ...? Select one.

o Lessthan half (1)
o About half (2)
o More than half (3)

Q23 Which of the following categories best describes your age? Select one.

Under 18 (1)
18-24 (2)
25-34 (3)
35-44 (4)
45-54 (5)
55-64 (6)

65 and older (7)

O O O O O O O
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Q4 Researchers from The Ohio State University would like to ask you some questions about
food in your home and questions about you and your household. These questions are being asked
by Professor Brian Roe of Ohio State University and will take about 5 minutes to answer. You
will also be eligible to complete a follow up survey should you choose to complete the first
survey. The follow up survey would be available about one week after the completion of this
survey and would take about 15-20 minutes to complete.

The survey requires you to complete both multiple choice and open ended (write in)

questions. Open ended questions should require brief responses, but the length of the response is
up to you. This study does not require the study coordinator to access any of your personal
information. Your de-identified information may be used or shared with other researchers
without your additional informed consent. Information provided to this study does not have the
potential to damage your financial standing, employability or reputation, or place you at risk of
criminal or civil liability. We will work to make sure that no one sees your survey responses
without approval. But, because we are using the Internet, there is a chance that someone could
access your online responses without permission. In some cases, this information could be used
to identify you.

Your participation is voluntary and you may skip any question or request for any reason. Refusal
to participate will involve no penalty or loss of benefits to which you are otherwise entitled. You
may choose to stop participating at any time without penalty or loss of benefits to which you are
otherwise entitled. There are no direct benefits to you from participating. You can choose to
receive information about how your responses compare to average responses of other
participants.

If you have questions about the survey you may contact Brian Roe at 614-688-5777. For
questions about your rights as a participant in this study or to discuss other study-related
concerns or complaints with someone who is not part of the research team, you may contact Ms.
Sandra Meadows in the Office of Responsible Research Practices at 1-800-678-6251.

Do you consent to participate?

o Yes (1)
o No (2)
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Q5 Demographics Module

Q6 Are you...? Select one.

O
O
@)

Male (1)
Female (2)
Prefer not to answer (3)

Q7 Are you Hispanic or Latino? Select one.

O
@)
@)

Q8 W
0

O
O
O
O
O
O
w

Q9

O O O O O

Yes (1)
No (2)
Prefer not to answer (3)

hat is your race? Select all that apply.

White (1)

Black or African American (2)

Asian (3)

Native Hawaiian or other Pacific Islander (4)
American Indian or Alaskan Native (5)
Some other race (6)

&Prefer not to answer (7)

hat is the highest grade or level of school you have completed? Select one.

Less than 12th grade, NO DIPLOMA (1)
High school graduate, DIPLOMA or GED (2)
Some college or Associate degree (3)
Bachelor’s degree (4)

Graduate or professional degree (5)

Q21 How many people live in your household as of today? Select one.

Today
Children 0-5 years of age (1) VYO(l..10(11)
Children 6-17 years of age (2) vYOo(..10(11)
Male adults 18 years or older (3) vYo(..10(11)
Female adults 18 years or older (4) VYO(l..10(11)

Q22 How would you best describe your employment situation? Select one.

(@)
O

Full time employment (35 hours a week or more) (1)
Part time employment (less than 35 hours a week) (2)
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Unemployed (3)
Student (4)
Retired (5)

Unable to Work (6)

O O O O

Q10 Which of the following categories best describes your annual household income before
taxes during 2019? Select one.

Less than $10,000 (1)
$10,000 - $19,999 (2)
$20,000 - $29,999 (3)
$30,000 - $39,999 (4)
$40,000 - $49,999 (5)
$50,000 - $59,999 (6)
$60,000 - $69,999 (7)
$70,000 - $79,999 (8)
$80,000 - $89,999 (9)
$90,000 - $99,999 (10)
$100,000 - $124,999 (11)
$125,000 - $149,999 (12)
$150,000 and above (13)
Prefer not to answer (14)

O 0O 0O 0O OO0 o0 0o O o o o o

Q23
About how often do you go grocery shopping? Do not consider occasions where a few items are
obtained because they were forgotten the previous time you got groceries. Select one.

Twice a week or more (1)
Once a week (2)

2-3 times a month (3)

once a month or less often (4)

Q24 What day of the week is your trash collected in Upper Arlington?

Monday (1)
Tuesday (2)
Wednesday (3)
Thursday (4)
Friday (5)

O O O O

O O O O O

Q17 Please read the next part carefully.
In about one week we will send you a follow up survey.  For the next 7 days please
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pay close attention to the food and drinks you use in your home  In particular, please pay
attention to the amounts of different foods that you throw away because they are past date,
spoiled or are no longer wanted for other reasons Do not worry about tracking items that you
normally would not eat, such as bones, peels, shells, etc.

Question: What will you pay attention to for the next 7 days?

o The amounts of different foods that are thrown away at home because they are past date,
spoiled or are no longer wanted for other reasons (1)
o Bones, peels, shells, etc (2)

Q25 Please enter an e-mail address where we should send the link to the follow up survey

o E-mail address (1)

Q22 Please re-enter the e-mail address below

o E-mail address (1)

Q26 Would you like to receive a report that compares your responses to those of the average
Upper Arlington and average national household?

o Yes (1)
o No (2)

Q29 We are interested in understanding how closely the survey responses you will provide
during next week's follow up survey match the amounts of food that end up in the garbage that is
collected from individual homes. Comparing your responses to next week's survey to the amount
of food that ends up in the garbage would help assess the accuracy of the follow up survey.

If you provide us with your street address, we may: Compare the amount of food waste
in your garbage to your responses to next week's survey  Note: just like all your responses to
this survey, personal information will not be shared

If you agree, please enter your address below.

Address Line 1 (1)
Address Line 2 (2)
City (3)
State (4)
Zip Code (5)

O O O O O
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7.1.1.2 Opening Survey Part 2: Follow-up

Q1 Last week you were asked to pay close attention to the food and drinks you discard in your
home.

This questionnaire will be about: All edible food and drink products that were spoiled, past

their expiration date or otherwise unwanted that you discarded or composted in the past 7 days.
Please include it whether you threw the food away in a trash can, garbage disposal,

compost heap or gave it to an animal (pet, birds, et cetera), or otherwise. Please include it all.

It will not be about: Bones, peels, seeds, stumps or similar things that you never typically eat.
Food and drink products that are thrown away when eating in a restaurant or cafeteria.

Q2 Please mark the products that were discarded in your household in the past 7 days. In cases
where items have several major ingredients, please report each ingredient separately. Select all

that apply

O Fresh vegetables and salads (1)

O Other vegetables (jar / canned / frozen) (2)

O Fresh fruit (3)

O Other fruit (jar / canned / dried / frozen) (4)

O Potatoes (5)

O Potato products (fries, hash browns, etc. - report potato chips under 'salty snacks') (6)

O Pasta (7)

O Rice and other grains (including wraps, couscous, etc.) (8)

O Beans, lentils, chickpeas, etc. (9)

O Meat (please report deli meat under 'sandwich ingredients’) (10)

O Meatless Alternatives (11)

O Fish (12)

O Sandwich ingredients (deli meats, cheese slices, relishes, etc., but report lettuce and
vegetables under 'fresh vegetables and salads’) (13)

O Bread (14)

O Cereals (breakfast cereal, corn meal, oats, etc.) (15)

O Yogurt, custard, etc. (16)

O Cheese (report cheese slices under 'Sandwich ingredients) (17)

O Eggs (18)

O Soups / stews (19)

O Condiments and sauces (ketchup, mayonnaise, cocktail sauce, etc.) (20)
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Candy / cookies / granola bars / chocolate bars (21)

Salty snacks (chips / nuts / pretzels, etc) (22)

Non-alcoholic beverages (milk, juice, soda. Exclude: water, tea, coffee) (23)
Alcoholic beverages (24)

&1 have not thrown away any food or drink products (25)

OO00c00

Q60 In the past 7 days, which of the following issues in your household may have affected the

amount of food that you threw away or composted? (Mark all that apply).

Had unexpected guests for a meal (1)

Guests expected for a meal unexpectedly did not attend (2)

Ate out unexpectedly rather than eating meal(s) at home (3)
Received food that was not as fresh or as high quality as normal (4)
Hosted an event involving food (5)

Tried a new recipe or had a recipe not work as expected (6)

Fewer meals at home than typical (8)

O0O0oooooo

Club, etc.) (10)

O

thrown away (7)
O &None of the above (9)

Expired/excessive items from bulk or batch shopping in warehouse clubs (Costco, Sam’s

Another issue not mentioned above occurred that affected the amount of food that was

Q61 You marked that other issues not mentioned in previous question affected the amount of

food that was thrown away in the past 7 days. Please briefly describe the issue(s).

Q59 Compared to the last two months, would you say the past 7 days you threw away...

A lot A little  About A little

less less the more
food than same than
than normal amount normal
normal of food

as

normal
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0 l

Q61 During the past 7 days, what percent of your daily non-sleeping time (including any paid
work, school and socializing) was spent in your home?

0 1. 2 3 45 6 7 8 9 1
0O 0 00 OO 0O O O0 O
0
10 |
Q62 During the past 7 days, what percent of your meals have been home-prepared meals?
0 1. 2 3 45 6 7 8 9 1
0O 0 00 OO 0 0O O0 O
0
10 |
Q106 How often do you compost inedible food scraps and food that you do not eat?
Never Some of Mostof  Always

the time  the time

0 l

Q65 How would you rate your knowledge of what foods can and cannot be composted?
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No Somewhat Very
knowledge at  knowledgeabl knowledgeabl
all e e

0 l

Q66 How would you rate your knowledge of how to best store your foods to maximize their
freshness?

No Somewhat Very
knowledge at  knowledgeabl knowledgeabl
all e e

-2 -1 0 1 2

0 l

Q67 How would you rate your knowledge of food waste prevention tactics including meal
planning and prepping, sticking to your meal plan, etc.

No Somewhat Very
knowledge at  knowledgeabl knowledgeabl
all e e

-2 -1 0 1 2

0 l

Q68 If you further reduced food waste, would it cost you money or save you money?
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Costa Costa No Savea Savea
lot little change little lot

-2 -1 0 1 2

0 '

Q69 To what extent would you agree with the following statements about food that is thrown
away in your home?

Options:
Disagree Disagree Agree somewhat Agree strongly
strongly (1) somewhat (2) 3) 4
Statements:

Throwing away food is bad for the environment (1)

You throw away food if the package date has passed (2)

You feel guilty when you throw away food (3)

You don't have enough time to worry about the amount of food you waste (4)
Some food waste is necessary to make sure meals taste fresh and good (5)

It would be difficult to reduce your household's food waste any further (6)

You waste more food when you buy things in large packages or when you buy in large quantities
during a sale (7)

Your household wastes more food than other households of similar size (8)
You should make an effort to reduce food waste when possible (9)
Your actions to reduce food waste make a positive difference for your family (10)

Your actions to reduce food waste make a positive difference for your community (11)

Q75 Which of the following food waste prevention actions have you taken in the past 30 days?
(check all that apply)
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Shopped with a list to avoid impulse buys (1)

Created a meal plan (2)

Properly stored food to maximize freshness (3)

Watched a SWACO webinar about food waste prevention (4)
Purchased bruised or discounted food items (5)

Other (please specify) (6)

&®None (9)

O000000o

Q76 What other food waste prevention actions have you taken in the past 30 days?

Q77 How often did you shop with a list?

Tried it once (1)
Occasionally (2)
Regularly (3)
Every time (4)

0O O O O

Q78 How often did you create meal plans?

Tried it once (1)
Occasionally (2)
Regularly (3)
Every time (4)

O O O O

Q79 How often did you properly store food items to maximize freshness?

Tried it once (1)
Occasionally (2)
Regularly (3)
Every time (4)

O O O O
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Q80 How often did you eat bruised or discounted food items?

Tried it once (1)
Occasionally (2)
Regularly (3)
Every time (4)

O O O O

Q87 What would make you prevent food waste more? (select all that apply)

Know how to divert food waste (1)

Incentives for reducing food waste (2)

Knowing how food waste prevention saves me money (3)
Knowing how food waste prevention helps the community (6)
Knowing how food waste prevention helps feed those in need (4)
Knowing how food waste prevention helps the environment (5)
Other (Please specify) (8)

&®None of the above (7)

O0O000000

Q98 What other method(s) would make you prevent food waste more?

Q81 Which of the following food waste recovery actions have you taken in the past 7 days?
(select all that apply)

Ate leftovers (1)

Remade leftovers into a new recipe (2)

Froze food to prevent it from going bad (3)

Donated excess unopened food items (4)

Shared excess prepared food with others outside my household (5)
Fed food scraps to pets (6)

Other (please specify) (7)

&®None (8)

O00c00000o

Q84 What other food waste recovery actions have you taken in the past 30 days?
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Q82 Have you taken any of the following actions to avoid throwing away or landfilling food in
the past 30 days? (select all that apply)

Composted food scraps in your back yard (1)

Composted food scraps at a community drop-off location (2)

Composted food scraps through a subscription service (3)

Applied for a backyard composting equipment rebate through the Franklin Soil and
Water Conservation District (4)

Other(please specify) (5)

®None (6)

0000

0OQ0

Q83 What other actions have you taken to avoid throwing away or landfilling food in the past 30
days?

Q86 Which, if any, of the following incentives would cause you to try out composting? (select
all that apply)

O Rebate on backyard composting equipment (1)
O Training resources/tutorials on getting started with backyard composting (2)
O Access to curbside food waste collection program (3)

Q88 What would make you compost your food waste more? (select all that apply)

More community compost drop-off sites (1)

More compost bins in public areas (2)

Curbside compost service (3)

Knowing how composting helps the community (4)
Free compost collection containers for my kitchen (5)
&1 already compost all my waste (6)

OO0O0o0oc0oo0o

Q85 What barriers keep you from participating in other food waste diversion activities? (select
all that apply)

O 1 don't know how to participate (1)

O | need additional tools/equipment to participate (2)
O It costs money to participate (3)

O It takes too much time to participate (4)
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O | am not interested in food waste diversion (5)
O Other (please specify) (6)
O ®None (7)

Q107 What are the other barriers that keep you from participating in other food waste diversion
activities?

Q70 Reducing food waste conserves resources in Central Ohio. Rate the following resources
savings related to reducing food waste in terms of their importance to you.

Q71 Global Environmental Resource conservation: Reducing greenhouse gases, Increasing
global biodiversity and ecosystem health

Very Somewh  Neither Somew  Very
unimport at important  hat import
ant unimport  nor importa ant
ant unimport nt
ant
-2 -1 0 1 2

0 '

Q72 Local Environmental Resource Conservation: Farmland use, Air pollution, Soil erosion,
Water pollution

Very Somewh Neither  Somew Very
unimport  at important hat import
ant unimport  nor importa ant
ant unimport nt
ant
-2 -1 0 1 2
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0 '

Q73 Economic Loss: Personal financial savings, Local job creation, Economic improvement

Very Somewh  Neither  Somew Very
unimport  at important  hat import
ant unimport  nor importa ant
ant unimport nt
ant
-2 -1 0 1 2

0 '

Q74 Opportunity to Support the Community: Provide meals for local food insecure residents

Very Somewh  Neither ~ Somew Very
unimport at important  hat import
ant unimport  nor importa ant
ant unimport nt
ant
-2 -1 0 1 2

0 '

Q102 For the next few questions, please consider each statement. Then, use the slider to choose
how likely it is that the statement would encourage you to take action to reduce the amount of
food that you discard.

Q97 Each year, Franklin County residents waste 160,000 acres of land used to produce food that
is never eaten. That's roughly half the landmass of Franklin County.

Very Somew Neutra Somew Very
Unlikel hat I hat Likely
y Unikely Likely
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Q98 Each resident in Franklin County wastes more than 30 gallons of water a year on food that
is produced but never eaten.

Very Somew Neutra Somew Very

Unlikel hat I hat Likely
y Unikely Likely
-2 -1 0 1 2

0 '

Q99 Every year, the average family of four wastes $1,500 on food that is purchased but never
eaten.

Very Somew Neutra Somew Very

Unlikel hat I hat Likely
y Unikely Likely
-2 -1 0 1 2

0 l

Q100 When food is wasted in Central Ohio, all the energy and fuel used to grow, harvest and
transport it is lost.

Very Somew Neutra Somew Very

Unlikel hat I hat Likely
y Unikely Likely
-2 -1 0 1 2
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0 '

Q101 For every meal missed by struggling neighbors in our community, three potential meals
are sent to the landfill.

Very Somew Neutra Somew Very

Unlikel hat I hat Likely
y Unikely Likely
-2 -1 0 1 2

0 '

Q90 In the past 12 months, outside of this survey, have you read, seen or heard anything about
the amount of food that is wasted or about ways to reduce the amount of food that is wasted?

o Yes (1)
o No (2)
o Notsure (3)

Q93 Where would you currently look to answer questions about how to reduce food waste?

Google search (1)
Government/municipal/community website (2)
Grocery store/food business website (3)

Save More Than Food Mail resources (4)
Save More Than Food website (5)

Other (please specify) (7)

& None of the above (6)

OO0O0oo0o0o0oo

Q94 What other channels do you utilize to answer questions about how to reduce food waste?

Q91 In the past 30 days, do you recall seeing or hearing about the "Save More Than Food"
campaign?
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o Yes (1)
o No (2)

Q92 Which of the following ways do you recall seeing or hearing about the "Save More Than
Food" campaign?

Facebook (1)

Twitter (2)

LinkedIn (3)

Instagram (4)
Community newsletter (5)
Internet search (6)
Television (7)

Online advertisement (8)
Printed flyer (9)

Mailed materials (physical mailbox) (10)
Emailed materials (11)
Word of mouth (12)

Not sure (14)

&®None of these (13)

O00O0OO0OO0OO0ObO0obo0oooooo

Q103 Please enter the e-mail address from which you gained access to this follow-up survey

o E-mail Address (1)

Q104 Please re-enter the e-mail address below

o E-mail Address (1)

Q3

Types of Food Waste We split food waste into several categories, which are explained below.
Please read this carefully as these categories will be used in the next questions.  Completely
unused foods: food that is disposed of which has not been used at all. For instance, unopened
packages, including unopened parts of multipacks. Partly used foods: food that is disposed of
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after being partly used. For instance, a few bread slices, half a package of deli meat, half an
onion or half a package of milk. Meal leftovers: leftovers that are disposed of after being
left on the plate, pots or pans. For instance, mashed potatoes or rice that is left on the plate or in
the pan, sandwiches that were not eaten during lunch. Leftover after storing: meal leftovers
that are disposed of after being stored in the fridge or freezer to be eaten later. For instance,
leftover lasagna that was frozen but never eaten.

Q4 There will be several questions about different types of food and drink products you have
disposed of in the past 7 days. First, we ask how much of a certain product your
household disposed of in the past 7 days. Use the following as a guide: ~ Next, we ask to which
type the majority of that discarded food item belongs (unused, partly used, meal leftovers,
leftover after it was stored). Please pay attention to which food product it refers to!

Q5 In your household, how many fresh vegetables and salads were disposed of in the past 7
days? This will include any lettuce or vegetables used as sandwich ingredients.

less than 1 cup (1)
1to2cups (2)
3to4cups (3)

510 6 cups (4)

More than 6 cups (5)

O O O O O

Q6 To which category did the (majority of) the disposed of fresh vegetables and salads belong?
Please mark the category that occurred the most. You can mark more than one box if multiple
categories occurred in the same amount.

O Completely unused foods: Food that is disposed of which is not used at all (e.g., a leek)
1)

O Partly used foods: Food that is disposed of after it is partly used (2)

O Meal leftovers: Meal leftovers that are disposed of after these were left on the plate, pots
or pans (3)

O Leftovers after storing: Meal leftovers that are disposed of after these were stored (4)

Q7 In your household, how many other vegetables (jar/ canned / frozen) were disposed of in
the past 7 days?

o lessthan1cup (1)
o 1lto2cups (2)
o 3to4cups (3)
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O
O

510 6 cups (4)
More than 6 cups (5)

Q8 To which category did the (majority of) the disposed of other vegetables (jar/ canned /
frozen) belong? Please mark the category that occurred the most. You can tick more than one
box if multiple categories occurred in the same amount.

O

O

Completely unused foods: Food that is disposed of which is not used at all (e.qg.,
unopened frozen / canned spinach package) (1)

Partly used foods: Food that is disposed of after it is partly used (e.g., half used frozen /
canned spinach package) (2)

Meal leftovers: Meal leftovers that are disposed of after these were left on the plate, pots
or pans (3)

Leftovers after storing: Meal leftovers that are disposed of after these were stored (4)

Q9 In your household, how much fresh fruit was disposed of in the past 7 days? (One apple or
banana is one piece of fruit. In case of small fruits, such as strawberries or grapes, one small
bowl of about 5 ounces is considered 'one piece’)

O O O O O

Approximately one fourth of a piece of fruit or less (1)
Approximately half a piece of fruit (2)

Approximately 1 piece of fruit (3)

2 to 4 pieces of fruit (4)

More than 4 pieces of fruit (5)

Q10 To which category did the (majority of) the disposed of fresh fruit belong? Please mark the
category that occurred the most. You can mark more than one box if multiple categories
occurred in the same amount.

O

O

Completely unused foods: Food that is disposed of which is not used at all (e.g., an apple)
1)

Partly used foods: Food that is disposed of after it is partly used (e.g., half an apple that is
not used in a dish) (2)

Meal leftovers: Meal leftovers that are disposed of after these were left on the plate, pots
or pans (e.g., half eaten apple or a fruit salad) (3)

Leftovers after storing: Meal leftovers that are disposed of after these were stored (e.g.
fruit salad after it was stored) (4)
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Q11 In your household, how much other fruit (jar / canned / dried / frozen) was disposed of in
the past 7 days? (One apple or banana is one piece of fruit. In case of small fruits, such as
strawberries or grapes, one small bowl of about 5 ounces is considered 'one piece’)

O O O O O

Approximately one fourth of a piece of fruit or less (1)
Approximately half a piece of fruit (2)

Approximately 1 piece of fruit (3)

2 to 4 pieces of fruit (4)

More than 4 pieces of fruit (5)

Q12 To which category did the (majority of) the disposed of other fruit belong? Please mark the
category that occurred the most. You can mark more than one box if multiple categories
occurred in the same amount.

O

O

Completely unused foods: Food that is disposed of which is not used at all (e.qg.,
unopened fruit can) (1)

Partly used foods: Food that is disposed of after it is partly used (e.g., half full fruit can)
)

Meal leftovers: Meal leftovers that are disposed of after these were left on the plate, pots
or pans (e.g., bowl with fruit) (3)

Leftovers after storing: Meal leftovers that are disposed of after these were stored (e.g.
fruit salad after it was stored) (4)

Q13 In your household, how many potatoes were disposed of in the past 7 days?

O O O O O

less than 1 cup (1)
1to 2 cups (2)
3to4cups (3)

5to 6 cups (4)

More than 6 cups (5)

Q14 To which category did the (majority of) the disposed of potatoes belong? Please mark the
category that occurred the most. You can mark more than one box if multiple categories
occurred in the same amount.

O

O

O

Completely unused foods: Food that is disposed of which is not used at all (e.g., complete
potato package) (1)

Partly used foods: Food that is disposed of after it is partly used (e.g., half a potato
package) (2)

Meal leftovers: Meal leftovers that are disposed of after these were left on the plate, pots
or pans (e.g. mashed potato) (3)
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O Leftovers after storing: Meal leftovers that are disposed of after these were stored (e.g.
mashed potato after it was stored) (4)

Q15 In your household, how many potato products (fries, hash browns, etc.) were disposed of
in the past 7 days? Please consider potato chips under 'salty snacks.'

Less than 1 cup (1)
1to 2 cups (2)
3to4cups (3)

510 6 cups (4)

more than 6 cups (5)

O O O O O

Q16 To which category did the (majority of) the disposed of potato products belong? Please
mark the category that occurred the most. You can mark more than one box if multiple
categories occurred in the same amount.

O Completely unused foods: Food that is disposed of which is not used at all (e.g., complete
potato fries package) (1)

O Partly used foods: Food that is disposed of after it is partly used (e.g., half a potato fries
package) (2)

O Meal leftovers: Meal leftovers that are disposed of after these were left on the plate, pots
or pans (3)

O Leftovers after storing: Meal leftovers that are disposed of after these were stored (4)

Q17 In your household, how much pasta was disposed of in the past 7 days?

Less than 1 cup (1)
1to 2 cups (2)
3to4cups (3)

510 6 cups (4)

More than 6 cups (5)

O O O O O

Q18 To which category did the (majority of) the disposed of pasta belong? Please mark the
category that occurred the most. You can mark more than one box if multiple categories
occurred in the same amount.

O Completely unused foods: Food that is disposed of which is not used at all (e.g., complete
pasta package) (1)
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Partly used foods: Food that is disposed of after it is partly used (e.g., half pasta package)
)

Meal leftovers: Meal leftovers that are disposed of after these were left on the plate, pots
or pans (3)

Leftovers after storing: Meal leftovers that are disposed of after these were stored (4)

Q19 In your household, how much rice and remaining grains (including wraps, couscous,
etc.) was disposed of in the past 7 days?

0O O O O O

Less than 1 cup (1)
1to 2 cups (2)
3to4cups (3)

510 6 cups (4)

More than 6 cups (5)

Q20 To which category did the (majority of) the disposed of rice and remaining grains belong?
Please mark the category that occurred the most. You can mark more than one box if multiple
categories occurred in the same amount.

O

O

Completely unused foods: Food that is disposed of which is not used at all (e.g., complete
rice package) (1)

Partly used foods: Food that is disposed of after it is partly used (e.g., half rice package)
)

Meal leftovers: Meal leftovers that are disposed of after these were left on the plate, pots
or pans (3)

Leftovers after storing: Meal leftovers that are disposed of after these were stored (4)

Q21 In your household, how much beans, lentils, chickpeas, etc. were disposed of in the past 7

days?

O O O O O

Less than 1 cup (1)
1to 2 cups (2)
3to4cups (3)

510 6 cups (4)

More than 6 cups (5)

Q22 To which category did the (majority of) the disposed of Beans, lentils, chickpeas, etc.
belong? Please mark the category that occurred the most. You can mark more than one box if
multiple categories occurred in the same amount.

62



Completely unused foods: Food that is disposed of which is not used at all (e.qg.,
unopened bean jar) (1)

Partly used foods: Food that is disposed of after it is partly used (e.g., half full bean jar)
)

Meal leftovers: Meal leftovers that are disposed of after these were left on the plate, pots
or pans (3)

Leftovers after storing: Meal leftovers that are disposed of after these were stored (4)

Q23 In your household, how much meat and poultry was disposed of in the past 7 days? A
portion refers to one chicken breast, one steak, etc. In case of smaller pieces, as stew meat, try to
estimate it in whole pieces of meat (e.g., one package of stew meat equals two portions.)

O O O O O

Approximately half a portion or less (1)
Approximately 1 portion (2)

2 to 3 portions (3)

4 to 5 portions (4)

More than 5 portions (5)

Q24 To which category did the (majority of) the disposed of meat and poultry belong? Please
mark the category that occurred the most. You can mark more than one box if multiple
categories occurred in the same amount.

O

O

Completely unused foods: Food that is disposed of which is not used at all (e.g., a
package of sausage) (1)

Partly used foods: Food that is disposed of after it is partly used (e.g., half a package of
sausage) (2)

Meal leftovers: Meal leftovers that are disposed of after these were left on the plate, pots
or pans (3)

Leftovers after storing: Meal leftovers that are disposed of after these were stored (4)

Q64 In your household, how much Meatless Alternative products were disposed of in the past 7
days? A portion refers to one quarter pound patty, seven veggie nuggets, etc. In case of smaller
pieces, as stew meat, try to estimate it in whole pieces of meat (e.g., one package of plant-based
ground of 16 oz equals three portions.)

©)
©)
@)

Approximately half a portion or less (1)
Approximately 1 portion (2)
2 to 3 portions (3)
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o 4to5portions (4)
o More than 5 portions (5)

Q65 To which category did the (majority of) the disposed of Meatless Alternative products
belong? Please mark the category that occurred the most. You can mark more than one box if
multiple categories occurred in the same amount.

O Completely unused foods: Food that is disposed of which is not used at all (e.g., a
package of veggie nuggets) (1)

O Partly used foods: Food that is disposed of after it is partly used (e.g., half a package of
veggie nuggets) (2)

O Meal leftovers: Meal leftovers that are disposed of after these were left on the plate, pots
or pans (3)

O Leftovers after storing: Meal leftovers that are disposed of after these were stored (4)

Q25 In your household, how much fish was disposed of in the past 7 days? A portion refers to
one fish fillet, one piece of salmon, etc.

Approximately half a portion or less (1)
Approximately 1 portion (2)

2 to 3 portions (3)

4 to 5 portions (4)

More than 5 portions (5)

O O O O O

Q26 To which category did the (majority of) the disposed of fish belong? Please mark the
category that occurred the most. You can mark more than one box if multiple categories
occurred in the same amount.

O Completely unused foods: Food that is disposed of which is not used at all (e.g., complete
fish package) (1)

O Partly used foods: Food that is disposed of after it is partly used (e.g., half a fish package)
)

O Meal leftovers: Meal leftovers that are disposed of after these were left on the plate, pots
or pans (3)

O Leftovers after storing: Meal leftovers that are disposed of after these were stored (4)

Q27 In your household, how many sandwich ingredients (deli meat slices, cheese slices,
relishes etc.) were disposed of in the past 7 days? A portion is what is used for one sandwich.
Consider vegetable ingredients (e.g., lettuce and tomato) under 'fresh vegetables'.
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O O O O O

Approximately half a portion or less (1)
Approximately 1 portion (2)

2 to 3 portions (3)

4 to 5 portions (4)

More than 5 portions (5)

Q28 To which category did the (majority of) the disposed of sandwich ingredients (deli meat
slices, cheese slices, relishes, etc.) belong? Please mark the category that occurred the most.
You can mark more than one box if multiple categories occurred in the same amount.

O

O

Completely unused foods: Food that is disposed of which is not used at all (e.g., complete
package with meat slices) (1)

Partly used foods: Food that is disposed of after it is partly used (e.g., half a package with
meat slices) (2)

Meal leftovers: Meal leftovers that are disposed of after these were left on the plate, pots
or pans (3)

Leftovers after storing: Meal leftovers that are disposed of after these were stored (4)

Q29 In your household, how much bread was disposed of in the past 7 days? A bun or sandwich
is similar to one slice of bread.

O O O O O

Less than one slice of bread (1)
One or a few slices of bread (2)
Approximately half a loaf (3)
Approximately one loaf (4)
More than one loaf (5)

Q30 To which category did the (majority of) the disposed of bread belong? Please mark the
category that occurred the most. You can mark more than one box if multiple categories
occurred in the same amount.

O

O
O

Completely unused foods: Food that is disposed of which is not used at all (e.g., whole
loaf) (1)

Partly used foods: Food that is disposed of after it is partly used (e.g., slices of bread) (2)
Meal leftovers: Meal leftovers that are disposed of after these were left on the plate, pots
or pans (e.g., bread crust) (3)

Leftovers after storing: Meal leftovers that are disposed of after these were stored (4)
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Q32 In your household, how much cereal (breakfast cereal, corn meal, oats, etc.) was
disposed of in the past 7 days?

Less than a cup (1)
1to 2 cups (2)
3to4cups (3)

5to 6 cups (4)

more than 6 cups (5)

O O O O O

Q33 To which category did the (majority of) the disposed of cereals belong? Please mark the
category that occurred the most. You can mark more than one box if multiple categories
occurred in the same amount.

O Completely unused foods: Food that is disposed of which is not used at all (e.g., a
complete package of cereal) (1)

O Partly used foods: Food that is disposed of after it is partly used (e.g., half a package of
cereal) (2)

O Meal leftovers: Meal leftovers that are disposed of after these were left on the plate, pots
or pans (3)

O Leftovers after storing: Meal leftovers that are disposed of after these were stored (4)

Q34 In your household, how much yogurt, custard, etc. was disposed of in the past 7 days?
(one cup has 8 ounces).

Less than a cup (1)
1to 2 cups (2)
3to4cups (3)

5to 6 cups (4)

more than 6 cups (5)

O O O O O

Q35 To which category did the (majority of) the disposed of yogurt, custard, etc. belong?
Please mark the category that occurred the most. You can mark more than one box if multiple
categories occurred in the same amount.

O Completely unused foods: Food that is disposed of which is not used at all (e.g., a
complete package of yogurt) (1)

O Partly used foods: Food that is disposed of after it is partly used (e.g., half a package of
yogurt) (2)

O Meal leftovers: Meal leftovers that are disposed of after these were left on the plate, pots
or pans (3)

O Leftovers after storing: Meal leftovers that are disposed of after these were stored (4)
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Q36 In your household, how much cheese was disposed of in the past 7 days? Report cheese
slices under 'sandwich ingredients'. Note: there are 8 ounces in a cup.

O O O O O

Less than one cup (1)
1to2cups (2)
3to4cups (3)
510 6 cups (4)
More than 6 cups (5)

Q37 To which category did the (majority of) the disposed of cheese belong? Please mark the
category that occurred the most. You can mark more than one box if multiple categories
occurred in the same amount.

O

O

Completely unused foods: Food that is disposed of which is not used at all (e.g., complete
French cheese) (1)

Partly used foods: Food that is disposed of after it is partly used (e.g., partly used French
cheese) (2)

Meal leftovers: Meal leftovers that are disposed of after these were left on the plate, pots
or pans (3)

Leftovers after storing: Meal leftovers that are disposed of after these were stored (4)

Q38 In your household, how many egg(s) was/were disposed of in the past 7 days?

O O O O O

Less than 1 egg (1)
1egg (2)

2to 3eggs (3)
4to5eqggs (4)

More than 5 eggs (5)

Q39 To which category did the (majority of) the disposed of egg(s) belong? Please mark the
category that occurred the most. You can mark more than one box if multiple categories
occurred in the same amount.

O

O
O

Completely unused foods: Food that is disposed of which is not used at all (e.g., complete
eggs) (1)

Partly used foods: Food that is disposed of after it is partly used (e.g., egg white) (2)
Meal leftovers: Meal leftovers that are disposed of after these were left on the plate, pots
or pans (3)

Leftovers after storing: Meal leftovers that are disposed of after these were stored (4)
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Q40 In your household, how much soups / stew was disposed of in the past 7 days? Note: one
cup is 8 ounces.

O O O O O

Less than a half a cup (1)
1/2to 1 cup (2)

1to 2 cups (3)
3to4cups (4)

More than 4 cups (5)

Q41 To which category did the (majority of) the disposed of soups / stew belong? Please mark
the category that occurred the most. You can mark more than one box if multiple categories
occurred in the same amount.

O

O

Completely unused foods: Food that is disposed of which is not used at all (e.g., complete
soup package) (1)

Partly used foods: Food that is disposed of after it is partly used (e.g., half a soup
package) (2)

Meal leftovers: Meal leftovers that are disposed of after these were left on the plate, pots
or pans (warmed soup or home-made soup) (3)

Leftovers after storing: Meal leftovers that are disposed of after these were stored (4)

Q42 In your household, how much condiment and sauce (ketchup, mayonnaise, cocktail
sauce, etc.) was disposed of in the past 7 days? One tablespoon equals half an ounce

O O O O O

Less than a tablespoon (1)

1 to 3 tablespoons (2)

Multiple tablespoons (3)
Approximately half a jar / bottle (4)
More than one jar / bottle (5)

Q43 To which category did the (majority of) the disposed of condiments and sauces belong?
Please mark the category that occurred the most. You can mark more than one box if multiple
categories occurred in the same amount.

O

O

Completely unused foods: Food that is disposed of which is not used at all (e.g., complete
sauce jar) (1)
Partly used foods: Food that is disposed of after it is partly used (e.g., half a sauce jar)

)

68



O Meal leftovers: Meal leftovers that are disposed of after these were left on the plate, pots
or pans (3)
O Leftovers after storing: Meal leftovers that are disposed of after these were stored (4)

Q44 In your household, how much candy / cookies / granola bars / chocolate bars were
disposed of in the past 7 days? A portion is one cookie, one small chocolate bar, etc.

Approximately half a portion or less (1)
Approximately one portion (2)

2 to 3 portions (3)

4 to 5 portions (4)

More than 5 portions (5)

O O O O O

Q45 To which category did the (majority of) the disposed of candy / cookies / granola bars /
chocolate bars belong? Please mark the category that occurred the most. You can mark more
than one box if multiple categories occurred in the same amount.

O Completely unused foods: Food that is disposed of which is not used at all (e.g., one
cookie package) (1)

O Partly used foods: Food that is disposed of after it is partly used (e.g., half a cookie
package) (2)

O Meal leftovers: Meal leftovers that are disposed of after these were left on the plate, pots
or pans (3)

O Leftovers after storing: Meal leftovers that are disposed of after these were stored (4)

Q46 In your household, how many salty snacks (potato chips / pretzels / nuts etc.) were disposed
of in the past 7 days? A portion is a handful of chips.

Approximately half a portion or less (1)
Approximately 1 portion (2)

2 to 3 portions (3)

4 to 5 portions (4)

More than 5 portions (5)

O O O O O
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Q47 To which category did the (majority of) the disposed of salty snacks belong? Please mark
the category that occurred the most. You can mark more than one box if multiple categories
occurred in the same amount.

O Completely unused foods: Food that is disposed of which is not used at all (e.g., a full
bag of crisps) (1)

O Partly used foods: Food that is disposed of after it is partly used (e.g., half a bag of crisps)
)

O Meal leftovers: Meal leftovers that are disposed of after these were left on the plate, pots
or pans (3)

O Leftovers after storing: Meal leftovers that are disposed of after these were stored (4)

Q48 In your household, how many non-alcoholic beverages (milk, juice, soda; excluded:
water, tea, coffee) were disposed of in the past 7 days? Note: A cup is 8 ounces.

Less than 1/2 acup (1)

1/2 to 1.5 cups (2)

Multiple cups (approximately half a quart) (3)
Approximately one quart (4)

More than one quart (5)

O O O O O

Q49 To which category did the (majority of) the disposed of non-alcoholic beverages belong?
Please mark the category that occurred the most. You can mark more than one box if multiple
categories occurred in the same amount.

O Completely unused foods: drinks that are disposed of which are not used at all (e.g., a
milk package) (1)

O Partly used foods: drinks that is disposed of after it is party used (e.g., half a milk
package) (2)

O Meal leftovers: beverage that is left in the glass (3)

O Leftovers after storing: beverage leftovers that are disposed of after these were stored (4)

Q50 In your household, how many alcoholic beverages were disposed of in the past 7 days?
Note: a cup is 8 ounces.

o Lessthan1/2acup (1)
o 1/2to 1.5 cups (2)
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o Multiple cups (approximately half a quart) (3)
o Approximately one quart (4)
o More than one quart (5)

Q51 To which category did the (majority of) the disposed of alcoholic beverages belong? Please
tick the category that occurred the most. You can tick more than one box if multiple categories
occurred in the same amount.

O Completely unused foods: drinks that are disposed of which are not used at all (e.g., a
bottle of wine) (1)

O Partly used foods: drinks that is disposed of after it is party used (e.g., half a bottle of
wine) (2)

O Meal leftovers: beverage that is left in the glass (3)

O Leftovers after storing: beverage leftovers that are disposed of after these were stored (4)

7.1.1.3. Closing Survey Part 1: Baseline

Q31 On behalf of the City of Upper Arlington, Ohio State University and the Solid Waste
Authority of Central Ohio (SWACO), thanks for agreeing to participate.

Please click through to start the survey.

Q1 Thinking about all the meals that are prepared in your home, do you prepare ...? Select one.

o Lessthan half (1)
o About half (2)
o More than half (3)

Q23 Which of the following categories best describes your age? Select one.

Under 18 (1)
18-24 (2)
25-34 (3)
35-44 (4)
45-54 (5)
55-64 (6)

65 and older (7)

O O O O O O O
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Q4 Researchers from The Ohio State University would like to ask you some questions about
food in your home and questions about you and your household. These questions are being asked
by Professor Brian Roe of Ohio State University and will take about 5 minutes to answer. You
will also be eligible to complete a follow up survey should you choose to complete the first
survey. The follow up survey would be available about one week after the completion of this
survey and would take about 15-20 minutes to complete.

The survey requires you to complete both multiple choice and open ended (write in)

questions. Open ended questions should require brief responses, but the length of the response is
up to you. This study does not require the study coordinator to access any of your personal
information. Your de-identified information may be used or shared with other researchers
without your additional informed consent. Information provided to this study does not have the
potential to damage your financial standing, employability or reputation, or place you at risk of
criminal or civil liability. We will work to make sure that no one sees your survey responses
without approval. But, because we are using the Internet, there is a chance that someone could
access your online responses without permission. In some cases, this information could be used
to identify you.

Your participation is voluntary and you may skip any question or request for any reason. Refusal
to participate will involve no penalty or loss of benefits to which you are otherwise entitled. You
may choose to stop participating at any time without penalty or loss of benefits to which you are
otherwise entitled. There are no direct benefits to you from participating. You can choose to
receive information about how your responses compare to average responses of other
participants.

If you have questions about the survey you may contact Brian Roe at 614-688-5777. For
questions about your rights as a participant in this study or to discuss other study-related
concerns or complaints with someone who is not part of the research team, you may contact Ms.
Sandra Meadows in the Office of Responsible Research Practices at 1-800-678-6251.

Do you consent to participate?

o Yes (1)
o No (2)
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Q5 Demographics Module

Q6 Are you...? Select one.

@)
@)
(@)

Male (1)
Female (2)
Prefer not to answer (3)

Q7 Are you Hispanic or Latino? Select one.

@)
(@)
(@)

Q8 W
0

O
O
O
O
O
)
wW

Q9

O O O O O

Yes (1)
No (2)
Prefer not to answer (3)

hat is your race? Select all that apply.

White (1)

Black or African American (2)

Asian (3)

Native Hawaiian or other Pacific Islander (4)
American Indian or Alaskan Native (5)
Some other race (6)

& Prefer not to answer (7)

hat is the highest grade or level of school you have completed? Select one.

Less than 12th grade, NO DIPLOMA (1)
High school graduate, DIPLOMA or GED (2)
Some college or Associate degree (3)
Bachelor’s degree (4)

Graduate or professional degree (5)

Q21 How many people live in your household as of today? Select one.

Today
Children 0-5 years of age (1) VYO(l..10(11)
Children 6-17 years of age (2) VYO(l..10(11)
Male adults 18 years or older (3) YO(l..10(11)
Female adults 18 years or older (4) YO(l..10(11)

Q22 How would you best describe your employment situation? Select one.
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Full time employment (35 hours a week or more) (1)
Part time employment (less than 35 hours a week) (2)
Unemployed (3)

Student (4)

Retired (5)

Unable to Work (6)

O O O O O O

Q10 Which of the following categories best describes your annual household income before
taxes during 2019? Select one.

Less than $10,000 (1)
$10,000 - $19,999 (2)
$20,000 - $29,999 (3)
$30,000 - $39,999 (4)
$40,000 - $49,999 (5)
$50,000 - $59,999 (6)
$60,000 - $69,999 (7)
$70,000 - $79,999 (8)
$80,000 - $89,999 (9)
$90,000 - $99,999 (10)
$100,000 - $124,999 (11)
$125,000 - $149,999 (12)
$150,000 and above (13)
Prefer not to answer (14)

O 0O 0O 0O 0O 0O 0O o 0O o o o o o

Q23
About how often do you go grocery shopping? Do not consider occasions where a few items are
obtained because they were forgotten the previous time you got groceries. Select one.

Twice a week or more (1)
Once a week (2)

2-3 times a month (3)

once a month or less often (4)

Q24 What day of the week is your trash collected in Upper Arlington?

Monday (1)
Tuesday (2)
Wednesday (3)
Thursday (4)
Friday (5)

O O O O

O O O O O
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Q24 Did you participate in the previous SWACO survey conducted in March 20217

o Yes (1)
o No (2)
o Notsure (4)

Q25 Did you authorize an audit of your waste bin as part of the March survey?

o Yes (1)
o No (2)
o Notsure (4)

Q26 Thanks for allowing your waste bin to be audited during the March study.  To better
understand these results, we wanted to know if the amount of material in your bin was higher,
lower or about the same as average during the week of that audit. For example,
the week of the study (March 14-March 18) was also Upper Arlington school's spring break
week, which may lead to less waste than normal for your household.

o higher than normal (1)
o about the same as normal (2)
o lower than normal (4)

Q27 Were you aware of the free gift program offered by SWACO in April 20217

o Yes (1)
o No (2)
o Notsure (4)

Q28 Did you receive a free gift through the SWACO program?

o Yes (1)
o No (2)
o Notsure (4)
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Q29 Which of the following items did you receive?

O BluApple Produce Preservation Pod (1)

O BPI Certified Compostable Liners (2)

O Earth Machine (Contained Backyard Compost Bin) (3)
O &None of these (4)

Q30 Did you use the BluApple Pods to preserve your produce?

o Yes (1)
o No (2)

Q31 How frequently did you use the Earth Machine (Contained Backyard Compost Bin)?

o Never (1)
o Several times a week (2)
o Daily (4)

Q32 What prevented you from using the free compost bin?

Q33 How frequently did you use the BPI Certified Compostable Liners?

o Never (1)
o Afewtimes (2)
o Always use them (3)
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Q34 What prevented you from using the free liners?

Q17 Please read the next part carefully.

In about one week we will send you a follow up survey.  For the next 7 days please
pay close attention to the food and drinks you use in your home  In particular, please pay
attention to the amounts of different foods that you throw away because they are past date,
spoiled or are no longer wanted for other reasons Do not worry about tracking items that you
normally would not eat, such as bones, peels, shells, etc.

Question: What will you pay attention to for the next 7 days?

o The amounts of different foods that are thrown away at home because they are past date,
spoiled or are no longer wanted for other reasons (1)
o Bones, peels, shells, etc (2)

Q25 Please enter an e-mail address where we should send the link to the follow up survey

o E-mail address (1)

Q22 Please re-enter the e-mail address below

o E-mail address (1)

Q26 Would you like to receive a report that compares your responses to those of the average
Upper Arlington and average national household?

o Yes (1)
o No (2)

Q29 We are interested in understanding how closely the survey responses you will provide
during next week's follow up survey match the amounts of food that end up in the garbage that is
collected from individual homes. Comparing your responses to next week's survey to the amount
of food that ends up in the garbage would help assess the accuracy of the follow up survey.

If you provide us with your street address, we may: Compare the amount of food waste
in your garbage to your responses to next week's survey  Note: just like all your responses to
this survey, personal information will not be shared

If you agree, please enter your address below.
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Address Line 1 (1)
Address Line 2 (2)
City (3)
State (4)
Zip Code (5)

O O O O O

7.1.1.4 Closing Survey Part 2: Follow-Up

Q1 Last week you were asked to pay close attention to the food and drinks in your home that
were discarded, composted or fed to animals.

This questionnaire will be about: All edible food and drink products that were spoiled, past

their expiration date or otherwise unwanted that you discarded or composted in the past 7 days.
Please include it whether you threw the food away in a trash can, garbage disposal,

compost heap or gave it to an animal (pet, birds, etc.), or otherwise. Please include it all.

It will not be about:  Bones, peels, seeds, stumps or similar things that you never typically eat.
Food and drink products that are thrown away when eating in a restaurant or cafeteria.

Q2 Please mark the products that were discarded in your household in the past 7 days. In cases
where items have several major ingredients, please report each ingredient separately. Select all

that apply

Fresh vegetables and salads (1)

Other vegetables (jar / canned / frozen) (2)

Fresh fruit (3)

Other fruit (jar / canned / dried / frozen) (4)

Potatoes (5)

Potato products (fries, hash browns, etc. - report potato chips under 'salty snacks’) (6)
Pasta (7)

Rice and other grains (including wraps, couscous, etc.) (8)

Beans, lentils, chickpeas, etc. (9)

Meat (please report deli meat under 'sandwich ingredients’) (10)

Meatless Alternatives (11)

Fish (12)

Sandwich ingredients (deli meats, cheese slices, relishes, etc., but report lettuce and
vegetables under ‘fresh vegetables and salads’) (13)

O0O0OO0OO0O0O0bO0oOooooo
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Bread (14)

Cereals (breakfast cereal, corn meal, oats, etc.) (15)

Yogurt, custard, etc. (16)

Cheese (report cheese slices under 'Sandwich ingredients’) (17)

Eggs (18)

Soups / stews (19)

Condiments and sauces (ketchup, mayonnaise, cocktail sauce, etc.) (20)
Candy / cookies / granola bars / chocolate bars (21)

Salty snacks (chips / nuts / pretzels, etc) (22)

Non-alcoholic beverages (milk, juice, soda. Exclude: water, tea, coffee) (23)
Alcoholic beverages (24)

&1 have not thrown away any food or drink products (25)

O0O0OO0O0OO0O0OD00O0OOoao

Q60 In the past 7 days, which of the following issues in your household may have affected the
amount of food that you threw away or composted? (Mark all that apply).

Had unexpected guests for a meal (1)

Guests expected for a meal unexpectedly did not attend (2)

Ate out unexpectedly rather than eating meal(s) at home (3)

Received food that was not as fresh or as high quality as normal (4)

Hosted an event involving food (5)

Tried a new recipe or had a recipe not work as expected (6)

Fewer meals at home than typical (8)

Expired/excessive items from bulk or batch shopping in warehouse clubs (Costco, Sam’s
Club, etc.) (10)

Another issue not mentioned above occurred that affected the amount of food that was
thrown away (7)

O ®None of the above (9)

O0O0oooooo

O

Q61 You marked that other issues not mentioned in previous question affected the amount of
food that was thrown away in the past 7 days. Please briefly describe the issue(s).

Questions 59-106 provide the following response options:
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A lot A little  About  Alittle A lot

less less the more more
food than same than food
than normal amount normal than
normal of food normal
as
normal
-2 -1 0 1 2

Q59 Compared to the last two months, would you say the past 7 days you threw away...

Q61 During the past 7 days, what percent of your daily non-sleeping time (including any paid
work, school and socializing) was spent in your home?

Q62 During the past 7 days, what percent of your meals have been home-prepared meals?

Q106 How often do you compost inedible food scraps and food that you do not eat?

Q65 How would you rate your knowledge of what foods can and cannot be composted?

No Somewhat Very
knowledge at  knowledgeabl knowledgeabl
all e e

-2 -1 0 1 2

0 '

Q66 How would you rate your knowledge of how to best store your foods to maximize their
freshness?

No Somewhat Very
knowledge at  knowledgeabl knowledgeabl
all e e

80



0 '

Q67 How would you rate your knowledge of food waste prevention tactics including meal
planning and prepping, sticking to your meal plan, etc.

No Somewhat Very
knowledge at  knowledgeabl knowledgeabl
all e e

-2 -1 0 1 2

0 '

Q91 In the past 30 days, do you recall seeing or hearing about the "Save More Than Food"
campaign?

o Yes (1)
o No (2)

Q92 Which of the following ways do you recall seeing or hearing about the "Save More Than
Food" campaign?

Facebook (1)

Twitter (2)

LinkedIn (3)

Instagram (4)
Community newsletter (5)
Internet search (6)
Television (7)

Online advertisement (8)

O0O0oO0o000o0o
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Printed flyer (9)

Mailed materials (physical mailbox) (10)
Emailed materials (11)

Word of mouth (12)

Not sure (14)

&®None of these (13)

OO0O0o0o0oo0o

Q99 The next section aims to learn how your attitudes about food waste and food waste
behaviors may have been impacted by food waste messaging and the "Save More Than Food"
campaign in your community.

Q68 If you further reduced food waste, would it cost you money or save you money?

Costa Costa No Savea Savea
lot little change little lot
-2 -1 0 1 2

0 '

Q69 To what extent would you agree with the following statements about food that is thrown
away in your home?

(Respondents are provided with the following options)

Disagree Disagree Agree somewhat Agree strongly
strongly (1) somewhat (2) 3) 4)

Throwing away food is bad for the environment (1)

You throw away food if the package date has passed (2)

You feel guilty when you throw away food (3)

You don't have enough time to worry about the amount of food you waste (4)
Some food waste is necessary to make sure meals taste fresh and good (5)

It would be difficult to reduce your household's food waste any further (6)

You waste more food when you buy things in large packages or when you buy in large quantities
during a sale (7)

Your household wastes more food than other households of similar size (8)
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You should make an effort to reduce food waste when possible (9)
Your actions to reduce food waste make a positive difference for your family (10)

Your actions to reduce food waste make a positive difference for your community (11)

Q75 Which of the following food waste prevention actions have you taken in the past 30 days?
(check all that apply)

Shopped with a list to avoid impulse buys (1)

Created a meal plan (2)

Properly stored food to maximize freshness (3)

Watched a SWACO webinar about food waste prevention (4)
Purchased bruised or discounted food items (5)

Other (please specify) (6)

&®None (9)

O0O0ooooo

Q76 What other food waste prevention actions have you taken in the past 30 days?

Q77 How often did you shop with a list?

Tried it once (1)
Occasionally (2)
Regularly (3)
Every time (4)

O O O O
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Q78 How often did you create meal plans?

O O O O

Tried it once (1)
Occasionally (2)
Regularly (3)
Every time (4)

Q79 How often did you properly store food items to maximize freshness?

O O O O

Tried it once (1)
Occasionally (2)
Regularly (3)
Every time (4)

Q80 How often did you eat bruised or discounted food items?

O O O O

Tried it once (1)
Occasionally (2)
Regularly (3)
Every time (4)

Q87 What would make you prevent food waste more? (select all that apply)

O0O0oocooooo

Know how to divert food waste (1)

Incentives for reducing food waste (2)

Knowing how food waste prevention saves me money (3)
Knowing how food waste prevention helps the community (6)
Knowing how food waste prevention helps feed those in need (4)
Knowing how food waste prevention helps the environment (5)
Other (Please specify) (8)

& None of the above (7)
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Q98 What other method(s) would make you prevent food waste more?

Q81 Which of the following food waste recovery actions have you taken in the past 7 days?
(select all that apply)

Ate leftovers (1)

Remade leftovers into a new recipe (2)

Froze food to prevent it from going bad (3)

Donated excess unopened food items (4)

Shared excess prepared food with others outside my household (5)
Fed food scraps to pets (6)

Other (please specify) (7)

&®None (8)

O0O000000

Q84 What other food waste recovery actions have you taken in the past 30 days?
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Q82 Have you taken any of the following actions to avoid throwing away or landfilling food in
the past 30 days? (select all that apply)

Composted food scraps in your back yard (1)

Composted food scraps at a community drop-off location (2)

Composted food scraps through a subscription service (3)

Applied for a backyard composting equipment rebate through the Franklin Soil and
Water Conservation District (4)

Other (please specify) (5)

&®None (6)

0O0Q0Gno

00
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Q83 What other actions have you taken to avoid throwing away or landfilling food in the past 30
days?
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Q86 Did you try composting for the first time over the last 3 months?

o Yes (1)
o No (2)

Q100 Did you use any of the following resources to help you get started? (select all that apply)

O Upper Arlington webinars on composting (1)

O Save More Than Food Compost Postcard in the mail (2)

O Franklin Soil and Waster Conservation equipment rebate (3)
O Upper Arlington food waste drop-off sites (4)
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Q101 Where did you hear about the food waste drop-off program? (select all that apply)

O City of Upper Arlington Resources (1)
O Save More Than Food Resources (2)
O Word of mouth (3)

O Other (4)
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Q102 Where else did you hear about the food waste drop-off program?

Q88 What would make you compost your food waste more? (select all that apply)

More community compost drop-off sites (1)

More compost bins in public areas (2)

Curbside compost service (3)

Knowing how composting helps the community (4)
Free compost collection containers for my kitchen (5)
&1 already compost all my waste (6)

OO00o0o0o0o

Q85 What barriers keep you from participating in other food waste diversion activities? (select
all that apply)

| don't know how to participate (1)

| need additional tools/equipment to participate (2)
It costs money to participate (3)

It takes too much time to participate (4)

| am not interested in food waste diversion (5)
Other (please specify) (6)

®None (7)

OO0oO0o0o0o0oo

Q107 What are the other barriers that keep you from participating in other food waste diversion
activities?

Q70 Reducing food waste conserves resources in Central Ohio. Please use the scale below to
indicate how important it is to you to conserve the following resources.
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Q71 Global Environmental Resource conservation: Reducing greenhouse gases, Increasing
global biodiversity and ecosystem health

Very Somewh  Neither ~ Somew Very
unimport  at important hat import
ant unimport  nor importa ant
ant unimport nt
ant
-2 -1 0 1 2

0

Q72 Local Environmental Resource Conservation: Farmland use, Air pollution, Soil erosion,
Water pollution

Very Somewh  Neither ~ Somew Very
unimport  at important hat import
ant unimport  nor importa ant
ant unimport nt
ant
-2 -1 0 1 2

0

Q73 Economic Loss: Personal financial savings, Local job creation, Economic improvement

Very Somewh  Neither ~ Somew Very
unimport  at important hat import
ant unimport  nor importa ant
ant unimport nt
ant
-2 -1 0 1 2



0

Q74 Opportunity to Support the Community: Provide meals for local food insecure residents

Very Somewh  Neither Somew  Very
unimport at important  hat import
ant unimport  nor importa ant
ant unimport nt
ant
-2 -1 0 1 2

0

Q102 For the next few questions, use the sliding scale to indicate whether each statement would
encourage you to take action to reduce the amount of food that you discard.

Q97 Each year, Franklin County residents waste 160,000 acres of land used to produce food that
is never eaten. That's roughly half the landmass of Franklin County.

Very Somew Neutra Somew Very

Unlikel hat I hat Likely
y Unlikel Likely
y
-2 -1 0 1 2

0

Q98 Each resident in Franklin County wastes more than 30 gallons of water a year on food that
is produced but never eaten.

Very Somew Neutra Somew Very

Unlikel hat I hat Likely
y Unlikel Likely
y
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0

Q99 Every year, the average family of four wastes $1,500 on food that is purchased but never
eaten.

Very Somew Neutra Somew Very

Unlikel hat I hat Likely
y Unlikel Likely
y
-2 -1 0 1 2

0

Q100 When food is wasted in Central Ohio, all the energy and fuel used to grow, harvest and
transport it is lost.

Very Somew Neutra Somew Very

Unlikel hat I hat Likely
y Unlikel Likely
y
-2 -1 0 1 2

0

Q101 For every meal missed by struggling neighbors in our community, three potential meals
are sent to the landfill.

Very Somew Neutra Somew Very

Unlikel hat I hat Likely
y Unlikel Likely
y
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0

Q90 In the past 12 months, outside of this survey, have you read, seen or heard anything about
the amount of food that is wasted or about ways to reduce the amount of food that is wasted?

@)
@)
(@)

Yes (1)
No (2)
Not sure (3)

Q93 Where would you currently look to answer questions about how to reduce food waste?

O0ooooo

Google search (1)
Government/municipal/community website (2)
Grocery store/food business website (3)

Save More Than Food Mail resources (4)
Save More Than Food website (5)

Other (please specify) (7)

&®None of the above (6)

Q94 What other channels do you utilize to answer questions about how to reduce food waste?

Q103 In your opinion, is the campaign effective at creating awareness about the importance of
food waste?

O O O O O

Very effective (1)
Effective (2)
Neutral (3)
Ineffective (4)
Very ineffective (5)

Q104 In your opinion, is the Save More Than Food effective at creating action around food
waste reduction?
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Very effective (1)
Effective (2)
Neutral (3)
Ineffective (4)
Very ineffective (5)

O O O O O

Q103 Please enter the e-mail address from which you gained access to this follow-up survey

o E-mail Address (1)

Q104 Please re-enter the e-mail address below

o E-mail Address (1)

The remainder of the survey follows the same format as questions 3-51 in the Opening Survey
Part 2: Follow Up

7.2 Outreach Materials

7.2.1 Mailed Materials

7.2.1.1 Survey Promotion Introductory Letter
Page 1.
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Page 2:

s S SWACO o

Upper Arlington R mmsrE o mesoupces  THE OWO STATE UNIVERSITY

February & 2021
Dear t“-ll.':i|;|ll'ﬂ.|r1

Did wou know that pearly 1 mallion pounds of feod is sent to land Al every saingle day by
resadents and businesass in central Olio? When food goes v waste, 3o does all of the tme,
maoney. and rsourees that went inte producing and distributing i, ool o menton the
opporiumiiies we miss o help those i need in our community.

By working together, we can make changes that inmprove our community and stop valuable
resources from goang o wasle,

Besearchers at The Ohie State University are working with the Solid Waste Authority of Central
Obir {SWACO) and the City of Upper Alington to te3t the effectiveness of various food waste
diversion education materials and activities. These outreach materials share wols, wps, teks, and
opporiumities te connect with ol resources to reduce your food waste at home so that you can
SAWE MONSY, PesInoes, and ineals for |'!||.|:ngr_|.' nl:ighl:lﬁu‘d. This !Im]_'r will focus on I'JIJL'IJI‘II.I.'.H'li.I‘i‘I:',,
behaviors related o food waste and leam bow central Cluoans can best congerve resources,
mals, and money by neducing food waste, Ingights from this sudy in Upgeer Adingten will
inforin future food waste reduction outreach effons across the central Obio region and beyvond.

Can you help?

Would you e willing to tell us a lintle abowt the food that gets discarded in vour home
during a typical week by monitoring it and responding to two short surveys?

The study invelves an initial S-minute survey which will inclode instructions on how 1o meniter
the types and quantitics of food being discarded m yvour ome over the following week. At the
ead of the week, your'll receive a follow up 15-minte survey 1o seport the food discarded.
Respondents must be 18 vears or older and should be responsible for st least half of the food
preparation duties taking place in your home, Al data and information about your beusehold will
ber ket private and not available publicly.

To gel atarted, uxiri‘g the camera feature ot s simarl ]'r]lunl.'. e i i:lR code on the back swde
af this letter oo Bypee “gooswedw T AFood” inte vour mlernet browser oi vour plone of cormguiter.
O, learm more aboul the project and access the survey through the City of Upper Arlington at
linps: S upperatlingtonab,gow food-waste-audit.
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Ir's that easy!
And, you're free to stop participating at any point you'd lke without jeopardizmg your access o
services or events provided by The Ohie State Unaversity, SWAOD or the City of Uppe

Addington

[hark you for participating. We'll make sure 1o share the resulis wath vou at the end of the sady.

Tharnk you.

Steven B Schoeny
City Manager, The City of Upper Adinglon

v Marsh
Executive Director, SWACD

Hrian Roe
Profesaor, Ohio State Universiny
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7.2.1.2 Survey Promotion Post Card
Side 1:

SAVE 7 MORE
THAN FOOD

MAKE A DIFFERENCE

Upper Arlington Residents Can Help Support
Food Waste Reduction in Our Community

Each year in Central Ohio, the amount of food
discarded is equivalent to each resident wasting:

= 1 ¢ i) ¥

378 14! 30 GALLONS 17 GALLONS | 498 SQUARE
DOLLARS POTENTIAL OF WATER OF GAS METERS
MEALS OF LAND

YOU CAN MAKE A DIFFERENCE

By participating in a brief survey, you can help Upper Arlington
and Central Ohio residents Save More Than Food!

Learn More

SwAco \

SWACO

ther, we can make changes that improve our community and stop valuable

ood from going to waste WASTE T0 REIOURCES
Cityof R
serve environmenta Uppel’ Arlington
Can you help?
Would you be willing to participate in a survey to share information with 0
us about the food that gets discarded in your home during a typical week? THE OHIO STATE
UNIVERSITY

To get startad, using the camera feature on your smartphone, scan
th code or type ‘go.osu.edu/UAFood" into your internet browser
on your phone or compu

It's as easy as that! Please help us by completing the su
by March 5th

Still have questions? Learn more at:
upperarli .gov/food:

““SCH 5-DIGIT 43220

dit/

Resident

To learn more about the Save More Than Food Campaign, o % 1837 Andover Rd
2o to www.SaveMoreThanFood.org. ¥ Upper Arlington, OH 43212-1001

7.2.1.3 Food Storage Post Card
Side 1:
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HANG THIS CARD ON YOUR REFRIGERATOR
AS AREMINDER TO PUT THESE TIPS
&‘ INTO ACTION!

ZERO WASTE STORAGE AND PREP

% @ zzz PREP YOUR FOOD:

Prep your food when you get home from
% g the store, You are more likely to eat foods
=" that are ready to go when you want them!

STORE FOOD PROPERLY: ~
Store food properly to keep food fresh as long as possible.

Food Type: Storage Tip: Rescue Tips:
Root Vegetables/ Store in a cool dark place Separate sprouting veggues lrom

Starches the rest - they can cause others
10 begin sprouting

Leafy Greens Stare wrapped in a towel Revive wilting greens by soaking
1o absard excess water in ice vater far 10-15 minutes.
Dairy Avaid touthing with your Listen o your senses! Instead of
hands or double-dipping using expiration dates, rely on
ulensils - bactena leads your smell, sight, and taste to tell
fo spoilage you when food has expired o
>
Fruit Separate rotting fruit from Freeze overripe fruits for —

the athers to keep from smoothies, pies, and maore!

e
spoiling mare quickly.
\ Fresh Meat/ Store in unopened ongnal Wrap in asaecond layer of
Seafood packaging up 10 3 days in foil ar plastic wrap to avaid
the refrigeratoc freezer burn for several manths

: KEEP A NEAT FRIDGE:
a Y Keepa clean refrigerator so that you can see

i all of your contents.

l\ Designate an "Eat First™ section as a reminder
) of what needs to go first.

FREEZE, FREEZE, FREEZE:
Freezing food is like pressing the pause button on spoilage, and almost
everything can be frozen! Just keep these three tips in mind: Q .

A0

M

Foods will keep Store food in individual Label and date
maximum freshness servings for ready-to- food to keep track
for 6 months go meals of it

HANG THIS CARD ON YOUR REFRIGERATOR AS A REMINDERTO PUT
THESE TIPS INTO ACTION!
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Side 2:

SWACO

STORE YOUR FOOD PROPERLY s R
TO MINIMIZE WASTE Upper Arlingtom

#SaveMoreThanFood
0 #RecycleRight
SR 2 #MakeADifference
T'HE ONI0 STATE >
UNIVERSITY #UpperArlington

Use these convenient tips to help save food and save money

SAVE 57 MORE Return Name
THAN FOOD - Return Address

MAKE A DIFFERENCE > - Return City, State Zip

Looking for more delicious
ways to keep food from
going to waste? Visit
SaveMoreThanFood.org
for tips, videos, and tools
to help you reduce

food waste.

2" min. —’

@{— 4" min.

FOLLOW US ON SOCIAL:
f @SWACO.o0rg
© @SWACOGreen

7.2.1.4 Reducing Food Waste at Home Magnet Mailer
Side 1: Post Card Front with Magnet Attachment

WASTED FOOD = WASTED RESOURCES

»
REDUCE YOUR FOOD WASTE AT HOME ;} =

PREVENT FOOD WASTE COMPOST,
Plan Your Meals i Advarce IN-SINK DISPOSAL
Stars Food Properly
Make & Orocery List
wnd Stick ba It

Check with the vet
ard feed yoar pet

RE SAYEMORETHANFOOD.ORG

SAVE \;‘;‘; MORE By Reducing Your Food Waste at Home, You Can Save Money, R

Resources, and Meals for Your Family

THAN FOOD Keep TS MAGNET

ON YOUR FRIDGE!
MAKE A DIFFERENCE

Side 1: Post Card Front without Magnet Attachment
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WASTED FOOD = WASTED RESOURCES

FOLLOW US ON SOCIAL
RSWACO.org
RASWACOGreen
for more ways to reduce
your food waste!

SAVE \;'? M 0 RE By Reducing Your Food Waste at Home, You Can Save Money, R

Resources, and Meals for Your Family

THAN FOOD KEEP THIS MAGNET

ON YOUR FRIDGE!
MAKE A DIFFERENCE

Side 2: Post Card Back

SAVE $? MORE
THAN FOOD SWACO

MAXE A DIFFERENCE
ciys SR

; Upper Arlington
THE UNITED STATES
OPAMERION 0

1 Tuz OO STATE
UNIVERSITY

NF56401232 4

e

Return Name
Return Address

Gj Retum City, State Zip

Learn what you can do to reduce food waste at home and find recipes,
food storage guides, rebates on compost equipment and more

To learn more and participate in the program go to

SaveMoreThanFood.org

#SaveMoreThanFood #RecycleRight
#MakeADifference #UpperArlington

FOLLOW US ONSOCIAL: f @SWACO.org (©) @SWACOGreen
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7.2.1.5 Compost at Home Post Card
Side 1:

SAVE W MORE Drop-offs are growing!

THAN FOOD N We now have increased capacity

5 - 10 accept your scraps|
HAGE S RIERERENCE o Participate in Upper Arlington’s

Compost Food Waste Drop-off Program

o s at and simgl f

one of the three drop-oft

w a oo tolea

HOW DO YOU
COMPOST?

Choose the best composting option
for you and learn more about how
to get started by visiting
SaveMoreThanFood.org.

pal Services Center Amelita Mirolo Barn Fancyburg Park

3375 Kicka Ave, 43221

nont Road, 4322 4395 Carniage Hill Lane, &

website at “wor ervices/ to

Visit Uppar Ar

mare abaut wi a compasted at the drop-off sites

Compost at Home

Comp

In partn

Learn more about food waste reduction efforts taking place in Central Ohio,
and ways that you can make a difference by visiting

SaveMoreThanFood.org

Side 2:

HEY UPPER ARLINGTON, YOU CAN COMPOST! f DID YOU KNOW...?

What is Composting? Every day in Central Ohic 2 million pounds of foad
waste is landlilled
Composting is a quick, easy, low-cost way to create healthy soil to keep plants

healthy and happy and reduce your reliance on landfills.

The average family of & spends $1,500 & year on food
that they throw away

Decomposers like worms and microorganisms transform food scraps and other 9% \diia 1a cvapnat, we £a)
arow healthier, more delicious food

natural materials like leaves into nutrient-rich soil without the use of chemicals.

FOLLOWUSONSOCIAL: f @SWACO.org (@) BSWACOGreen

Return Name
Return Address
SWACO Return City, State Zip
Cityof |
Upper Arlington Grow nutrient Compost at home,
rich veggies, through a community <
fruit, plants drop-off program.
#SaveMoreThanFood and trees. or with a subscription E
#RecycleRight o &
#MakeADifference S |
#UpperArlington < 4" min. ’
When dark and
crumbly, till

compost into beds
before planting or
use as mulch.

SAVE Y MORE
THAN FOOD

MAKE A DIFFERENCE

7.2.1.6 Closing Survey Promotion Post Card
Side 1:
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SAVE 57 MORE
THAN FOOD

MAKE A DIFFERENCE

Upper Arlington Residents Can Help Support
Food Waste Reduction in Our Community

Each year in Central Ohio the amount of food
discarded is equivalent to each resident wasting:

30 GALLONS
OF WATER

u|f| 4

THE SURVEY IS BACK!

Help us complete our food waste study in Upper Arlingtan.

Sv/.\co Learn Move

\y

Side 2:

By warking together,
resources and fao

make changes that improve our community and stop valuable " e e 5%;0
Cilytij R

: Upper Arlington
Help Us Finish the Study

Whether you participated in our opening survey or not, 0

we want your help! THE OHIO STATE

) . L UNIVERSITY
using the camera feature on your smar

r type "go.osw.edu/UAsummer’ into your

ur phone or camputer.

that!

Still hewe guestions? Learn more at:
upperarlingtonoh.gov/food-waste-audit/

To learn more aboul the Save More Than Food Campaign
a0 to www. SaveMoreThanFood.org.

7.2.2 Give-Away Materials

7.2.2.1 Outreach Email Promoting Give-Away Items

The content below was used to reach out to survey participants in Test Area 2. These residents
were offered three gift options. Residents who participated in the survey in Test Area 1 were

offered only the BluApple prevention tool. That email content included an adapted version of the
language used below.

Dear Upper Arlington Resident,
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Thank you for your participation in our food waste study! Your participation helps us understand
what food is being wasted in central Ohio homes and what educational tools and outreach
methods best assist you in reducing your waste.

bl

As a thank you for your participation and to further assist you in
reducing food waste, we would like to offer you the following
tools at no cost to you! Please take a look at the options below and
fill out our survey to let us know which you would like. Our team
will reach out to you to facilitate pick-up/delivery of your free
items.

BPI Certified Compostable Liners (Pack of 25 Bags)

The City of Upper Arlington hosts three food waste collection sites

(learn more here) where you can drop off food scraps for
composting. These compostable bags are acceptable in the program
and make it more convenient to collect your food scraps at home and
transport them to the drop off site.

BluApple Produce Preservation Pod

As fruits and vegetables age, they give off ethylene gas, which

speeds up the spoilage process. BluApple’s ethylene absorption technology is a safe and proven
approach to collecting these gases and helping your produce to last longer. Just place the
BluApple in the refrigerator or storage bin along with your produce to start saving food.

Earth Machine, Contained Backyard Compost Bin

Looking to take a more hands-on approach? You can compost
your own food scraps in your back yard with this low
maintenance rodent proof compost bin, The Earth Machine. By
composting at home, you not only reduce your food waste, but
also produce your own finished compost to apply to your
garden or yard to improve soil health.

For residents interested in receiving a compost bin, we ask that
you join us for a refresher on the basics of backyard
composting and to learn how to get the most out of your
rodent-proof bin. The live session will take place on May 11

from 11:30am-12:30pm (register here). If you are unable to attend that time, you will be asked to
view the webinar recording on your own time before you can pick up your bin.
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https://upperarlingtonoh.gov/public-works/solid-waste-services/#:~:text=Once%20your%20container%20is%20full,Sunny%2095%20Park)%2C%204395%20Carriage
https://attendee.gotowebinar.com/register/8763296104199910411

Fill out the survey at the link below to let us know which items you are interested in. You will be
notified via email with details regarding their item pick-up/delivery.

Sign up for your FREE thank you gift: https://forms.gle/MeV8WcB65pjhUau47

We appreciate your support of our food waste study and hope you will fill out our closing survey
when links are shared with you in the coming months. Please check out other tips and resources
to help you reduce food waste in our home by visiting www.SaveMoreThanFood.org.

Sincerely,

The project teams at the City of Upper Arlington, The Ohio State University, and SWACO

SAVE s7 MORE

THAN FOOD THE OHIOLSTATE CityofUpper

MAKE A DIFFERENCE UNIVERSITY Arlington

SWACO

FROM WASTE TO RESOURCES
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https://forms.gle/MeV8WcB65pjhUau47
http://www.savemorethanfood.org/

