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L2m4-4: Commitments & Voluntary Agreements   

For Defra   

Context of Project WR1403 

Waste prevention is at the top of the waste hierarchy.  A major priority of the coalition government is to 
move towards a zero waste economy, and an important element of this will be to encourage and increase 
waste prevention.  This review aims to map and collate the available evidence on business waste 
prevention.  It will help inform the preparation of England’s National Waste Prevention Programme as 
required under the revised EU Waste Framework Directive (2008). 
 
The focus is on aspects of waste prevention that are influenced directly or indirectly by businesses - it 
complements a previous evidence review, WR1204, which focused on household waste prevention.  The 
definition of the term ‘waste prevention’ used here is that in the revised Waste Framework Directive: 
 
‘Prevention’ means measures taken before a substance, material or product has become waste, that 
reduce: 

a) the quantity of waste, including through the re-use of products or the extension of the life span 
of products; 

a) the adverse impacts of the generated waste on the environment and human health; or 
b) the content of harmful substances in materials and products. 

 
Recycling activities or their promotion are outside the scope of this review. 
 
 
 

Context of this module 

This module is one of a number of Level 2 modules that contain analyses of Approaches, Interventions, 
Sector Issues and other aspects of the review.  This module deals specifically with the aspect of waste 
prevention using the Intervention mechanism of Commitments & Voluntary Agreements. 
 
A full map of the modular reporting structure can be found within L1m2: Report Index. 
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Glossary 

BRC British Retail Consortium MGPC (London) Mayor’s Green Procurement Code  
bre Buildings Research Establishment (formerly) NHS National Health Service 
BREW Business Resource Efficiency & Waste OSM off-site manufacturing 
CC Courtauld Commitment PET polyethylene terepththalate 
CIA Chemical Industries Association PPA Periodical Publishers Association 
CIWM Chartered Institution of Wastes Management PVC polyvinyl chloride 
CRC Carbon Reduction Commitment PWGS Public Works and Government Services Canada  
CSR corporate social responsibility RTP returnable transit packaging 
DMA Direct Marketing Association REACH Registration, Evaluation, Authorisation and 

Restriction of Chemicals 
EIA Environmental Improvement Agent SME small/medium-sized enterprise (EU definition) 
ESRC Economic and Social Research Council SWMP Site Waste Management Plan 
FDF Food and Drink Federation tCO2e tonnes of carbon dioxide equivalent 
KPI key performance indicators  VCM vinyl chloride monomer 
LOCOG London Organising Committee of the Olympic 

and Paralympic Games 
VI voluntary initiative 

M&S Marks & Spencer plc  WRAP Waste & Resources Action Programme 

 
 
Units Conventional SI units and prefixes used throughout: {k, kilo, 1000} {M, mega, 1,000,000} {G, giga, 10

9
} 

{kg, kilogramme, unit mass} {t, metric tonne, 1000 kg} 

 
 

Language used in this report 

This report has used a framework for evaluating both the actions a business takes to prevent waste (the 
Approaches), and the mechanisms that have catalysed the actions (the Interventions). The detailed 
description of Approaches and Interventions may be found within the respective modules L2m2: 
Approaches and L2m4-0: Interventions Introduction, but a brief reference outline to the Approaches is 
given here: 
 
Positioning of approaches in response to business drivers including waste 

Source: Oakdene Hollins/Brook Lyndhurst 

Process FOCUS    Product Performance
“supply side”  Drivers                                   “demand side”
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Clean Operations:
More radical restructuring of 

processes “new, green, clean”, 
often cooperating with others 

in the supply chain.

Product-Service 
Innovation:

Fundamental redesign of the 
product and service 

combination of a business or its 
suppliers to reduce life-cycle 

impacts.

Waste Minimisation:
Traditional in-process 

housekeeping, including Lean, 
to improve conversion of input 

to outputs within current 
production system.

Green Products:
Redesign, eco-design, light-

weighting of products to reduce 
impact in manufacture , 

distribution, use or end-of-life 
by businesses or consumers.
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1 Commitments, Voluntary Agreements and How they 
Address Waste Prevention  

Commitments are overt statements made in respect of ‘signing up’ to a waste prevention initiative, policy 
or philosophy.  Researchers have grouped them into four main types (Table 1). 
 
 
Table 1: Types of commitments and voluntary agreements  
Type Description 

Public voluntary 
programmes 

Set by an environmental authority that invites individual firms to participate on a 
voluntary basis 

Negotiated or 
bilateral agreements 

Involving public authorities and industry developing bargains that generally occur at 
a national level, but individual agreements are also possible 

Unilateral 
commitments 

Set by industry, individually or collectively, without an overseeing authority trying to 
establish standards or rules for self-regulation 

Private agreements 
 

Reached through direct bargaining between polluters and one or more affected 
parties and can involve the establishment of environmental management programs 
and/or the installation of pollution abatement devices 

Source: (1) 

 
 
Commitments as defined in the present review generally have the following features (although, where 
instructive to do so, some of the examples referenced may not demonstrate all of them): 
 

 Voluntary: Commitments resemble other waste prevention interventions such as standards and 
labelling in this respect (see L2m4-1: Standards and L2m4-2: Labelling).  The idea is that desirable 
outcomes may be achieved efficiently without the need for penalty threats and economic 
disincentives, because organisations work together to reduce degradation and reap the benefits (2).  
Thus, the terms ‘commitment’ and ‘voluntary agreement’ are here treated as synonymous.a  While 
not mandatory, commitments are nevertheless widely reported in the media, enabling public 
scrutiny and placing the onus on signatories to deliver.   

 

 Precise, measurable overall target: To be effective, commitments must work towards achieving a 
clear and precise overall target rather than vague aspirations.  “Clearly defined targets, activities or 
standards to be met by signatories, with dates for achievement” were cited in a 2010 paper as 
“desirable features” of voluntary agreements (1).  Targets set by individual companies are 
sometimes framed in terms of key performance indicators (KPIs); for example, the building firm 
Willmott Dixon has various environmental KPIs including targets for waste arisings per £100,000 of 
project value (3). 

 

 Time-delimited: This helps ‘concentrate the minds’ of signatories.  Typically, companies or sectors 
have several years to hit their targets, however a commitment may be made over the course of a 
specific project.  This is sometimes seen in building projects where a contractor and client may 
commit to reducing waste generation per unit of construction value (e.g. the Scottish health centre 
development identified in Section 3.2 (4 p. 1)). 

 

 Independently audited: Like standards, for commitments to be credible they need to be 
independently audited.   

 

                                                           
a
 Legal instruments are sometimes referred to as “commitments”, e.g.  the Carbon Reduction Commitment,  but as discussed in Section 2 are excluded from 

this review.   
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Although the use of voluntary agreements as tools for achieving environmental protection can be traced 
back some 50 years to countries such as Japan (1), additional impetus was provided in 1992 by the United 
Nations Conference on Environment and Development held in Rio de Janeiro.  Chapter 30 of Agenda 21, 
the action plan for the 21st Century which emerged from Rio, states the following:  
 
“leaders in business and industry, including transnational corporations, are increasingly taking voluntary 
initiatives, promoting and implementing self-regulations and greater responsibilities in ensuring their 
activities have minimal impacts on human health and the environment … [F]acilitating and encouraging 
inventiveness, competitiveness and voluntary initiatives [is] necessary for stimulating more varied, 
efficient and effective options” (5). 
 
For some, voluntary approaches are manifestations of a wider trend towards “political modernisation” in 
which advanced governments shift “from command-and-control policy styles to a ‘steering’ approach 
that emphasises market based incentives” (6 p. 7).  First developed in the public sector, commitments are 
increasingly being adopted by private enterprises, often with the support of trade associations.  
Sometimes entire countries can be the subject of a waste reduction commitment, as was the goal of the 
Zero Waste New Zealand Trust active between 1997 and 2010 (7). 
 
Waste prevention may be a commitment’s primary objective (e.g. WRAP’s Courtauld Commitment), but is 
more usually one of several intended outcomes.  For instance, the Food and Drink Federation’s (FDF) 
target of zero waste to landfill by 2015 focuses on recycling, but has also spurred signatories to undertake 
certain measures which fall into the category of waste prevention (8).  The FDF’s waste target is itself part 
of the trade body’s “fivefold environmental ambition” (9). 
 
A key strength of voluntary initiatives such as commitments, as identified in a 2003 research paper, “is 
the flexibility afforded to participants which then enables them to respond innovatively in ways most 
appropriate to their own type of business” (2 p. 8).  Mandatory targets and regulations tend to be too 
rigid in their prescriptions which sometimes dictate specific actions to be taken.   
 
In the context of WR1403, commitments should be viewed not only as interventions in their own right, 
but also as an enabling factor used in concert with other interventions.  The most obvious example is 
their role in facilitating sustainable procurement (see L2m4-3: Procurement).  In fact, in almost all cases, 
commitments and voluntary agreements have tended to drive change across entire supply chains rather 
than simply within individual companies.  Marks & Spencer’s Plan A (see Box 1), launched in 2007, is a 
good example:  Action Sustainability, a UK non-governmental organisation promoting sustainable supply 
chains, notes that delivering “sustainability through the supply chain” is integral to M&S’s Plan A.  
Prioritised objectives “enable buyers to provide clear requirements to suppliers and to make decisions 
based on the suppliers prioritised contribution to Plan A, not to support general green claims that often 
amount to nothing”.a  Similarly, after joining WRAP’s Halving Waste to Landfill commitment, the retailer 
ASDA Wal-Mart then requested that its suppliers also sign up (10 p. 14).  Recognising the value of 
engaging entire supply chains, Phase 2 of the Courtauld Commitment explicitly targets a 5% reduction in 
grocery product and packaging waste including solid and liquid wastes (11).   
 
 

                                                           
a
 http://www.actionsustainability.com/  

http://www.actionsustainability.com/
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Box 1: Waste prevention by Marks & Spencer 

 
 
 

As discussed in Section 4.4 commitments appear to be most successful when aligned with signatories’ 
own objectives, although this could be argued to defeat the object somewhat.  The module L2m5-4: 
Retail Sector points out that as well as enabling companies to hit internal corporate social responsibility 
(CSR) targets, the Courtauld Commitment had other benefits including: 
 

 focusing environmental efforts / raising the profile of existing initiatives (e.g. light-weighting of 
packaging) 

 providing guidance and support 

 providing information 

 facilitating collaboration. 
 
Arguably, all the best-designed commitments will offer such advantages.  Table 2 lists a selection of 
notable commitments and voluntary agreements which may have resulted in business waste prevention. 
 

‘To reduce non-glass product packaging by 25% by 2012’, and ‘to send zero waste to landfill by the start of 
2012’ are just two of the aims in Plan A, Marks & Spencer’s high profile sustainability strategy launched in 
January 2007.  The Plan sets out 100 commitments on climate change, waste reduction, raw materials, 
ethical trading and customers’ health to be achieved by 2012.  A further 80 commitments to be fulfilled by 
2015 were recently added.  M&S wants to be known as ‘the world’s most sustainable major retailer.’  
Examples of specific waste prevention include asking suppliers to switch to returnable and bulk transit 
packaging, using lighter and reduced primary packaging, and the phasing out of PVC from packaging and 
products.  Food waste has also been challenged, particularly by improving stock planning through more 
accurate demand forecasting systems; in addition M&S has donated 1,200 tonnes of usable surplus food to 
charity. 
 
Business Benefits 

 A 78% reduction in packaging waste was achieved by the switching to returnable and bulk transit 
packaging solutions.  For instance, M&S worked with its supplier Tibbett & Britten Group to use 
transit packaging for groups of products rather than to individually pack them. 

 As well as helping the environment, Plan A has helped M&S’s bottom line.  In 2010, the retailer 
reported that Plan A had generated £50m of additional profit by acting as a ‘unique selling point’, 
enabling it to differentiate itself from its competitors. 

 
Drivers 

 M&S’s CSR agenda is clearly a motivating factor, and seems itself to driven by changing consumer 
attitudes; the company states that ‘we understand that our customers still want to buy beautiful 
looking gifts, just with less packaging and we are making it easy for them to do this.’ 

 Although Plan A is a voluntary initiative, M&S had previously been engaged with Envirowise’s Supply 
Chain Partnerships scheme which encouraged retailers to work with supply chains to improve 
environmental performance and maximise profit margins.  Some of the Plan A actions are also 
compatible with WRAP’s Courtauld Commitment Phases 1 and 2, to which M&S is a signatory.  

 
Key Elements for Success 

 Marks & Spencer’s has used its considerable power in the supply chain to help it achieve its goals on 
waste prevention.  Rather than simply accepting suppliers’ ‘green claims’ at face value, M&S’s buyers 
choose suppliers, and provide clear requirements to them, based on their contribution to Plan A. 

 Flexibility has been important.  For instance, in 2008-9 M&S relaxed its food pricing rules in UK stores 
to lower the cost of items approaching sell-by dates; this led to a 20% reduction in food waste.   

 
Sources 
http:// http://corporate.marksandspencer.com/documents/publications/2010/how_we_do_business_report_2010 

 

http://corporate.marksandspencer.com/documents/publications/2010/how_we_do_business_report_2010


 WR1403: Business Waste Prevention Evidence Review 

L2m4-4: Commitments & Voluntary Agreements 

4  For Defra 

Table 2: Selected commitments and voluntary agreements with relevance to waste prevention 
Commitment name  

(if available) 
Sponsor Coverage Target sector(s) Number of 

signatories 
Start/ 

Baseline 
End Targets (relevant to waste) Ref 

ID 

Mayor's Green 
Procurement Code 

(MGPC) 

London 
Development 

Association; London 
Remade 

UK (London)  >400  
(July 2005) 

2001 n/a To stimulate demand for recycled products 
and materials, creating a business solution to 
the waste problem  

(12) 

Clean Texas 2000 Texas Natural 
Resource 

Conservation 
Commissioners 

USA  
(Texas) 

All industrial sectors 76  
(1992) 

1987  
(baseline) 

2000 To halve releases of hazardous waste and 
toxic chemicals in Texas by 2000 
To halve municipal solid waste going to 
landfills by 2000 

(13) 
(14)

 

Fourth 
Environmental 

Action Plan 

Toyota Industries  
 

International Automotive 1 2007 2008 A 14% increase in eco-efficiency  (15) 

Responsible Care© UK Chemical 
Industries 

Association (CIA) 

UK  Chemicals 
 

150 
(association 
members) 

2004  2010 To achieve a 25% overall reduction in 
hazardous waste 

(16) 

 Willmott Dixon UK Construction 1 2008 2009 To implement a Sustainable Material 
Procurement Policy to divert at least 80% of 
waste from landfill 
To implement the WRAP Recycled Content 
Toolkit on at least 30% of projects 
To use at least 20% recycled content by 
project value  
To reduce waste generated on site during 
construction to 45m

3
 per £100k of project 

value 

(3) 

 LOCOG UK (London) Construction 1 2007 2012 To divert 90% of construction refuse from 
landfill  
To use 20% of materials by value from a 
reused or recycled source  
To use 25% of aggregate by weight from 
recycled sources 

(10) 
(17) 
(18) 

The Construction 
Commitments: 

Halving Waste to 
Landfill 

WRAP UK Construction >500 
(Jan 2010) 

2008 2012 To halve the amount of construction, 
demolition and excavation waste going to 
landfill by 2012 based on a 2008 baseline 
To adopt good practice in reducing waste, 
recycling more, and increasing the use of 
recycled and recovered materials 

(10); 
(19) 
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Commitment name  
(if available) 

Sponsor Coverage Target sector(s) Number of 
signatories 

Start/ 
Baseline 

End Targets (relevant to waste) Ref 
ID 

Ashdown Agreement WRAP / Gypsum 
Products 

Development 
Association  

UK Construction 3 2008 2010 To engage with all stakeholders to undertake 
activities which reduce the amount of new 
plasterboard waste to landfill and increase 
recovery of all plasterboard waste. 
To reduce the amount of waste being sent to 
landfill, both monocell and co-disposal, from 
GB plasterboard manufacturing operations to 
2,000 tonnes (this target was made more 
stringent in 2010 revising it down from 
10,000 tonnes)  
To increase the take back and recycling of 
plasterboard waste, for use in plasterboard 
manufacture, to 50% of new construction 
waste arisings by 2010 
To work with all parties in the supply chain 
towards achieving the ultimate objective of 
zero plasterboard waste to landfill 

(19) 
(20) 

 National Federation 
of Demolition 
Contractors 

UK Construction  2009 2011 To divert at least 90% of non-hazardous 
demolition waste arisings from landfill 
annually 

(19) 

 Construction 
Products Association 

UK Construction  208 2012 20% reduction in construction packaging 
waste 

(19) 

Direct Mail and 
Promotions Producer 

Responsibility 
Scheme 

Direct Marketing 
Association (DMA) & 

Defra 

UK Direct marketing  890 
(association 
members) 

2003 2013 To hit a staggered series of targets for 
reducing the volume of direct mail outs being 
disposed of in landfill sites: 30%  by 2005, 
55% by 2009, 75% by 2013 

a
 

Five-Fold 
Environmental 

Ambition 

FDF UK Food & Drink 
manufacture 

300 (approx.) 2007 2015 To send zero food and packaging waste to 
landfill from 2015 
To make a significant contribution to the 
Courtauld Commitment Phase 2’s target of 
reducing supply chain waste by 5% by the 
end of 2012 against a 2009 baseline 

(8) & 
(9) 

                                                           
a
 http://www.dma.org.uk/information/env-introduction.asp  

http://www.dma.org.uk/information/env-introduction.asp
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Commitment name  
(if available) 

Sponsor Coverage Target sector(s) Number of 
signatories 

Start/ 
Baseline 

End Targets (relevant to waste) Ref 
ID 

Waste Reduction Public Works and 
Government 

Services Canada, 
Quebec 

Canada 
(Quebec 
region) 

Office-based 
Services 

1 1997 2000 To achieve an 80% waste reduction by 2000 
(aimed at 22,000 employees in 24 federal 
departments and agencies) 

(21) 

 PPA (Periodical 
Publishers 

Association) / Defra 

UK Publishing  1 2005 2013 To increase the level of post-consumer 
recycling of magazines to 50% by the end 
2007, 60% by the end 2010 and 70% by 2013 

(22) 
 

Better Retailing 
Climate 

British Retail 
Consortium (BRC) 

UK Retail 49% of UK 
retailers 

2008 & 
2010 

2013 A target set in 2008 to sending <50% of waste 
to landfill by 2013 was achieved in 2010, so a 
new landfill diversion target of >75% was set 

(23); 
(24); 
(25) 

Carrier Bag 
Commitments 

BRC/ Packaging and 
Film Association/ 

WRAP 

UK Retail 18  
(25% 

commitment) 
7  

(50% 
commitment) 

2006 2008 & 
2009 

25% Commitment: to reduce the 
environmental impact of carrier bags by 25% 
by the end of 2008 (against a 2006 baseline)   
50% Commitment: to cut the number of 
single-use carrier bags issued by 50% by 
spring 2009 (against a 2006 baseline) 

(26); 
(27);  

 ASDA Wal*Mart UK Retail 
 

1 2006 2008/2010 To reduce packaging by 25% the end of 2008 
To send zero waste to landfill by the end of 
2010 

(25); 
(28) 

 Sainsbury’s UK Retail 
 

1 2009 2015 To reduce own-brand packaging by 33%, by 
2015, from a 2009 baseline  

(3) 

Home Improvement 
Sector Commitment 

WRAP UK Retail & 
Manufacture (home 
improvement sector 

only) 

6 
 
 
 
 

2009 2012 To reduce packaging by 15% by the end of 
2012 on a 2007 baseline 

(29) 

Plan A Marks & Spencer UK Retail (and supply 
chain) 

1 2007 2012 To reduce non-glass product packaging by 
25% by 2012  
To send zero waste to landfill by the start of 
2012  

(28) ; 
(25) 
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Commitment name  
(if available) 

Sponsor Coverage Target sector(s) Number of 
signatories 

Start/ 
Baseline 

End Targets (relevant to waste) Ref 
ID 

Courtauld 
Commitment  

(Phase 1) 

WRAP UK Retail (grocery); 
Food & Drink 
manufacture 

42 
(March 2010) 

2005 2010 To design out packaging waste growth by 
2008 
To deliver absolute reductions in packaging 
waste by 2010 
To help reduce the amount of food the 
nation's householders throw away by 
155,000 tonnes by 2010, against a 2008 
baseline 

(30); 
(28); 
(31)   

Courtauld 
Commitment  

(Phase 2) 

WRAP UK Retail (grocery); 
Food & Drink 

manufacture (and 
supply chain) 

46  
(November 

2010) 

2010 2012 To reduce the weight, increase recycling rates 
and increase the recycled content of all 
grocery packaging with the aim of reducing 
carbon impact of packaging by 10% 
To reduce uk household food and drink waste 
by 4%. 
To reduce grocery product and packaging 
waste in the grocery supply chain by 5% - 
including solid and liquid wastes and back-of-
store retail waste   

(11) 

Tourism 2023 Forum for the 
Future 

UK Tourism 7 2008 2023 By 2023:  

 We will use more and more sustainable 
renewable sources of energy, as the 
technology becomes available, in order 
to dramatically reduce greenhouse gas 
emissions from tourism. 

 We will strive for zero waste. We will 
maximise the opportunities to recycle 
our waste and minimise the waste we 
send to landfill in our operations, 
resorts and on planes, trains and ships. 

 

3P  
(“pollution 

prevention pays” 

3M International Various consumer & 
office products and 

technologies 

1 Various Various “Tough operational targets” are set over five 
year periods (e.g. 2000-2005) on waste 
reduction 

(32) 

Sources: As indicated. 
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2 The Nature of the Evidence 

The evidence evaluated in this report is drawn from peer-reviewed academic articles, case studies and 
reports published by delivery bodies such as the Waste & Resources Action Programme (WRAP) and 
government departments (e.g. Defra).  An international context is provided by evidence from Europe, 
(both from the EU and individual countries), USA, Canada, New Zealand and elsewhere.  Certain news 
websites (e.g. www.hospitalityandcateringnews.com, www.greenhotelier.org) are also a rich vein of 
recent evidence. 
 
The metrics for waste prevention are usually framed in material savings per year (t/yr) or percentage 
reduction in material use.  It is instructive that financial savings are less likely to be offered – as will be 
seen, financial motives for signing up to a commitment tend to be underplayed to maximise the public 
relations value.  Carbon dioxide savings are also sometimes reported (tCO2/yr).  See module L2m7: 
Metrics for more information. 
 
Despite the breadth of sources from which evidence of waste prevention has been drawn, a degree of 
bias is inevitable. This is most likely in case studies produced by delivery bodies who have an interest in 
highlighting the positive outcomes of their activities; few cases were found of interventions which had 
not produced favourable results. But it should be noted that WRAP was prepared to report that one of 
the overall targets of Phase 1 of the Courtauld Commitment (CC) was missed.  Individual companies may 
less willing to publicise failure.  Given the constraints of the project, it has been impossible to seek 
information from all avenues.  For example, a large body of additional evidence – albeit skewed towards 
“good news” – is likely to be found in the CSR reports of major companies.   
 
Whether and how much waste has been prevented as a result of any intervention including commitments 
and voluntary agreements can rarely be proven: correlation is not the same as causation.  It could well be 
that waste would have been saved from other interventions or even as a result of factors unrelated to 
environmental objectives such as changes in market conditions.  The consultancy Brook Lyndhurst, who 
conducted a 2005 survey on the London Mayor’s Green Procurement Code (MGPC) which aims to 
promote materials with a high recycled content, notes that signatories may have already “bought 
significant amounts of recycled materials before joining the MGPC” so estimating the impact of the Code 
in London was difficult (12 p. 6). 
 
This report assessed the evidence for waste prevention from voluntary initiatives only.  However, 
mandatory instruments such as the UK’s Carbon Reduction Commitment (CRC) are also likely to have an 
impact.  Now called the CRC Energy Efficiency Scheme, this climate change and energy saving scheme 
was launched in April 2010 and is administered by the Environment Agency, the Scottish Environment 
Protection Agency and the Chief Inspector (Northern Ireland Environment Agency).  Aimed at large public 
and private sector organisations, responsible for around 10% of the UK’s emissions, the mandatory 
scheme is “designed to raise awareness in large organisations, especially at senior level, and encourage 
changes in behaviour and infrastructure” (33).  While the focus is on energy efficiency, waste prevention 
innovations in the supply chain may indirectly assist organisations in fulfilling their obligations.   
 
France’s Grenelle is a multi-stakeholder forum of environmentalists, business representatives, trade 
unions, local authorities and state bodies conducted in 2007 with the aim of devising a national 
sustainability strategy for France (34).  A number of waste targets were set up under the heading of 
‘waste prevention’ but the emphasis is primarily on landfill diversion and reducing municipal waste.  
Thus, although the Grenelle is an interesting example of a government adopting a voluntary and inclusive 
approach to tackling waste prevention, the initiative is excluded from the present analysis as being 
largely out of scope.  
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In the present report, commitment is understood as referring to a stated ambition to achieve a precise, 
auditable and time-delimited waste prevention target.  For example:  
 

 “to reduce single use carrier bags by 50% by Spring 2009 on a 2006 baseline” (WRAP’s Voluntary 
Carrier Bag Agreement) (26). 

 
However, for many organisations commitments can have a looser interpretation; they are more 
aspirational and come in the form of ‘mission statements’.  For example:  
 

  “we will conduct our business in an environmentally responsible manner” (Sterling Pulp Chemicals, 
Canada) (21 p. 32). 

 
The impact of such declarations is impossible to quantify and, unless they offer some transferable 
insights, they are generally excluded from the present analysis. 
 
A number of research projects linked to commitments were in progress at the time of writing which 
promise further insights but for which results were not available within the search timeframe.  For 
example, WRAP has commissioned projects to support Phase 2 of the Courtauld Commitment including 
(11): 
 

 identifying hotspots where supply chain efficiencies can be made  

 conducting selected company waste prevention reviews to develop sectoral good practice 

 mapping out the reasons for waste arising  

 reviewing sector work programmes to help reduce supply chain packaging and working with logistics 
experts IGD, retailers and suppliers to develop more accurate demand forecasting (to report in 
March 2011a)  

 mapping food and packaging waste arisings in the fruit and vegetable, meat, fish and pre-prepared 
food supply chains. 

 
Meanwhile, as part of the Food and Drink Federation’s (FDF) target of zero waste to landfill by 2015, 
some of its members are participating in a project to promote the optimisation of goods in packaging, 
known as ‘production-ready packaging’, and are aiming for a 1,000 tonne reduction in goods-in packaging 
waste by May 2011 (9). 
 
Defra is working with industry to pilot a number of ‘product roadmaps’.  A product roadmap is “a process 
to help us better understand the environmental and, in some cases, wider sustainability impacts of a 
particular product and the ways in which these impacts can be mitigated” (35) and aims to: 
 

 identify the impacts that occur across each product’s life cycle 

 identify existing actions being taken to address those impacts  

 develop and implement a voluntary action plan to address any gaps. 
 
Products under analysis come from the food and drink (e.g. milk, shellfish), passenger transport (e.g. 
cars), buildings and appliances (e.g. TVs, domestic lighting, electric motors, window systems, WCs, 
plasterboard) and clothing and textiles sectors.  Since business participation is voluntary, product 
roadmaps are relevant to the present report.  Table 3 identifies selected waste prevention actions taken 
by companies (and some NGOs) which have been wholly or partly stimulated by the Clothing Roadmap 
process.   
 
 

                                                           
a
 WRAP, Personal Communication 
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Table 3: Selected waste prevention actions resulting from the Clothing Roadmap 
Organisation(s) Action Approach(es) 

Continental Clothing Carbon-footprinting its own clothing line to include raw materials, 
production, transportation, distribution, usage, and disposal. 

Waste 
Minimisation,  
Clean Operations 

Nike Developed a tool for measuring potential environmental impacts 
including waste created during the design & manufacturing of new 
apparel products. Only products meeting minimum standards are put 
into production. 

Green Products 

Aestiva Limited & Leeds 
Centre for Technical 
Textiles and others 

Project funded by Technology Strategy Board to develop rapid 
disassembly techniques to enable reuse of corporate clothing and up-
cycling of garment waste.  

Clean Operations 

Centre for 
Remanufacturing and 
Reuse 

Project funded by Defra (BREW) to improve reuse and recycling options 
for corporatewear (e.g. work wear, protective wear, career wear, casual 
wear and uniforms) 

Waste 
Minimisation,  
Clean Operations 

George (ASDA) Aim to decrease transit packaging through improved distribution 
methods by 40% from 2007 to 2010. 

Waste 
Minimisation,  
Clean Operations 

M&S and Oxfam The Oxfam Clothes Exchange was set up to encourage customers to 
return unwanted M&S outerwear garments to Oxfam stores in return 
for a discount voucher which can be used at M&S stores. 

Clean Operations 

Tesco Tesco pledged to reduce product packaging by 25% 
across all Tesco clothing items. 

Waste Minimisation 

Source: Sustainable Clothing Action Plan (update Feb 2010) 
http://www.defra.gov.uk/environment/business/products/roadmaps/clothing/documents/clothing-action-plan-feb10.pdf     

 
 
Similar initiatives are likely to be evidenced in the other roadmaps.  Data on actual tonnes of waste 
prevented (or costs saved) as a result of these actions will be available in due course. 
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3 Evidence of Waste Prevention 

3.1 Waste Minimisation  

Commitments and voluntary agreements can drive waste minimisation in the following ways:  
 

 reducing packaging  

 reusing packaging  

 reusing surplus materials  

 signing waste minimisation clauses (especially in the construction sector (36)) 

 adopting environmental management systems  

 conducting waste audits 

 unspecified waste minimisation  

 donating surplus products to charity. 
 
The following examples of waste minimisation were found: 
 

 While emphasising landfill diversion, the FDF target of zero waste to landfill by 2015 has also 
spurred members to undertake waste prevention measures such as packaging reduction or reuse 
(9).  These activities could partly be responsible for the apparent de-coupling of waste generation 
from production between 2006 and 2009 recorded in a recent survey of FDF members (8). 

 

 Although focused on landfill diversion, WRAP’s Halving Waste to Landfill commitment has resulted 
in some examples of waste prevention in the construction sector.  Typically, these involve 
segregation and reuse of surplus building materials on-site such that these arisings are never subject 
to waste regulations.  For instance, the retailer ASDA, a signatory to Halving Waste to Landfill, 
decided to refurbish rather than demolish and rebuild one if its stores.  During the redevelopment, 
floor slab and additional foundations from older buildings discovered during the work were sent to a 
local facility for crushing and returned to the site for feeding back into the new floor slab (10). 

 

 The construction contractor Willmott Dixon is not only a signatory to WRAP’s Halving Waste to 
Landfill commitment, but also sets its own waste commitments.  For instance, in 2008, the company 
hit its environmental key performance indicator (eKPI) that waste arisings from its 111 sites would 
not exceed 70m3 per £100,000 of project value.  In the event, the average volume of construction 
waste generated was 49.3m3 per £100,000 (3).  Actions contributing towards these results include 
the reuse of demolished material from existing building as aggregate and hard standing for 
temporary cabins, take-back arrangements for plasterboard, temporary fencing and hoarding as 
evidenced during the construction of the Jubilee Gardens Primary Care Centre in London completed 
in 2010 for which Willmott Dixon was the main contractor.  However, the “quantities of materials 
reused and taken back were not recorded” (37).  In an earlier project (the Haringey 6th Form 
School), Willmott Dixon worked with its waste management contractor Focus Environmental to 
stacking plasterboard offcuts “close to the workforce, enabling the offcuts to then be easily selected 
and used, rather than a new board being cut … [which] resulted in plasterboard representing only 
20% of the waste from site, compared to the 30-40% industry average for college projects” (3). 

 

 The Packaging Covenant signed in the 1990s between the Netherlands Government and beverage 
makers had the aim of encouraging and preserving the use of refillable beverage containers.  
Manufacturers agreed to collect and reuse plastic, aluminium and glass containers.  According to a 
2004 report, 75-80% of soft drink containers were 1.5 litre refillable plastic bottles and all Dutch 
packaged beer is sold in refillable bottles (38 p. 18). 
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 In 2009, prior to the building of a new health centre in Scotland, NHS Greater Glasgow and Clyde 
(the client) and its main contractor (Graham Construction) made a commitment to “reduce waste 
generation and report the tonnes of waste generated per £100,000 construction value”.  A net 
saving of £77,800 from both waste prevention and recycling activities such as on-site segregation 
was projected for the project (4 p. 1). 

 

 Building on the success of the Courtauld Commitment, in 2009/10 WRAP signed up 81 flagship food 
and drink manufacturing sites in the UK to complete on-site waste and packaging audits (39). 

 

 In April 2008, the British Retail Consortium (BRC) launched its Better Retailing Climate initiative 
which establishes the industry’s collective environmental ambitions (23) and involves leading 
retailers representing 49% of the UK retail market (24).  A 50% cut in arisings to landfill by 2013 was 
the original waste target; this was achieved by 2010 when a new target was set of less than 25% of 
retail waste to be sent to landfill diversion (25).  Although landfill diversion is the primary objective, 
BRC reports that between 2005 and 2010, the total weight of waste produce fell by 3% (24), 
suggesting that the commitment may also have resulted in modest waste prevention.  (N.B. 
Although the Better Retailing Climate initiative is being discussed here under waste minimisation, 
some of the actions it has promoted could be classified as clean operations, green products or 
product/service innovation). 

 

 A signatory to the Courtauld Commitment, the Wiltshire-based food and drink manufacturer and 
caterer apetito reported in 2009 that it does not uses “card information sleeves … saving some 1,000 
tonnes of card that would be produced, transported and disposed of” (40 p. 7). 

 

 The FDF, which has a commitment to send zero waste to landfill by 2015, is working closely with 
FareShare, a national food charity which redistributes to charity surplus food that might otherwise 
end up in the waste stream.  This is regarded as waste prevention rather than landfill diversion 
because the food still gets eaten by humans, which is a goal of food waste prevention policy.  FDF 
member Nestlé is notable in supporting FareShare's efforts to establish FareShare 1st as a 'one stop 
shop' for handling surplus food from the industry.  In 2008, surplus food from Nestlé provided 
523,820 meals.  In the same year “1,294 tonnes less waste and surplus went to landfill, saving 5,826 
tonnes of CO2 emissions” (41). 

 

 Although primarily focused on landfill diversion, the UK Direct Marketing Association’s (DMA) 
voluntary recycling targets set in conjunction with Defra in 2003 for the subsequent decade have 
resulted in waste reduction through improved targeting of customers.  The DMA has introduced 
several opt-out schemes, one in collaboration with the Royal Mail, for customers not interested in 
the marketing material.  The DMA’s 2009 Direct Marketing Material waste prevention report 
estimates that “over 390,000 consumers are now opted out of receiving unaddressed direct 
marketing material in the post” leading to a 22% decline in direct marketing volumes (42). The total 
volume of paper and other material saved is not known but is likely to be sizeable. 

 

 Toyota has made a range of in-house commitments to environmental protection, some of which 
have apparently resulted in waste prevention.  For instance, in 2002, it established ACTIS 
Manufacturing as a joint-venture to produce remanufactured compressors for the North American 
compressor aftermarket; used car air-conditioning compressors are recovered, dismantled, 
defective parts are replaced and the compressors are re-assembled.  In its 2007 Social and 
Environmental Report, Toyota Industries claims that “ACTIS has expanded the scope of its 
assessment criteria for pistons and cylinders, thereby increasing the recycling rates of these parts … 
[and] is also working on ways of repairing and reusing parts that have been initially assessed as 
being unsuitable for reuse, instead of simply disposing of them” (15). 
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 LOCOG, which is committed to zero waste to landfill from the London 2012 Olympic Games, requires 
its construction contractors to “participate in regular audits to demonstrate how they have 
minimised waste”.  Its 2009 sustainability plan Towards a one planet 2012 also identifies several 
examples of waste reuse during preparations for the Games including: (18 p. 35): 
 

 eight buildings reused off-site 

 more than 80% of soil cleaned and reused on the Olympic Park 

 site-won material used as engineering fills, in temporary road construction and in designs of the 
Greenway and gabions 

 contractors working with suppliers to return timber pallets and other packaging for reuse 

 concrete and brick, representing approximately 20% of all waste, crushed on site for reuse in 
construction. 

 
Table 4 summarises evidence for waste minimisation driven by commitments and voluntary agreements. 
 
 
Table 4: Summary of waste minimisation evidence 
Category Supported Description Outcomes Ref 

ID 

Unspecified 
waste 
minimisation 

WRAP Graham Construction and NHS Greater 
Glasgow and Clyde committed to reducing 
waste and report arisings per £100k 
project spend prior to construction of 
health centre in Scotland 

Total saving of £77.8k 
(projected) 

(4) 

Packaging reuse 
and reduction 

No FDF’s Five-Fold Environmental Ambition 
target may have motivated members to 
undertake packaging reduction or reuse 

Evidence for de-coupling of 
waste generation from 
production 2006-2009 

(8) 

WRAP/CC Food and drink manufacturer/caterer 
apetito avoids ‘card information sleeves’  

1kt/yr card avoided  (40) 

Refillables Netherlands 
Government 

The Netherlands Government signed the 
Packaging Covenant in the 1990s with 
beverage makers aimed at preserving a 
refillable system for beverages 

By 2004, 75-80% of soft drink 
containers were refillable 1.5L 
plastic bottles and all Dutch 
packaged beer is sold in 
refillable bottles 

(38) 

Waste audits WRAP Building on the Courtauld Commitment, 
WRAP signed up 81 UK food and drink 
manufacturing sites to complete on-site 
waste and packaging audits 
 

n/a (39) 

No  LOCOG requires all contractors to 
complete regular audits to demonstrate 
waste minimisation 

n/a (18) 

Reuse of 
surplus 
materials 

WRAP ASDA, a signatory to Halving Waste to 
Landfill, crushed surplus floor slab and 
additional foundations and reincorporated 
the aggregate into new floor slab   

n/a (10) 

WRAP During various construction projects in 
London, main contractor Willmott Dixon, a 
signatory to 1/2W2L, reused surplus 
materials (e.g. aggregate, plasterboard) or 
instigated take back schemes 

n/a (21); 
(3) 

No ACTIS Manufacturing, a joint-venture 
involving Toyota Industries, 
remanufactures post-consumer car air 
compressors increasing the reuse rates of 
parts  

n/a (13) 

No Various examples of reuse on-site of 
surplus construction materials during the 

n/a (18) 
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Category Supported Description Outcomes Ref 
ID 

preparations for London 2012 

Unspecified 
waste 
minimisation 

No Auto manufacturer Toyota implemented 
ISO 14001 in 8 manufacturing plants 
throughout Europe, part of this 
commitment was to achieve zero waste to 
landfill.  It is unclear whether there is a 
direct correlation between adopting a 
standard and achieving these savings or 
whether the savings were made and ISO 
14001 was obtained. 

Over 14 years, waste from car 
production reduced by 60% to 
10kg per car 
the release of hazardous 
volatile organic compounds 
reduced by 70 % to 20g per 
m

2
 of paint surface 

(43) 

Reuse of 
surplus food by 
charities 

No 
(FareShare 
scheme) 

Nestlé redirected 523,820 surplus meals 
to the charity 

In 2008, 1,294 t/yr waste and 
surplus saved; 5,826 tCO2e 
saved 

(25) 

Improved 
customer 
targeting 

Defra, DMA) The DMA introduced opt-schemes to 
improve targeting of direct marketing post 

A 22% decline in direct 
marketing volumes 

(42) 

Sources: Collated by Oakdene Hollins/Brook Lyndhurst 

 
 

3.2 Clean Operations 

Commitments and voluntary agreements can drive clean operations in the following ways:  
 

 supply goods in reusable and/or returnable transit packaging (RTP)a  

 supply goods in bulk packaging  

 use plot-lot ordering of materials  

 adopt off-site manufacturing (OSM) techniques  

 invest in new technologies and plant which are less wasteful. 
 
It is important to recognise that when a procurer requires goods to be supplied in returnable or bulk 
packaging this often entails a new packaging design.  Thus, some the examples classed here under the 
heading clean operations could equally well be viewed as forms of green products as discussed in 
Section 3.3.   
 

 A signatory both to the Courtauld Commitment and to the FDF’s ambition of sending zero waste to 
landfill by 2015, the Wiltshire-based food and drink manufacturer and caterer apetito reported in 
2009 that it had invested £630,000 in replacing its cardboard carton packaging with reusable crates 
which avoided the need for production and disposal of around 1.2 million cartons a year, saving 
112 tonnes of cardboard and 230 tonnes of greenhouse gas emissions a year (40 p. 7) (41).  
Similarly, FDF member Bettys & Taylors of Harrogate “worked with its supplier of dried fruit mix to 
optimise the use of packaging. The mix is now delivered in returnable, washable plastic trays which 
are sent back to the supplier for reuse” (9 p. 15). 

 

                                                           
a
 The adoption of towards reusable packaging is most commonly seen with secondary and tertiary transit packaging where there is a reasonable chance that 

packaging can be returned to suppliers for reuse.  By contrast, reusable systems for primary packaging are now rare, even long-established ones such as glass 
milk bottles, because supply chains have lengthened and return-rates have dropped (60). 
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Box 2: Waste reduction by apetito  

 
 
 

 Another signatory to the FDF’s zero waste to landfill ambition, Kellogg's reduced the amount of 
waste sent to landfill by around 15% per tonne of food between 2005 and 2008.  Among the actions 
motivated by the commitment is a switch to the delivery of food raw materials in bulk which means 
less waste (41). 

 

 Another FDF signatory, McCain Foods claims that “investment in new equipment at its factories has 
resulted in a major reduction in the amount of potato lost during peeling and cutting”, although the 
quantities of waste prevented are not reported (41). 

 

Based in Wiltshire, apetito provides frozen food and catering solutions to care homes, local authorities and 
hospitals, and offers a frozen meal delivery service to the public via its Wiltshire Farm Foods franchise and 
a private hot meal delivery service through local authorities via apetito Services.  In 2009, the company 
invested £630,000 in a new reusable plastic transit crate system to replace the single-trip corrugated 
cardboard boxes previously used to supply hospital and care home clients with multi-portion and twin-
portion meals.  The new crates work well with apetito’s existing processes and are easy to fill up, handle, 
transport, store and wash.  They also proved surprisingly robust, better protecting apetito’s products and 
expected to last for up to five years.  Following advice from WRAP, apetito also eliminated “low-sales-
volume products” from its inventory to further reduce waste and started directing 3,000 tonnes of food 
waste to an anaerobic digestion plant in Devon. 
 
Business Benefits 

 Switching to the new crates enabled apetito to avoid the costs associated with procuring and 
disposing of around 1,200,000 cartons a year, saving some 112 tonnes of carton board and 230 
tonnes of greenhouse gas emissions.  Although apetito has not published the financial savings 
realised from this measure, the company “is confident that the investment will pay back financially in 
the longer-term”. 

 With the new plastic crates, customers are left with less waste to deal with and can more quickly 
access the contents than was the case with the cardboard boxes. 

 Each crate can contain several meals with different recipes, whereas in the previous carton system, 
each case would contain identical meals.  Individual products can now be ordered and are packed on 
the day of delivery offering flexibility to customers who need to serve varied or special menus. 

 
Drivers 

 Although apetito was keen to reduce the transit packaging waste, some pressure also came from its 
customers. 

 apetito was motivated in part by its being a signatory to the Courtauld Commitment, a voluntary 
agreement hosted by WRAP aimed at reducing food waste and associated packaging. 

 
Key Elements for Success 

 One-to-one assistance in the form of a waste prevention review undertaken by WRAP helped apetito 
achieve its goals.  The review was one a series of visits to members of the Food and Drink Federation 
in support of the trade association’s “Five-Fold Environmental Ambition” and the Courtauld 
Commitment. 

 Registration to ISO 14001 in 2009 helps apetito in achieving its environmental objectives. 
 
Sources 
http://www.apetito.co.uk  
http://www.caterersearch.com/Articles/2010/10/14/335489/apetito-takes-the-holistic-approach.htm  
http://www.apetito.co.uk/Documents/apetito-Sustainability-Report-2010.pdf  
http://www.apetito.co.uk/Documents/Care%20Homes%20-%20Why%20Choose%20apetito.pdf 

http://www.apetito.co.uk/
http://www.caterersearch.com/Articles/2010/10/14/335489/apetito-takes-the-holistic-approach.htm
http://www.apetito.co.uk/Documents/apetito-Sustainability-Report-2010.pdf
http://www.apetito.co.uk/Documents/Care%20Homes%20-%20Why%20Choose%20apetito.pdf
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Box 3: The Food and Drink Federation’s Five-fold Ambition 

 
 
 

 The retailer Morrisons reported that it exceeded its target of extending returnable tray trips by 
14 million in 2008, achieving 17 million trips, and saving 72,000 tonnes of transit packaging (25). 

 

 The ordering of materials which have been pre-assembled, a process known as off-site 
manufacturing (OSM), is becoming common in the construction sector.  Instead of carrying each 
material category to site separately, complete pre-assembled, standardised components are 
brought to site reducing both transport intensity and material stockholding on site (44).  One 
example of OSM in the context of commitments concerns LOCOG, which procured construction 
materials and products such as bridges and structural frames in pre-assembled forms in order to 
prevent waste during the development of the London 2012 Olympic site.  In addition, its 

In, 2007 FDF (the Food & Drink Federation), the leading trade association for the UK’s food manufacturing industry, 
launched its Five Fold Ambition covering key environmental themes including greenhouse gas emissions, waste and 
transport.  Three years later the body updated its targets, making some more challenging:  

 Raising its 2020 CO2 reduction target from 30% to 35%. 

 Accelerating progress to its 2015 zero waste to landfill target and contributing for the first time to a supply 
chain waste prevention target: namely to reduce waste in the supply chain by 5% by the end of 2012 against a 
2009 baseline.  

 Adopting WRAP’s Courtauld 2 Commitment as the basis of a packaging target with a new aim to engage with 
consumers. 

 Building on the Federation House Commitment on water efficiency to develop guidance on water use and 
management in the supply chain. 

 Continuing to embed environmental standards through its ‘fewer and friendlier’ transport commitment and 
contributing for the first time to IGD’s Sustainable Distribution initiative. 

 
To meet their commitments, members have trialled and adopted a range of waste prevention measures such as 
investment in new technology to improve the efficiency of food preparation, returnable and bulk transit packaging 
for raw ingredients, and the lightweighting of primary packaging. 
 
Business Benefits 

 While the FDF’s waste target focuses on landfill diversion, data from 2009 data suggests a modest de-coupling 
of waste generation from production with arisings per tonne of product dropping slightly at some FDF member 
sites.  This could signify less wasteful processes and that true waste prevention is happening.  

 
Drivers 

 The UK’s landfill tax escalator is likely to have been a driver for the Zero Waste to Landfill commitment. 

 While cost-saving is a motivating factor, the PR value of improving the environmental reputation of its members 
is also a consideration for FDF which in 2010 published Building on Success, a glossy report detailing progress 
towards the five goals. 

 The opportunity to contribute to society - as well as to save on disposal costs - may have encouraged 17 FDF 
members to work with the FareShare to redistribute surplus, fit-for-purpose food and drink products to 
disadvantaged people. See FareShare Case Study in L2m4-3: Procurement.  

 WRAP’s Courtauld Commitments have provided extra impetus for FDF ambitions on waste and packaging 
reduction. 

 
Key Elements for Success 

 FDF members are now working to optimise goods in packaging, known as ‘production-ready packaging’ and are 
aiming for a 1,000 tonne reduction in goods-in packaging waste by May 2011.   

 Unilever, a high prominent FDF member, trialled new technology at a plant in Essex aimed at tackling the waste 
generated when a process line switches. ‘Sensory analysis’ equipment identifies ingredients left over in the 
production of one low-fat spread brand for re-inclusion in a different brand.   
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procurement strategy specifies particular construction and fixing methods to facilitate disassembly 
(18 p. 35).   

 

 Although focused on landfill diversion, the 2008 Ashdown Agreement on plasterboard recycling has 
resulted in some waste prevention at the manufacturing stage.  According to a 2010 progress report 
published by WRAP, “*e+xcellent progress has been made through manufacturing plant investment 
and improved practice. This has resulted in process waste to landfill currently running better than 
the reduced Target of 5,000 tonnes per annum. Results for the 12 months to 31 March 2010 were 
504 tonnes sent to landfill” (20).  However, it should be noted that production waste arisings in 
plasterboard factories had already declined significantly before the signing of Ashdown.  For 
example, between 2003 and 2005 UK plasterboard waste fell from 65,000 to 10,500 tonnes per year 
(20). 

 

 Stronger evidence of waste prevention resulting from the Ashdown Agreement comes from 
individual signatories.  For example, plasterboard manufacturer British Gypsum developed a 
calculator to work out the amount of waste eliminated by using bespoke products.  The calculator 
shows that during the construction of the Olympic Athletes Village, “bespoke board and metal 
products used on this project will save circa 1,000 tonnes of waste plasterboard” and with fewer 
vehicle movements needed to deliver and remove unnecessary product and waste from site, 
“5,061 kgs of CO2” will be saved (20 p. 22). 

 
 
Table 5 summarises evidence for clean operations approaches driven by commitments and voluntary 
agreements.   
 
 
Table 5: Summary of clean operations evidence 
Category Supporte

d 
Description Outcomes Ref 

ID 

RTP  
 

WRAP/CC Burton’s Biscuits asked various suppliers to 
switch to RTP and to eliminate some 
packaging 

£10k/yr savings (identified) (28) 

WRAP/CC; 
FDF 

Food manufacturer/caterer apetito 
switched to reusable crates 

1.2 million cartons/yr saved; 
112 t/yr cardboard; 
230 tCO2e/yr saved  

(40; 
41) 

 WRAP/CC; 
FDF 

Food manufacturer Bettys & Taylors of 
Harrogate switched to reusable crates  

n/a (9) 

Bulk 
packaging 

FDF Kellogg's switched to delivery of food raw 
materials in bulk  

Reduced the amount of waste sent 
to landfill by around 15% per tonne 
of food between 2005 and 2008.   

(25) 

New 
technologies 
and plant 

FDF McCain Foods invested in new equipment  “a major reduction in the amount 
of potato lost during peeling and 
cutting”  

(25) 

WRAP Reduction in plasterboard process waste at 
factories operated by signatories to the 
Ashdown Agreement  

Production waste was 504 t/yr – 
well under the 5,000 t/yr target 

(20) 

OSM LOCOG LOCOG required that contractors procured 
construction materials and products in pre-
assembled forms during London 2012 
development 

n/a (18) 
 

WRAP Ashdown Agreement signatory British 
Gypsum supplied bespoke board and metal 
products during the construction of the 
Olympic Athletes Village  

c. 1kt waste plasterboard saved; 
5.061 ktCO2e will be saved  

(20) 

Sources: Collated by Oakdene Hollins/Brook Lyndhurst 
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3.3 Green Products 

Commitments and voluntary agreements can promote the development of green products in the 
following ways:    
 

 concentrating the product, to require less packaging per unit 

 light-weighting primary or transit packaging 

 redesigning packaging to improve packing efficiency 

 offering re-sized product portions to reduce wastage. 
 
To these should be added RTP or bulk packaging innovations where new designs have been required, as 
discussed in Section 3.2.  The modules L2m5-2: Food and Drink Sector, L2m5-4: Retail Sector, and L2m4-
3: Procurement discuss these innovations in further detail.   
 
Launched in 2005, the Courtauld Commitment is perhaps the most well-known of recent commitments 
and, unusually, has waste prevention as its core objective.  Most of the actions stimulated by Courtauld 
fall into the category of green products.a  Table 6 summarises the targets and broad outcomes of Phase 1. 
 
 
Table 6: Results of the Courtauld Commitment Phase 1 
Target Achieved? Details 

Design out packaging 
waste growth by 2008 

Yes Zero growth in packaging waste growth was recorded in 2008 

Reduce food waste by 
155,000 tonnes per 
year 

Yes In 2009/10 a minimum of 270,000 tonnes less food waste was collected than 
in 2007/8, with a value of around £610m and reduced carbon emissions of 1.1 
million tonnes CO2e.   

Reduce the absolute 
amount of grocery 
packaging waste by 
2010  

No Total packaging remained at approximately 2.9 million tonnes between 2006 
and 2009.  WRAP suggests that increased sales volume of packaging-rich beer, 
wine and cider over the Phase 1 period was among factors responsible for the 
failure to achieve the third target. 

Sources: (30) (31) 

 
 
Between 2005 and 2009, WRAP claims that largely as a result of Courtauld Commitment Phase 1, a 
cumulative reduction of 670,000 tonnes of food waste was achieved (Figure 1), worth £1.5 billion and 
saving 2.8 million tCO2e (31).   
 
Despite missing the target of an absolute reduction in total grocery packaging, WRAP believes that an 
estimated 520,000 tonnes of primary packaging was removed as a result of the Commitment between 
2005 and 2009 (31) (30).  Highlights of the materials savings include: 
 

 aluminium cans light-weighted by 5% saving 92,000 tonnes of CO2 (30) 

 plastic bottles shifted to concentrates, and many lines light-weighted (30) 

 the Seasonal Confectionery Working Group reduced packaging by 1,000 tonnes per year (30). 
 
 

                                                           
a
 Some actions taken as a result of Courtauld Commitment could be classed as Clean Operations and Waste Minimisation approaches, but because most 

involve Green Products it is logical to summarise the overall results from Phase 1 in this Section. 
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Figure 1: Courtauld Commitment Phase 1 – Cumulative food waste savings (kt) 

 
Source: (30) 

 
 
The Courtauld Commitment has driven many other light-weighting and packaging reduction initiatives 
too numerous to be discussed in detail here.  Please instead refer to Table 7.  The following are some 
more unusual examples of innovation resulting from the Commitment which are worth highlighting: 
 

 The redesign of the ‘Goodfellas’ pizza box by Northern Foods is a rare instance of primary packaging 
becoming heavier in order to realise a net saving in waste.  By packaging the pizzas in more robust 
cartons (a 4% weight increase), transit packaging could be considerably lighter; according to a case 
study published on the IGD.com website, Northern Foods was “able to reduce the total weight of 
packaging used on this product by 4,000 tonnes per year”.  In addition, less product was damaged in 
transit both because of the more robust primary packaging but also because the pizza boxes stacked 
better which has “cut the number of pizzas damaged before they reach the consumer by 75%”.  
More efficient stacking on each pallet has also enabled Northern Foods “to achieve a reduction of 
one million transport miles annually” (45). 

 

 In limited cases the product itself is redesigned to save packaging waste.  As part of the Courtauld 
Commitment, retailer Tesco worked with Princes, its supplier of squash drinks, to produce a double 
concentrated product resulting in reduced packaging.  A bottle weight saving of 35g (46%) was 
achieved by replacing 3 litre bottle sizes by 1.5 litre bottles.  The 1 litre bottle was “replaced by a 
750ml super concentrated bottle, representing a 17% (1,229 tonne) packaging reduction” (28 p. 43).  
In addition to the material savings, the initiative saved approximately 470 tonnes of plastic per year 
(46).   

 

 Morrisons, also a Courtauld signatory, reported that they achieved 47% of their target to reduce 
own brand packaging by 15% by 2010 (28). 

 
A rare example of packaging light-weighting being driven by a voluntary agreement other than the 
Courtauld Commitment is seen in the publishing sector.  In 2005, the UK Periodical Publishers Association 
(PPA) signed a voluntary agreement with Defra to boost post-consumer recycling of magazines to 70% by 
2013.  Although clearly focused on landfill diversion, a 2008 Progress Report for Defra produced by the 
PPA describes work to reduce the thickness of the film with which magazines are packaged: “Thousands 
of tonnes of plastic have … been taken out of the waste stream as many publishers have now reduced 
thickness from 40 to 15 microns, with some b2b publishers moving to 10 microns”.  
 
For instance, since 2006 the publisher Haymarket has “saved 30,000 kg of polythene each year by using 
lighter-weight wrappers (17 and 12 micron polythene instead of 30)”. In addition, the PPA said it was 
“working with Royal Mail to look at developing a sustainable mail product, which will enable publishers to 
mail without polywrap” (22). 
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Table 7 summarises individual examples of green products approaches driven by commitments and 
voluntary agreements.   
 
 
Table 7: Summary of green products evidence  
Category Supported Description Outcomes Ref 

ID 

Concentrated 
Product 

WRAP/CC Princes & Tesco: designed a double-strength 
squash drink to reduce packaging 

470 t/yr plastic saved (46) 

Light-
weighting 
(Primary 
packaging)  
  

WRAP/CC Britvic: J20 soft drink packaging reduction 4,000 t/yr glass  saved (28) 

WRAP/CC Britvic: Robinsons soft drink packaging 
reduction 

1,670 t/yr plastic saved (28) 

WRAP/CC Burtons: Cookies 32% reduction in plastic (28) 

WRAP/CC Cadbury: Easter eggs packaging reduction Medium egg range: 220 t/yr plastic 
saved; 250 t/yr carton board 
saved; 90 t/yr less transit & display 
packaging;  
Large egg range: 108 t/yr plastic 
saved, 65 t/yr carton board saved; 
44 t/yr corrugated cardboard 
saved 

(28) 

WRAP/CC Coca-Cola: Soft drink can packaging reduction 15,000 t/yr aluminium saved 
(projected across EU) 

(28) 

WRAP/CC Coca-Cola: Soft-drinks bottle packaging 
reduction 

3,500 t/yr glass saved (28) 

WRAP/CC Greencore: Bottled water packaging reduction 110 t/yr plastic saved (28) 

WRAP/CC Greencore: Yorkshire puddings packaging 
reduction 

115 t/yr plastic saved (28) 

WRAP/CC Heinz: Ketchup plastic packaging reduction 340 t/yr plastic saved (28) 

WRAP/CC Innocent: Kids smoothie packaging reduction 90 t/yr paper saved (28) 

WRAP Kane Salads: Salad bags with thinner film 10-15% material savings (47) 

WRAP/CC Mars: Celebrations chocolates packaging 720 t/yr unspecified packaging 
material saved 

(28) 

WRAP/CC Mars: Easter eggs packaging reduction Medium eggs: 200 t/yr cardboard 
saved; 
plastic insert weight reduced by 
35% 

(28) 

WRAP/CC Mars: Uncle Ben’s sauce bottles packaging 
reduction 

450 t/yr glass saved (28) 

WRAP/CC Müller: Dairy Vitality yoghurt drink packaging 
reduction 

Bottle: 167 t/yr plastic saved 
Shrink sleeve: 126 t/yr plastic film 
saved 
Carton sleeve: 68 t/yr cardboard 
saved 
Tray: 35 t/yr cardboard saved 

(28) 

WRAP/CC Müller: Dairy yoghurt pots plastic packaging 
reduction 

1.8kt less unspecified packaging 
material (2009 vs. 2006) 

(28) 

WRAP/CC Nestlé: Easter eggs packaging reduction 784 t/yr various packaging 
materials saved 

(28) 

WRAP/CC Nestlé: Quality Street chocolates tin packaging 
reduction 

237 t/yr steel saved (28) 

WRAP/CC Premier Foods: Bread packaging reduction 1,200 t plastic total saving (2005-8) (28) 

WRAP Radnor Hills: Plastic bottle packaging thinner 3.4kt PET savings (projected) (47) 

WRAP/CC Robert Wiseman Dairies: Milk packaging 
reduction 

340 t/yr plastic saved (28) 

WRAP Sheepdrove Organic Farm: Meat box packaging 
reduced 

7 t/yr cardboard saved (47) 
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Category Supported Description Outcomes Ref 
ID 

WRAP/CC United Biscuits: Jacob’s Biscuits for Cheese.  
Plastic cartons replaced with cardboard of a 
lighter weight 

4,000 t/yr plastic saved (28) 

WRAP/CC Weetabix: Cereals packaging reduction 103 t/yr cardboard saved (28) 

WRAP WRAP worked with Birds Eye to trial 
reductions in the use of cardboard in the 
cartons used for Birds Eye’s frozen product 
range 

54 t/yr cardboard savings 
(equivalent to 1.5% of one 
factory’s total board usage) 

(48) 

WRAP/CC Young’s Seafood: Admiral’s fish pies packaging 
reduction 

242 t/yr cardboard saved (28) 

WRAP/CC Young’s Seafood: Chilled raw fish packaging 
reduction 

80 t/yr mixed packaging material 
saved 

(28) 

FDF Bettys & Taylors of Harrogate light-weighted 
film rolls for its coffee products  

20 t/yr film saved (9) 

PPA & 
Defra 

Publishers have voluntarily reduced the 
thickness of plastic film around magazines 
from 40 to 15 or 10 microns 

“Thousands of tonnes of plastic … 
taken out of the waste stream” 

(22) 

Light-
weighting 
(Transit 
packaging) 
 

WRAP/CC Northern Foods: ‘Goodfellas’ pizza box 
redesigned– primary packaging made 4% 
heavier enabling reduction in transit packaging 
and improved stacking 

4 kt/yr cardboard saved overall; 
number of pizzas damaged in 
transit cut by 75%; more efficient 
pallet stacking reduced transport 
miles by 1million/yr  

(45) 

Packing 
efficiency 

WRAP/CC United Biscuits: Hula Hoops multipacks 
redesigned to allow excess air to be squeezed 
out enabling more efficient packing 

400 t/yr cardboard saved (28) 

Portion Re-
sizing 

WRAP/CC Warburtons: designed a new mid-sized loaf to 
reduce food waste 

n/a (28) 

Sources: Collated by Oakdene Hollins/Brook Lyndhurst 

 
 

3.4 Product/Service Innovation 

Very limited evidence was found of commitments and voluntary agreements driving product/service 
innovation. Perhaps the best example comes from the preparations for the London 2012 Olympic Games.  
In its 2009 sustainability plan Towards a one planet 2012, LOCOG identifies “leasing as the favoured 
procurement solution for venues with temporary elements’ among a suite of measures ensuring waste is 
minimised during the de-commissioning of ‘temporary venues and other structures” (18). 
 
LOCOG aims to “rely on more temporary elements than any other Games”a including: 
 

 seating 

 buildings/structures (tented/modular) 

 surfaces, flooring 

 fencing, crowd control 

 partitioning 

 furniture, fittings and equipment  

 signage 

 tensile fabrics 

 ducting, pipework, cabling 

 fabric applications – wraps, banners, flags, drapes 

 name badges, folders, etc. 
 

                                                           
a
 From unpublished minutes of LOCOG Temporary Materials Forum held in February 2009 
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Allied with this is LOCOG’s development of a ‘Temporary Materials Method and Toolkit’ with the 
following objectivesa: 
 

 zero waste to landfill; maximising opportunities at the ‘top end’ of the ‘waste hierarchy’ (i.e.  reduce, 
reuse and recycle) 

 minimising embodied carbon 

 promoting human and ecological health. 
 
Given that London 2012 is a future event, no quantitative evidence is yet available of waste being 
prevented through these initiatives.   
 
 
Box 4: London 2012 Olympic Games development 

 
 
 

                                                           
a
 Personal communication between Oakdene Hollins and LOCOG   

Waste prevention has been evident in the preparations for the London 2012 Olympic and Paralympic 
Games.  While landfill diversion is a priority - LOCOG, the organising committee, has the objective of 
sending ‘zero waste to landfill’ – several measures have been taken to reduce the waste arising in the first 
place.  For instance, LOCOG favours the leasing of temporary venues and other elements to limit the 
volume of material needing to be disposed of after the Games.  These include seating, tented and modular 
buildings, flooring, fencing, furniture, signage, tensile fabrics, cabling and pipework.  Where new 
permanent developments are needed, off-site manufacturing has been adopted with construction 
materials and products for bridges and structural frames procured in pre-assembled form.  Particular 
construction and fixing methods are also prescribed by LOCOG to facilitate disassembly and maximise the 
options for reuse or recycling.  Finally, LOCOG’s Sustainable Sourcing Code required that, where 
practicable, all packaging and products could be reused, recycled or recovered and certain hazardous 
materials (e.g. PVC with heavy metal additives) avoided. Suppliers and licensees were also expected to 
calculate the carbon impact of their products and services.  
 
Business Benefits 

 Quantitative evidence is not yet available on the amount of waste that LOCOG has avoided through 
these initiatives and the financial costs saved, but the figures are likely to be impressive.   

 
Drivers 

 Although LOCOG had already pledged to divert 90% of construction refuse from landfill, its ambition 
was further boosted by WRAP’s Halving Waste to Landfill commitment which it signed up to in 2009.  
LOCOG wanted to demonstrate it was part a much bigger government initiative and to show 
leadership. 

 
Key Elements for Success 

 LOCOG clearly set out its intentions in Towards a one planet 2012, the sustainability plan it published 
in 2009.   

 Given the scale of the Olympic development, the organisers were in a strong position to put pressure 
on a range of suppliers to prevent waste in their activities.  LOCOG saw its Sustainable Sourcing Code 
and Materials Policy as an opportunity to inspire change and catalyse industry innovation.  

 LOCOG helped develop a new standard: BS 8901 Sustainability Management Systems for Events – 
which in turn guides preparations for the Games. 
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3.5 Mixed Approaches 

Some evidence is available of commitments and voluntary agreements driving mixed approaches to 
waste prevention.  The Carrier Bag Commitments are a noteworthy and successful example combining 
the following approaches: 
 

 waste minimisation: simply issuing fewer carrier bags 

 clean operations: replacing single-use bags with reusable bags 

 green products: redesign of carrier bags to use less material (and also greater recycled content). 
 
Two Carrier Bag Commitments have been implemented: 
 

 25% Commitment: to reduce the environmental impact of carrier bags by 25% by the end of 2008 
(against a 2006 baseline).  This was target was exceeded, with a 40% reduction achieved through 
reducing the number of carrier bags issued, increasing recycled content and reducing carrier bag 
weight (27).   
 

 50% Commitment: to cut the number of single-use carrier bags issued by 50% by spring 2009 
(against a 2006 baseline).  This target was narrowly missed, with a 48% reduction in single-used 
carrier bags achieved (27), although a 56% reduction in weight in single-use bags was achieved 
(3,859 tonnes) and virgin polymer content fell by 65% (26). 

 
A number of retailers report the specific actions they undertook in response to the Commitments:  
 

 ASDA has a 1,200% increase in the sale of reusable bags and reduced carrier bag use by 500,000. 

 Somerfield introduced a smaller size with 40% less material and cut carrier bags use by 44%. 

 Sainsbury’s trained 100,000 staff to talk about the issue of carrier bags, and increased recycled 
content to 50% from 33%. 

 Tesco removed 3 billion bags from circulation and 50% of customers choose bagless delivery from 
Tesco.com. 

 the Co-operative Group reports successful regional initiatives, with West Yorkshire reducing the 
number of bags given away by 78%, Midcounties ceasing issue of free plastic bags (replaced by 
cotton) and Plymouth and South West reducing the volume of standard bags by 60%. 

 Waitrose removed carrier bags from view at checkouts, increased sales of ‘bags for life’ by 1100% 
and reduced the number of carrier bags given out by 45-60%. 

 
Table 8 summarises evidence for mixed approaches driven by commitments and voluntary agreements. 
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Table 8: Summary of mixed approaches evidence 
Category Supported Description Outcomes Ref 

ID 

Carrier Bag 
Commitments 

WRAP ASDA: Sell more reusable bags 
Issue fewer non-reuseable bags 

Sales of reusable bags up 1,200% 
Carrier bag use down 500,000 

(49) 
(50) 

WRAP Sainsbury’s: Trained staff to talk to 
customers 
Increased recycled content 

100,000 staff trained 
Recycled content to 50% (from 33%) 

(50) 

WRAP Somerfield: Introduce smaller sizes 
Issue fewer non-reuseable bags 

40% less material in smaller size 
Carrier bag issuing down 44% 

(49) 
(50) 

WRAP Tesco: Issue fewer non-reuseable bags 
Provide bagless delivery options 

Carrier bag use down by 3 billion 
50% of online customers chose 
bagless option 

(50) 

WRAP Co-operative: Issue fewer non-
reuseable bags 

West Yorkshire reduced by 78% 
Midcounties ceased free plastic bags 
South West reduced by 60%. 

(50) 

WRAP Waitrose: Remove carrier bags from 
view 
Issue fewer non-reusable bags 

‘Bags for life’ sales up by 1,100% 
Reduced by 45-60% 

(50) 

Sources: Collated by Oakdene Hollins/Brook Lyndhurst 

 
 
 

3.6 Hazard reduction 

A good range of evidence has been found that commitments and voluntary agreements help prevent 
hazardous waste:  
 

 In 2004, the UK Chemical Industries Association (CIA) launched “new guiding principles and goals for 
sustainable development” which included a commitment “by 2010, to achieve a 25 per cent overall 
reduction in hazardous waste, a 20 per cent reduction in water use, and 11 per cent improvement in 
energy efficiency; together with a significant reduction in our environmental burden” (16 p. 134).  
The CIA’s initiative is part of Responsible Care©, “a self-imposed commitment by chemical 
companies worldwide under the auspices of the International Council of Chemical Associations 
(ICCA)” (16 p. 134).  The specific actions triggered by this commitment  - and their outcomes - are 
not known, although the CIA’s website reports that “The latest Environment Agency Spotlight 
Report, published in September 2008, showed that 98% of chemical sites were high scoring in 
environmental achievement and that we continue year on year reductions in our emissions of 
pollutants into air and water.  The total waste produced and landfilled has reached an all time low 
and the proportion of waste recovery has increased” (51). 

 

 One of objectives of the Clean Texas 2000 Program initiated by the Texas Natural Resource 
Conservation Commissioners in 1992 with 76 charter members was to “Achieve a 50% reduction in 
releases of hazardous waste and toxic chemical releases reported in Texas by the year 2000” (13). 
The program “eventually covered 195 facilities, all of which achieved the reduction goal in 1997” 
(14). 

 

 Hazard reduction has been an objective in the preparations for London 2012 Olympic Games.  As 
well as committing to zero waste to landfill, the organising body LOCOG requires suppliers of PVC to 
demonstrate that the material “has been manufactured in accordance with the ECVM [European 
Council of Vinyl Manufacturers] Industry Charter for the Production of VCM [vinyl chloride 
monomer] and PVC”.  The Charter requires that the material is made with minimal toxic impacts and 
its non-recycled content contains no “lead, mercury or cadmium stabilisers” (17).  In addition, 
LOCOG “decided, as a matter of choice, to use reasonable endeavours to procure PVC which is 
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produced using non-phthalate plasticisers”.  This is a valid example of waste prevention as the 
agency is with the procurer.  LOCOG stresses that the stipulations are in addition to the requirement 
that “all chemicals used in the production of PVC must be registered or pre-registered for use under 
the REACH regulations with the European Chemical Agency”.  Additional LOCOG conditions 
regarding minimum recycled content and take-back schemes for the PVC are also set out, but are 
beyond the scope of WR1403.   

 

 Some retailers (such as M&S) have committed to phasing out PVC altogether from their packaging 
and products (52 p. 62). 

 

 Global consumer and office products manufacturer 3M, which sets itself “tough operational targets” 
every five years as part of its Pollution Prevention Pays (3P) programme, developed “Super Sticky 
notes” after assessing the lifecycle impacts of its famous Post ItTM notes.  The new product uses a 
water- rather than solvent-based adhesive which both “improves factory safety as it eliminates the 
risk of explosions and fires caused by solvents” and “overcomes the issue of recycling/disposing of 
the solvent afterwards” (32). 

 

 As part of an in-house commitment to reduce prevent waste, the automotive company Toyota 
reduced the release of hazardous volatile organic compounds by 70% to 20g/m2 of paint surface 
(43). 
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4 Behavioural Aspects 

4.1 Attitudes 

The evidence presented here suggests that businesses generally have a favourable attitude towards 
commitments and voluntary agreements which are preferred to more confrontational approaches such 
as regulation and financial disincentives.  This is especially the case for companies which apparently have 
a positive attitude towards the environment as evidenced in CSR reports (see Section 4.2).  However, 
voluntary approaches may be less attractive for small and medium-sized enterprises (SMEs). Smaller 
firms facing resource constraints may be less inclined to investigate the business benefits of involvement 
such as cost reductions (2).  Indeed, they may even perceive that signing up could place them at a 
disadvantage with respect either to competitors who do not (53), or to competitors that do sign but are 
less committed and “free ride on the back of successes accruing through the efforts and enthusiasm of 
more determined participants” (2 p. 10).  The same applies to other voluntary interventions such as 
standards and labelling (see L2m4-1: Standards and L2m4-2: Labelling).  This was supported by ESRC-
funded research published in 2004 on the response of SMEs such as restaurants or construction 
companies to environmental pressures which concluded that “*v+oluntary environmental action will 
obviously be resisted if owner managers think there is a chance that it will adversely affect their firm’s 
competitiveness” (6 p. 52).  The authors advocate regulation including environmental taxes as the only 
way to effect change within the SME sector.  By contrast, additional regulation is reported as 
burdensome by small businesses which are often less well equipped to adapt than their large 
competitors.  Moreover, evidence suggests that many SMEs fail to comply with existing environmental 
rules (see L2m5-2: Food & Drink Sector) so the effectiveness of additional legislation would be 
questionable.   
 
 

4.2 Motivators 

The following factors appear to motivate businesses to sign up to commitments and voluntary 
agreements:  
 

 CSR and pre-existing targets 

 policy involvement 

 customer pressure 

 financial savings 

 regulation. 
 
 
CSR and pre-existing targets 
Companies seem especially likely to participate in commitments and voluntary agreements if the 
objectives align with in-house CSR aims, pre-existing commitments or a general positive attitude towards 
environmental protection.  For example, a 2005 survey found that the majority of signatories perceived 
the MGPCa “as a facilitation service that helps organisations achieve CSR and environmental goals set at 
corporate levels, often due to regulatory pressures”.  Moreover, for most respondents the MGPC 
complemented established environmental initiatives: “Only 15% of respondents reported that joining the 
MGPC helped them to kick-start work on environmental / recycling issues” (12 p. 4).  Likewise, a 2010 
WRAP report featuring 34 case studies on waste reduction by Courtauld Commitment Phase 1 signatories 
identifies a positive environmental attitude, often evidenced by a company’s existing CSR agenda, as 

                                                           
a
 The original MGPC was focused on promoting products and materials with a high recycled content so was not within the scope of waste prevention.  In 

addition, it differs from most commitments in not specifying a time limit for results.  However, the Code is nevertheless considered here because of the 
general insights it can offer.  Moreover, the MGPC has since been expanded to encompass a broader range of environmental objectives. 
(http://www.greenprocurementcode.co.uk/?q=node/75) 

http://www.greenprocurementcode.co.uk/?q=node/75
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motivating participation (28).  CSR was also cited as a driver behind ASDA Wal-Mart’s own in-house 
commitment to reduce packaging by 25% the end of 2008 (28). 
 
The specific sector or nature of the business can motivate companies to make or join commitments.  For 
instance, Mountain Equipment Co-op, a Canadian retailer of outdoor gear, cites “interdependent 
principles” such as “the planet has a limited carrying capacity and we are all dependent on a healthy, 
functioning biosphere” as underlying its “commitment to reducing and recycling solid wastes” (21 p. 23).  
This ambition would fit well with the interests of its customers (or ‘members’ as they are called) who it 
views as “stewards of the natural environment”.  The same concerns drove the waste prevention 
commitments made by the Banff Fairmont Hotel, also in Canada, which is located in a region whose 
“population is highly sensitive to environmental matters” (21 p. 48). 
 
The food and drink manufacturer and caterer apetito, which is a signatory to Courtauld Commitment and 
also has a number of internal targets, stated in 2009 that the “company was firmly founded on socially 
responsible values.  Sustainability takes that commitment forward today” (40 p. 3). 
 
 
Policy involvement 
The importance of a company perceiving itself as aligning itself with national waste policy is sometimes 
suggested as a motivating factor for participation.  In the 2010 WRAP report on the outcomes of the 
Courtauld Commitment Phase 1, the retailer Boots states: “Working in partnership with WRAP through 
the Courtauld Commitment has enabled us to ensure our approach is aligned with national strategy” (28).  
Similarly, in 2009 LOCOG signed up to WRAP’s Halving Waste to Landfill commitment even though, two 
years before, it had already pledged to divert 90% of construction refuse from landfill.  The Olympic 
Delivery Authority’s Head of Sustainable Development and Regeneration revealed that it was very 
important “to show we’re part of a much bigger government initiative to work with the whole of the 
construction industry to really push this forward …  it demonstrates our support for headline government 
targets on construction waste.  And it demonstrates our leadership in waste management as a client” (10 
p. 18). 
 
 
Customer pressure 
Closely linked with CSR, are demands from customers on companies to prevent waste.  For example, the 
retailer Marks & Spencer, a signatory to the Courtauld Commitment and a champion of its own Plan A, 
states that “we understand that our customers still want to buy beautiful looking gifts, just with less 
packaging and we are making it easy for them to do this” (28).  Waitrose echoed this view: “Reducing 
packaging is important to our customers…” (28).  Consumer pressure was also cited as a motivator for 
signatories by the chief executive of WRAP who was speaking during the 2007-8 Session of the House of 
Lords Science and Technology Committee on Waste Reduction (54 p. 82).   
 
However, in evidence to the same Session, the director of Industry Council for Packaging and the 
Environment (INCPEN), suggested that the Courtauld Commitment may not have gone far enough in 
communicating its successes to the customer.  While the voluntary initiative “had been relatively 
successful at working with retailers to reduce packaging for food and drinks, one of its failings was that it 
had not addressed consumer concerns adequately … the consumer needs just one example of excessive 
packaging to jump from the particular and say all packaging is a waste of resources” (54 p. 52). 
 
According to a 2005 case study on 3M’s Pollution Prevention Pays (3P) programme which includes 
“tough” waste prevention targets, customers are a key driver as they “have told 3M’s sales staff that 
environmentally responsible products are important for their reputation” (32). 
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Financial savings 
Some evidence suggest that signatories are motivated by the opportunity to make money or save costs.  
For instance, as the module L2m5-4: Retail Sector notes that for many examples of innovation (e.g. light-
weighting, reusable transit packaging) which have been triggered by commitments, the financial savings 
are clearly reported.  The “realisation that cost savings were involved” and “the opportunity to be 
innovative throughout the supply chain” were cited by the chief executive of WRAP as motivators for 
signatories to the Courtauld Commitment (54 p. 82).  Similarly, discussing its Plan A, the retailer Marks & 
Spencer reports that it has generated £50 million of additional profit (55) by acting as a “unique selling 
point” for the company, enabling it to differentiate itself from its competitors.   
 
Further evidence comes from the construction sector: a senior manager at contractor Willmott Dixon 
which has committed to sending zero waste to landfill by 2012 reports that the “clinching factor” was the 
opportunity to save more than £10 million per year in skip costs, materials and labour (10 pp. 6-8).  A 
2005 report on the MGPC states that “generally, signatories are, or will be, interested in the MGPC if they 
see a benefit from being involved.  This benefit is ultimately financial: either directly through cost savings 
or indirectly through enhanced corporate reputation … It is not necessarily the case that signatories have 
to achieve both these elements of financial benefit simultaneously but it is the case that potential 
signatories must be convinced of one or both of these benefits before committing to join the scheme” 
(12 p. 40). 
 
 
Regulation 
Although, commitments are by definition voluntary, the threat of new laws being introduced is 
important.  A 2003 paper on voluntary initiatives lists as an incentive “the fear that increased regulation 
will force certain steps to be taken in the future” (2 p. 9).  For the Carrier Bag Commitment, the 
alternative of taxation and legislation (e.g. a ban) was apparently the primary motivator (56), with 
sectoral pressure from the BRC and the Landfill Tax additional drivers (57).  Further evidence comes from 
the 2007-8 Session of the House of Lords Science and Technology Committee on Waste Reduction during 
which a WRAP representative remarked that signatories to the Courtauld Commitment “probably wanted 
to make sure that the Government did not intervene and put in more legislation, so they felt they needed 
to be seen to be doing something as well” (54 p. 82). 
 
 

4.3 Barriers 

The following factors act as barriers to businesses signing up to commitments and voluntary agreements:  
 

 customer perception and risk to sales 

 lack of effective and independent monitoring  

 lack of expertise 

 financial cost. 
 
 
Customer perception and risk to sales 
The risk of generating a negative customer perception could be a potential barrier to signing up to a 
commitment depending on the nature of the actions required.  For instance, some signatories to the 
Courtauld Commitment were nervous about light-weighting packaging in case it was equated by the 
customer with a lower quality product.  In the event, this did not emerge as a serious problem.  The retail 
chain the Co-operative Group commented: “Our involvement [in the Courtauld Commitment] proves that 
it is possible for packaging to be resource efficient, without compromising performance or consumer 
appeal” (28).  Similarly, the retailer Iceland stated that “*we+ managed to reduce our overall packaging 
waste even though sales have increased year on year…” (28).  The same message is reinforced by 
Sainsbury’s, noting that “achieving the optimum solution is sometimes challenging as it involves 
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balancing environmental concerns with customer requirements, as well as a range of other 
considerations” (28). 
 
 
Lack of effective and independent monitoring  
A 2005 survey report on the MGPC identified ineffective monitoring as a potential weakness.  The 
authors point out evidence was lacking as to whether actions taken by signatories necessarily resulted 
from their involvement in the Code.  Moreover, signatories found that quantifying data was generally 
difficult (12 p. 6).  Brook Lyndhurst, the consultancy conducting the research, pointed out that the MGPC 
- as then framed - permitted companies to join (albeit at a low level of engagement) and then not do 
anything which risked jeopardising “the kudos of the MGPC with potential signatories” (12 p. 7).  On the 
other hand the 2005 research found that a “major area of discontent amongst signatories [was] the 
reporting and monitoring process they have to go through once a year”.  
 
 
Lack of expertise 
It may be straightforward for an organisation to make a waste prevention commitment, but far more 
difficult actually to deliver it.  The skills and experience needed to redesign or streamline products and 
processes may be lacking.  For example, the 2005 report on the London Mayor’s MGPC notes that 
although brokers may be specialists in recycled-content products they need “a better understanding of 
the procurement process” (12 p. 27).  The skills gap – linked to a lack of resources - is perhaps most 
prevalent in SMEs which may explain the observation that they appear less to participate in voluntary 
agreements to prevent waste (2) (53). 
 
 
Financial cost  
The 2005 report on the London Mayor’s MGPC notes that “for companies to change their procurement 
practices there is often an administration cost” and points out the value of “the ‘hand-holding’ service 
provided by London Remade”  which “reduces or eliminates some of this cost” (12 p. 41). 
 
 

4.4 Enablers 

The following factors act as enablers to commitments and voluntary agreements:  
 

 engagement of sector leaders and trade associations 

 collaboration and networks 

 business support 

 communications, incentives and labelling 

 champions within an organisation 

 public sector leadership 

 levels of engagement 

 holistic approaches 

 business self-interest 

 independent and regular monitoring. 
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Engagement of sector leaders and trade associations 
Perhaps the single most important factor underlying the success of a commitment is the active 
participation of leading companies in the sector.  For example, the involvement of a handful of multiple 
retailers (e.g. Tesco, Sainsbury’s etc.) in the Courtauld Commitment seems to have been crucial, 
especially when senior managers were engaged and waste prevention was incorporated into company 
KPIs (key performance indicators) (57).  Often these companies simply demand that suppliers change 
their practices in order to prevent waste.  However, sometimes the influence may be more subtle.  As 
discussed in L2m5-4: Retail Sector, prior to the Courtauld Commitment the suppliers (i.e. brand owners 
and manufacturers) rarely had their light-weighted products rejected by retailers.  The large retailers 
might in any case deny their power arguing that they themselves are ultimately driven by consumer 
demand (57).  
 
The engagement of trade associations in commitments is also an obvious enabler, not least as these 
bodies represent, and are typically strongly influenced by, the relevant sector’s largest firms.  For 
example, referring to its Halving Waste to Landfill commitment, WRAP viewed “the support of 
organisations like the RIBA [Royal Institute of British Architects] and the UKCG [UK Contractors Group] as 
a very good sign as they encourage their members to implement action” (10 p. 6).  Similarly, the BRC and 
Packaging and Film Association support for the Carrier Bag Commitment was cited as a success factor (27) 
(26).  It is striking that the FDF recently synchronised its own objectives with those of Phase 2 of the 
Courtauld Commitment.  As part of its “five-fold ambition, the trade association has a target to send zero 
food and packaging waste to landfill from 2015”.  In its 2010 Environmental Report, the FDF now pledges 
to align the scope of wastes covered in its target with those covered by Courtauld Commitment 2 (9) (see 
also L2m5-2: Food & Drink Sector).  Whether or not this support from the FDF will result in a net increase 
in waste prevention is too early to judge, but it seems likely.   
 
Further examples of the role of trade bodies include the DMA’s 2003 agreement with Defra which has 
significantly reduced the volume of unwanted ‘junk’ mail in the UK (see Section 3.1) (42) and support for 
the Ashdown Agreement on plasterboard waste from the Gypsum Products Development Association 
(20). 
 
 
Collaboration and networks 
According to a 2003 paper, “one of the most positive aspects of … *voluntary initiatives] lies in their core 
characteristic i.e. they focus on co-operation and consensus, not confrontation” (2 p. 8). 
 
Indeed, the opportunity for several companies to work together, sharing information, seems to be a key 
success factor.  For instance, the Courtauld Commitment signatory Waitrose notes that its “work with 
WRAP, the BRC and other retailers ... demonstrates the positive results that can be achieved through 
collaboration” (28).  To some extent this enabling factor overlaps with the engagement of sector leaders 
and trade associations discussed above.  The importance of cooperation is reinforced in a report on the 
MGPC which recommends enhancing the networking element of the Code (12 p. 18). 
 
 
Business support 
As Table 2 in Section 1 makes clear, publicly-funded delivery bodies are often behind commitments and 
voluntary agreements, particularly those applying to specific sectors and their supply chains.   
 
WRAP has been particularly active (e.g. Courtauld Commitment, Halving Waste to Landfill, Carrier Bag 
Commitments) and has gone further than merely setting targets and sitting back to see what happened.  
Signatories have been offered support in the form of workshops and events, web-based tools, case 
studies, supporting research and one-to-one guidance (10).  In evidence to the 2007-8 Session of the 
House of Lords Science and Technology Committee on Waste Reduction, the director of delivery body 
Envirowise remarked a reason for the success of the agreement was WRAP had been “following up with 
support and advice to the companies after they have signed up” (54 p. 82). 
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This support has been identified as an enabling factor by signatories.  For instance, the Co-operative 
Group retailer chain – a Courtauld signatory – states that WRAP’s “guidance and support has been 
extremely valuable to us” (28). 
 
This echoes the findings of 2005 research on the MGPC whose “most popular features … include one-to-
one advice, help with raising awareness and with finding suppliers” (12 p. 4).  Brook Lyndhurst, the 
research authors, observed that MGPC was “one of the few environmental business support services in 
London which goes beyond the advice element and take organisations through the implementation 
phase of their purchasing policy related to recycled products” (12 p. 5).  As discussed above (Section 4.3), 
the same report emphasises the importance of support from the delivery body London Remade in 
helping businesses reduce or eliminate the costs of signing up to the Code (12 p. 41). 
 
The Construction Resources and Waste Roadmap published by BRE in 2008, advocates voluntary 
agreements, suggesting that policy makers “build on what is already happening rather than take a 
separate path for resource efficiency … Business support can then be applied to help achieve industry-
agreed commitments.  This would result in greater buy-in, with support provided in a more structured 
and holistic way” (58 p. 32). 
 
The modules L2m4-7: Waste Minimisation Clubs and L2m4-8: Other Business Support provide more 
information in this area. 
 
 
Communications, incentives and labelling 
While considerable volumes of waste have undoubtedly been prevented as a result of the Courtauld 
Commitment Phase 1, this scheme did not work in isolation.  Some its success can also be attributed to 
the fact that it coincided with other interventions, especially the work WRAP has done over the same 
period with direct communication to households through its Love Food, Hate Waste campaign.   
 
Similarly, a 2003 report on a successful commitment made by the Public Works and Government Services 
Canada (PWGS), Quebec to reduce waste (albeit with a focus on recycling) concludes that communication 
is “undeniably the key for success” (21 p. 40).  The “first step [was] to inform and raise the awareness of 
employees regarding the program’s objectives and implementation process by stirring up feelings of 
curiosity and commitment” (21 p. 38).  Initiatives to stimulate participation included presentations 
hosted by “Reflex, the Environment Service’s racoon like mascot” and publicising deserving employees in 
the in-house bulletin and awarding prizes. 
 
ASDA, a signatory to the Carrier Bag Commitments, combined communications (e.g. in-store promotional 
materials, slogans, the retailer’s own radio channel and magazines, bulletin briefings, etc.) with incentives 
(e.g. stores with the highest and most improved bag reductions were rewarded) to promote, successfully, 
its reusable bags (see Section 3.5) (49).  Similarly, Tesco achieved a significant reduction in carrier bag use 
in part through the launch of its Green Clubcard Points scheme in August 2006 which rewards customers 
with points for reusing bags (50). 
 
As an incentive, the Clean Texas 2000 program initiated by the Texas Natural Resource Conservation 
Commissioners in 1992 used a logo to identify “environmentally conscious” companies.  The “program 
also *offered+ Governor's Awards for Environmental Excellence that … recognize outstanding efforts in 
the protection, improvement, restoration, or conservation of the Texas environment” (13 p. 278). 
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Champions within an organisation 
According to the 2003 PWGS report referred to above, the appointment of “Environmental Improvement 
Agents (EIAs)” was a notable success factor.  Among other functions, the EIAs were “responsible for 
raising employee awareness regarding waste material management” (21 p. 37). 
 
 
Public sector leadership 
As discussed above, the planning for the London 2012 Olympic Games has a strong focus on procurement 
aimed at driving high rates of material reuse and innovative waste prevention measures such as leasing 
of existing structures.  LOCOG’s sustainability plan includes a ‘Materials Policy’ as an “opportunity for 
sustainable procurement to inspire change, and a catalyst for industry innovation to occur” (18).  Its 
Sustainable Sourcing Code requires that, where practicable, all packaging and products sourced by 
suppliers and licensees can “be reused, recycled or recovered” (59).  More generally the Code expects 
suppliers and licensees to calculate the carbon impact of their products and services using a basic high-
level analysis or a full carbon footprint based on Publicly Available Specification 2050.a 
 
 
Levels of engagement 
In rare cases, would-be signatories are offered a choice of commitment level which can encourage more 
businesses to participate.  This was true for the MGPC: a 2005 survey found that the Code’s “four levels 
of engagement make it easy for organisations to join” (12 p. 5).  However, the progressive level of 
engagement was both a strength and a weakness “every organisation that signs up to the MGPC can 
remain a signatory indefinitely, regardless of their performance; there is no demotion mechanism in 
place.  The flip side of this is that there is currently no formal recognition for those organisations who are 
actively striving to improve their procurement practice”.  The authors recommend that a “formal, high-
profile system of rewards may be useful to enhance the impact of the MGPC” (12 p. 6). 
 
 
Holistic approaches 
Like other voluntary initiatives, commitments are likely to work best as part of a suite of interventions 
rather than in isolation.  A 2003 paper on SME environmental attitudes and participation in voluntary 
initiatives notes that the “majority of the published literature on the various forms of voluntary initiative 
recognise that they are likely to be most effective when utilised as one element of an overall package of 
policy measures aimed at reducing the environmental impact of businesses” (2 p. 4).  Similarly, a 2009 
research article argues that “it is no longer possible, and it is naïve, to rely on the extremes of voluntary 
environmental agreements or regulation and legislation to engage SMEs in environmental improvement.  
Intervention strategies to assist SMEs to engage in environmental improvement need to be holistic and 
designed for the specific category of SME being targeted” (53 p. 298). 
 
 
Business self-interest 
Voluntary initiatives are successful, contends a 2003 paper, when “the potential participants believe 
there to be sufficient benefits to make it worthwhile taking part.  Where there is no such business self-
interest, [voluntary initiatives] cannot reasonably be applied” (2 p. 9).  However, waste prevention as 
promoted through the commitments discussed above should always benefit a signatory (e.g. through 
reduced costs, better public image, networking opportunities, etc.).  This ‘win-win’ factor is thus arguably 
inherent in all commitments anyway. 
 
 
Independent and regular monitoring 
Evidence suggests that voluntary initiatives should be closely monitored and reviewed when necessary.  
The Chartered Institution of Wastes Management (CIWM) told the 2007-8 Session of the House of Lords 

                                                           
a
 PAS 2050 is a voluntary specification developed by the British Standards Institution to assess the life cycle greenhouse gas emissions of goods and services. 
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Science and Technology Committee on Waste Reduction that Site Waste Management Plans (SWMPs) for 
the construction sector had previously been optional, but when the industry failed to adopt them, the 
SWMPs became mandatory.  The Government must “be prepared to replace them with enforceable 
alternatives if necessary”, advised the CIWM (29 p.  82).  Regarding the Carrier Bag Commitment, the 
then Parliamentary Under Secretary of State at Defra also “recognised the need to monitor such 
voluntary agreements, saying that ‘unless there is sufficient progress made on a voluntary basis … we will 
legislate in secondary legislation next year to produce a charge … so that we would oblige those who 
wished to distribute single-use bags to make a charge for them’” (29 p.  82).   
 
A 2010 paper cites independent assessment of ‘business as usual’ baselines, regular monitoring, publicly 
available information on the agreement and the performance of signatories, and regular reviews and 
updating of action plans as “desirable features” of voluntary agreements (1 p. 6). 
 
 
Other enablers 
In addition to the success factors discussed above, a 2010 paper on voluntary agreements recommends a 
number of Best Practice design features (Table 9). 
 
 
Table 9: ‘Best Practice’ design features for commitments and voluntary agreements 
Design feature Reason 

Adequate and consistent 
funding 

Sufficient funds need to be committed to run the program for its lifetime, for credibility, 
maintaining industry relationships and removal of a perceived industry barrier. 

Collaborative relationship 
with industry 

Provides credibility and trust with key ‘players’ at the implementation phase and allows 
focus on ‘at risk’ industry sectors. 

Single sector program focus Allows appropriate initiatives and inclusion of specific sector information and resources 
providing added value to the industry involved. 

Setting credible goals Credible targets need to be established from current practices and agreed upon, to 
allow participants and authorities to evaluate progress. 

Info-regulation and resources 
available 

Shows commitment to industry, provides a conduit for information dissemination 
(codes of practice and guidelines) allowing technological or competitive advantage to 
be maintained. 

Threat of credible 
enforcement 

Provides a backstop for the program, maintains credibility and motivates some 
participants to achieve. A transitional leniency component for some participants is 
required. 

Regular and credible 
monitoring 

Essential for tracking performance improvements, retaining credibility and level playing 
field for participants. Potential to invite a third party to maintain consistency. 

Visible participant benefits Provides an incentive to prospective sites and industry sectors to participate and a 
marketable feature for the instigating authority. 

Transparent provision of 
program results 

Provides validity for the program and all parties involved to interested or associated 
stakeholders. 

Source: (1) 
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5 Conclusions 

5.1 Learning 

 Since the 1990s, a large number of commitments and voluntary agreements have been launched 
with relevance to waste, but few explicitly target waste prevention.  Generally, the commitments 
focus on landfill diversion, with prevention an incidental outcome – this despite signatory companies 
and government bodies emphasising the importance of the ‘waste hierarchy’. 

 

 There is evidence that commitments have resulted in some hazardous waste prevention. Evidence 
is good for commitments driving waste minimisation, clean operations and green products 
approaches, but very few examples were found of product/service innovation.   

 

 Many of the examples come from the following three commitments:   
 

 the FDF’s Five Fold Ambition,  

 the Courtauld Commitment and  

 WRAP’s Halving Waste to Landfill.   
 

However, good evidence of waste prevention has also been found as a result of other commitments 
made both in the UK and overseas.  Although most commitments have been developed by 
government bodies - often in close collaboration with trade associations, many unilateral or in-
house commitments have been made (e.g. M&S Plan A).   

 

 Businesses appear generally favourable to commitments and voluntary agreements as a waste 
prevention intervention – although this may be less true for SMEs.  Key motivators for businesses 
include CSR and customer pressures, a desire to engage with national policy, the opportunity to 
make financial savings and the implicit “threat” of legislation should they refuse to participate.  Few 
barriers to involvement were found except perhaps a lack of capability within individual companies 
to fulfil their commitments.  In terms of behavioural aspects, the much of the evidence centred on 
enablers: key success factors included the engagement of sector leaders and relevant trade 
associations.  

 

 WRAP’s engagement with the retail sector is notable, particularly in its support of the Courtauld 
Commitment.  The latter has resulted in numerous examples of waste reduction through packaging 
re-design.   

 
 

5.2 Insights 

Commitments and voluntary agreements appear to be successful because they adopt an inclusive, non-
confrontational approach to delivering change while at the same time ‘keeping the door open’ for 
legislation.  The implicit threat of regulation can motivate companies to sign up to commitments.  
However, the fact that signatories with an eye on their public image can claim that they are acting 
voluntarily rather than as a result of regulatory pressure is a powerful driver for their involvement.  In 
addition, companies use their own initiative and skills to deliver the necessary innovations rather having 
to follow prescribed measures, which provides valuable material for CSR reports.    
 
Commitments and voluntary agreements have been most successful in industries where a few large 
companies dominate the sectors and can drive change across entire supply chains.  (Please refer to L2m4-
3: Procurement for more information).  Commitments are perhaps therefore most likely to work when 
applied to other sectors and products with similar structural conditions.  Larger players seem more 
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inclined to act in unison as they have greatest power and opportunities to cut waste in their own 
operations and elsewhere in the supply chain.  Smaller companies appear less likely to sign up for 
commitments or indeed respond to any forms of voluntary intervention.  However, change is still likely in 
smaller firms, albeit at a slower pace, as an indirect result of the engagement of the sector leaders.  By 
contrast, additional regulation might be viewed as burdensome by businesses, particularly smaller ones 
which are often less well equipped to adapt than their large competitors.   
 
Signatories tend to underplay the financial motives for signing up to commitments as public statements 
to this effect could undermine the public relations value of their involvement. However, few if any of the 
commitments reviewed in this report would result in a net financial loss to a signatory.  It is probable that 
commitments would be less successful if this were the case. 
 
The regular independent monitoring of a commitment is important, but this needs to be balanced as too 
onerous an auditing regime may dissuade companies from joining or persevering with a commitment. 
 
Once established, the most successful commitments seem to ‘take on a life of their own’ with more and 
more businesses signing up.  A 2005 report on the MGPC predicted that as more signatories were 
attracted to the MGPC “it would gain further momentum and kudos” with potential signatories joining 
“to avoid being ‘left out’, leaving their competitors with a competitive advantage.”  Brook Lyndhurst, the 
paper’s author, recommends “concentrating on attracting those parties most interested in the issues” 
with companies more resistant to the MGPC being “drawn in over the longer term” (12 p. 41).  This 
recommendation would apply more generally to any commitment. 
 
 

5.3 Research Gaps 

 Valuable insights are likely when results of Courtauld Commitment Phase 2, launched in March 
2010, become available.  In addition to taking a whole supply chain approach, Phase 2 moves away 
from solely weight-based targets and examines carbon impact (9). 
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Oakdene Hollins Ltd and Brook Lyndhurst Ltd believe the content of this report to be correct as at the date of writing.  The opinions 
contained in this report, except where specifically attributed, are those of Oakdene Hollins Ltd and Brook Lyndhurst Ltd.  They are based 
upon the information that was available to us at the time of writing.  We are always pleased to receive updated information and opposing 
opinions about any of the contents. 
 
The listing or featuring of a particular product or company does not constitute an endorsement by Oakdene Hollins or Brook Lyndhurst, 
and we cannot guarantee the performance of individual products or materials.  This report must not be used to endorse, or suggest 
Oakdene Hollins’ or Brook Lyndhurst’s endorsement of, a commercial product or service. 
 
All statements in this report (other than statements of historical facts) that address future market developments, government actions and 
events, may be deemed "forward-looking statements".  Although Oakdene Hollins and Brook Lyndhurst believe the outcomes expressed in 
such forward-looking statements are based on reasonable assumptions, such statements are not guarantees of future performance: actual 
results or developments may differ materially.  Factors that could cause such material differences include emergence of new technologies 
and applications, changes to regulations, and unforeseen general economic, market or business conditions. 
 
We have prepared this report with all reasonable skill, care and diligence within the terms of the contract with the client.  Although we 
have made every reasonable effort to ensure the accuracy of information presented in this report, neither Oakdene Hollins nor Brook 
Lyndhurst can expressly guarantee the accuracy and reliability of the estimates, forecasts and conclusions herein.  Factors such as prices 
and regulatory requirements are subject to change, and users of the report should check the current situation.  In addition, care should be 
taken in using any of the cost information provided as it is based upon specific assumptions (such as scale, location, context, etc.).  Clients 
should satisfy themselves beforehand as to the adequacy of the information in this report before making any decisions based on it. 
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