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Executive Summary

The rapid growth of grocery e-commerce following the COVID-19 pandemic has created
new challenges for retailers seeking to meet sustainability goals while maintaining
competitive service levels. At Sprouts Farmers Market, online sales have grown from
3% of business pre-pandemic to over 14% in recent years, increasing the environmental
impact of packaging used in home delivery and curbside pickup. Despite eliminating
single-use plastic and paper checkout bags in 2023 and replacing them with thicker,
reusable plastic bags made from 40% post-consumer recycled material, many
customers still discard these bags after a single use. This challenge is compounded by
the fragmented U.S. regulatory environment, where some states like California enforce
plastic bag bans, while others such as Arizona preempt local regulation, requiring
corporate policy to fill the gap.

This study, conducted in partnership with Sprouts Farmers Market, aims to understand
consumer attitudes, behaviors, and preferences toward sustainable packaging in
grocery delivery and to identify strategies for reducing reliance on plastic bags in e-
commerce. The research team examined existing industry practices, reviewed relevant
legislation, analyzed e-commerce sales data from 27,261 Instacart orders across 25
states, and conducted a customer survey with 319 respondents to capture demographic
insights, barriers to adoption, and preferred sustainable delivery models.

The survey revealed a highly educated, affluent, and predominantly female customer
base with strong environmental values but low awareness of Sprouts’ existing in-store
bag recycling program: 61% of respondents were unaware of it, and only 18% had ever
used it. While 58% of respondents consistently choose eco-friendly packaging when
available, cost remains a primary barrier to participation in sustainable delivery
programs, with nearly 40% unwilling to pay any premium. Customers ranked economic
incentives, such as loyalty points and discounts, as the strongest motivators for
adopting sustainable practices, above environmental messaging alone.

Analysis of e-commerce sales data revealed that 92.6% of deliveries currently include
bags by default, with customers having no direct control over packaging choices as
third-party shoppers make these decisions through delivery platforms. Bagless orders
occurred more frequently in store pickups than home deliveries. Demand is
concentrated in California, Florida, Texas, Arizona, and Colorado, suggesting priority
markets for targeted interventions. The survey results revealed that the most appealing
sustainable delivery models were recyclable cardboard box delivery (32.6%) and fabric
bags with store credit upon return (31%), while high-effort return systems, such as
reusable crates, had minimal appeal (7.8%).



However, several limitations must be acknowledged. The survey sample was limited to
319 respondents, heavily skewed toward a highly educated, affluent, and predominantly
female customer base concentrated in the South and West regions. This demographic
profile may not fully reflect the diversity of Sprouts’ national customer base, and results
may overrepresent the attitudes of more sustainability-conscious shoppers. In addition,
while the survey captured stated preferences and self-reported behaviors, it did not
directly measure actual purchasing or bag-return actions, which may differ from
reported intentions due to social desirability bias or practical constraints.

Further research with a larger, more demographically representative sample would
strengthen the generalizability of findings. Complementary qualitative methods, such as
interviews or focus groups, could also reveal deeper motivations, perceptions, and
logistical factors influencing participation in sustainable delivery programs. As the
results show that customers are more likely to engage when initiatives are visible,
convenient, and paired with economic rewards, targeted education, in-app prompts,
promotional campaigns, and competitive pricing for preferred sustainable options are
recommended to increase adoption.
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Introduction

The COVID-19 pandemic accelerated the adoption of home delivery and curbside
pickup services in the grocery sector. Although many of the adaptations from that
period, such as senior shopping hours, have since reverted to business as usual, e-
commerce remains a service that many shoppers continue to use and one that retailers
are eager to keep profiting from. At Sprouts Farmers Market, e-commerce grew from
just 3% of business pre-pandemic to over 14% in recent years (M. DiLalla, as cited in [J.
Dobrow], personal communication, April 2025). However, this convenience, along with
its public health benefits, such as limited exposure to viruses, has come at a cost,
introducing new sustainability challenges for both retailers and consumers (Sprouts
Farmers Market, 2024). Committed to expanding its sustainability efforts, Sprouts
Farmers Market faces the challenge of improving their e-commerce services while
maintaining a level of service competitive with mainstream retailers, including offering
plastic bags in regions without plastic bag bans.

Plastic bags pose a significant threat to both the environment and human health. As
reviewed by Sorensen, Kanwar, and Jovanovic¢ (2023), plastic is now found across
virtually all ecosystems, including rivers, lakes, coastlines, deep-sea sediments, and
even Arctic sea ice. The smallest forms of plastic, microplastics (MPs) and nanoplastics
(NPTs), are especially concerning. Due to limitations in current measurement
techniques, the actual quantity of these particles is likely underestimated, yet their
presence is widespread and growing. Microplastics have already been detected in
everyday foods such as salt, honey, beer, and commercial fish, raising concerns about
chronic human exposure. While long-term health effects are not yet fully understood,
the study highlights that mammals exposed to plastic contaminants have developed
tumors, and plastic waste continues to infiltrate both aquatic and terrestrial food chains.

One of the key challenges with plastic bags is that they often fall through regulatory
gaps. No single federal agency assumes full responsibility for its toxicological oversight.
For example, the EPA does not proactively regulate plastic polymers, and the FDA only
becomes involved when plastics are used for food contact (Sorensen et al., 2023). This
fragmented approach results in inconsistent oversight and weak enforcement, allowing
plastic bags to remain in circulation despite known environmental harms.

These issues are compounded by the regulatory fragmentation across the U.S. Some
cities and states have banned single-use plastic bags or imposed fees. In contrast,
others have no restrictions or even preempt local governments from passing such laws.
This patchwork of regulation makes it difficult for companies like Sprouts Farmers
Market, which operates across multiple states, to develop a consistent and sustainable
packaging policy, particularly within their online grocery delivery and pickup options.
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Additionally, increased packaging waste, including a surplus of reusable bags that
began accumulating before the pandemic, has raised concerns about resource use and
environmental impact, prompting calls for more sustainable delivery practices.

This project investigates how grocery chains can evolve to be more environmentally
sustainable without compromising service quality or consumer satisfaction, particularly
how they can reduce or eliminate customers’ reliance on free plastic bags in e-
commerce or at the cash register. The central research questions explore what
consumers want, which behaviors they might be willing to change, what the industry
currently offers, and what innovations might shape the future of sustainable grocery
delivery.

Sustainability in the context of home delivery involves a range of concerns and
opportunities, including the use of biodegradable or reusable packaging, the
implementation of closed-loop recycling systems, and legislative actions targeting
plastic waste. State-level bans on single-use plastic bags and varying enforcement
mechanisms across the U.S. highlight both the progress and fragmentation of current
policy (Wang et al., 2022). For example, California has implemented a statewide ban,
while many other states prohibit local governments from enacting such ordinances
(Wang et al., 2022). These regulatory inconsistencies present challenges for companies
like Sprouts that operate across state lines.

In this project, we evaluate Sprouts’ current practices, compare them with industry
benchmarks, and analyze consumer perspectives through literature reviews, data
review, as well as education coupled with customer surveys. Our goal is to provide
actionable recommendations for Sprouts to align its growing e-commerce operations
with sustainability goals while maintaining customer satisfaction and operational
feasibility. Additionally, the report offers recommendations for transitioning to a plastic-
bag-free system, emphasizing retailer adjustments and best practices for consumers,
industry stakeholders, and policymakers.

Sprouts Farmers Market

Sprouts Farmers Market is a national grocery retailer headquartered in Phoenix,
Arizona, with a mission centered on promoting health and well-being through access to
fresh, natural, and organic food. The company traces its roots back to 1943, beginning
as a produce stand, and has since evolved into a prominent grocery chain. The first
Sprouts Farmers Market store opened in Chandler, Arizona, in 2002. Today, Sprouts
operates more than 410 stores across 23 states and employs approximately 31,000
team members. Despite its growth, the company remains committed to its original vision
of making healthy living accessible and affordable.
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Sprouts’ business model emphasizes community health, sustainability, and responsible
retail practices. Central to its community engagement efforts are three key grantmaking
programs: Impact Grants, Neighborhood Grants, and Healthy Communities Grants,
which support schools and nonprofit organizations to fund nutrition education, food
access, and wellness projects. These programs reflect the company’s belief that
grocery retailers can play a proactive role in addressing public health challenges at the
local level.

In terms of sustainability, Sprouts has articulated ambitious environmental goals and
demonstrated progress. The company is targeting a 25% reduction in carbon emissions
intensity (measured per square foot of operations) by 2033. It currently maintains a
landfill diversion rate of 71%, achieved in part through food recovery efforts that
redirected 71 million pounds of food through donation, animal feed, and composting
programs. Additionally, Sprouts recycled 1.6 million pounds of soft plastic bags and film,
and has prevented the use of 180 million single-use grocery bags through its
commitment to reusable alternatives (2024 Impact Report).

The 2024 Impact Report highlights further sustainability measures, particularly in
packaging innovations. By transitioning from non-recyclable waxed cardboard boxes to
reusable plastic containers that can be used up to 120 times, Sprouts prevented over
one million pounds of landfill waste in 2024. This change also supports a closed-loop
distribution system. Currently, 82% of Sprouts Brand primary packaging is recyclable,
and 35% of stores now offer home-compostable bags in produce, meat, and bulk
departments. Moreover, 75% of customer transactions either involve reusable bags or
no bags at all.

Sprouts also remains focused on promoting organic and local sourcing. Over 4,000
organic products are available in stores, accounting for 30% of total sales.
Approximately 20% of produce sales come from local growers, and the company has
reported a 27% increase in plant-based product sales in 2024, reflecting shifting
consumer preferences and reinforcing Sprouts’ position as a health-conscious,
sustainability-minded grocer.

Through its integrated approach to retail, Sprouts Farmers Market continues to advance
health, sustainability, and social impact, positioning itself as more than just a grocery
store but as a committed partner to the communities it serves.
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Current Analysis of Home Delivery Through DoorDash

In 2023, Sprouts committed to stopping the use of single-use plastic and paper bags.
Within that commitment, Sprouts eliminated over 200 million single-use plastic bags
from nationwide store circulation. Sprouts will offer customers stronger, reusable plastic
bags made from 40% post-consumer recycled material that are designed to be reused
at least 125 times. They will continue to provide customers with numerous other
reusable bag options for purchase. Sprouts will encourage customers to bring their
reusable bags by charging ten cents per reusable plastic bag.

The company has also stopped offering paper bags at checkout, as they are generally

not reusable and often not recycled (with 80% ending up in landfill). Additionally, paper
bags have a high environmental cost in terms of water, energy, and raw materials used
in their manufacture (Sprouts, 2023).

hat
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Figure 1: Mobile interface of the Sprouts Farmers Market app.
Reprinted with permission from a Sprouts Farmers Market
representative (personal communication, August 12, 2025).

Customers will place their home delivery order from the Sprouts App, which partners
with third-party delivery services such as DoorDash, Instacart, and Uber Eats to deliver
more than 15,000 Sprouts products directly to customers’ doorsteps. An order is placed
through the app, and a designated third-party shopper is assigned to pick up the
groceries, which are then delivered to a person’s front door within hours.

Sprouts has noted that many consumers are not returning or reusing the multiple-use
plastic bags; instead, they are throwing them in the landfills. They are also not looking at
the returnable bag options embedded within the app. This paper explores a more
sustainable model for Sprouts and promotes an educational campaign to encourage
consumers to adopt a more sustainable approach. The team has observed that in-store
app advertising is limited, and there are limited incentives to enable consumers to adopt


https://about.sprouts.com/press-release/sprouts-farmers-market-to-eliminate-single-use-plastic-bags-by-end-of-2023/
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a more sustainable approach. The paper’'s recommendations aim to increase consumer
interest in sustainability measures.

Carryout Grocery Bag Regulations

Carryout grocery bag (CGB) regulations typically fall into two main categories: bag bans
and bag fees. These policies aim to reduce plastic waste and environmental harm by
limiting the distribution or use of single-use grocery bags. However, evidence suggests
CGB regulations can produce mixed benefits. A study of four jurisdictions with CGB
legislation (Washington, D.C., Montgomery County (MD), San Luis Obispo County (CA),
Santa Clara County (CA)) found that while the policies effectively curbed single-use
grocery bag usage, they led to significant increases in the sales of small plastic trash
bags. Specifically, 4-gallon trash bag sales rose by 30 to 135 pounds per store per
month, and 8-gallon trash bag sales increased by 37 to 224 pounds per store per
month. In contrast, no significant changes were observed in the sales of larger trash
bag sizes (13 gallons or more). These findings indicate a substitution effect, wherein
consumers replace banned or restricted grocery bags with small trash bags, potentially
offsetting some of the intended environmental benefits of CGB regulations (Huang and
Woodward, 2022).

Additionally, research on CGB policies reveals notable differences in effectiveness
between taxes, rewards, and bans. Homonoff (2018) finds that a $0.05 tax on
disposable bags reduces usage by over 40%, while equivalent monetary rewards for
reusable bag use have little to no impact, highlighting the asymmetrical behavioral
response to losses versus gains. Similarly, Taylor and Villas-Boas (2016) show that
both plastic bag bans and paper bag fees significantly increase reusable bag use.
However, bans also lead to a sharp rise in paper bag consumption, potentially offsetting
environmental benefits.

The long-term efficacy of CBG policies is more complex. Dikgang et al. (2012), using
South African retailer data, found that a plastic bag levy curbs usage in the short term.
Still, its impact diminishes over time due to consumers’ inelastic demand. Taylor (2019)
quantifies the trade-offs: banning plastic bags results in a 50-million-pound reduction in
plastic CGBs, but also leads to a 12-million-pound increase in trash bag sales, again
suggesting substitution behavior. In addition to environmental trade-offs, CGB
regulations can impose non-monetary costs. Taylor (2020) reports that grocery bag
policies increase checkout and transaction durations by 3% and 10%, respectively,
primarily due to greater paper bag usage. A one-minute increase in transaction time
correlates with a 1.2% drop in customer return rates, indicating potential economic costs
for retailers.
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While carryout grocery bag regulations aim to cut down on plastic waste, the different
rules from one city to another often leave shoppers unsure about what to expect. This
confusion can lead to frustration at checkout and make it harder for stores to keep
transactions running smoothly (Wang, 2022). Retailers might need to spend more time
training staff, explaining policies to customers, and managing slower checkout lines, all
of which can increase operating costs. It is clear that without more consistent policies
and improved public communication, these regulations risk adding extra burdens on
both customers and businesses while producing mixed results for the environment.

Preemptive Bag Policies

While several states and municipalities across the U.S. have enacted bag bans or
plastic bag fees, efforts toward broader regulation are often undermined by state-level
preemption laws. As of October 31, 2024, 19 U.S. states have passed laws that prohibit
local governments from regulating plastic bags and related products, limiting
municipalities' ability to address plastic waste through policy (Wang, Belarmino, & Niles,
2025). This legal patchwork creates significant inconsistencies across the country,
making it more difficult for national retailers like Sprouts Farmers Market to adopt
uniform, sustainable practices.

S
1"5 >

]

B Statewide Plastic Bag Laws B Preemptions on Local Plastic Bag Ordinances * 99% of the state population lives
in counties that have enacted
Bl De Facto Statewide Plastic Bag Ban [l Preemptions on Local Plastic Bag Ban Only and ~ Plastic bag bans
Other Local Ordinances Enacted =
** State preemption expired on

B Local Plastic Bag Ordinances No Statutes December 8, 2021

Figure 2: The different ways that states are handling plastic bag-use by laws, bans, or preemptive
legislation. U.S. state-level plastic bag legislation and ordinances. Reprinted from Reducing plastic
waste through legislative interventions in the United States: Development, obstacles, potentials, and
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challenges by Q. Wang, A. Tweedy, & H. G. Wang, 2022, Sustainable Horizons, 2, Article 100013.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.horiz.2022.100013. Copyright 2022 by the Authors, published by Elsevier under
a Creative Commons license (CC BY).

Considering state-level legislation governing single-use carryout bags varies across the
United States, Arizona and California exemplify two divergent regulatory approaches.
This section will discuss the two political landscapes and what intervention opportunities
exist for Sprouts Farmers Market.

Arizona

Arizona Senate Bill 1241, enacted in 2015, establishes state preemption over local
regulation of “auxiliary containers,” broadly defined to include single-use and reusable
bags, boxes, beverage containers, and similar items. Under the statute, counties, cities,
and towns are prohibited from imposing taxes, fees, deposits, or other regulatory
requirements on such containers and may not require businesses to measure or report
energy use related to those containers. SB 1241 emerged in response to the growing
popularity of local environmental ordinances, such as bag fees or bans adopted in
places like Tucson and Phoenix, prompting the state to centralize regulatory authority.
Because SB 1241 makes the regulation of auxiliary containers a matter of statewide
concern and expressly bars municipal ordinances that would ban or tax single-use
bags, local policy levers (e.g., bag bans or bag fees) are infeasible in most Arizona
jurisdictions under current law. As such, SB 1241 constrains place-based interventions
that would rely on municipal authority and shifts the locus of possible regulatory change
to the state legislature or corporate policy.

For Sprouts Farmers Market (headquartered in Phoenix), this policy environment means
that voluntary corporate policy (e.g., eliminating single-use plastic bags at checkout,
instituting an in-store charge for bags, or providing alternatives) is the primary
mechanism for store-level behavior change unless or until the Arizona Legislature
amends state preemption. Sprouts Farmers Market has already announced corporate
actions to eliminate single-use plastic bags at checkout, demonstrating that private
policy can operate within, and partly substitute for, the constrained public policy
environment.

California

California Senate Bill 270, signed into law in 2014, enacted a statewide prohibition on
distributing single-use plastic carryout bags at most retail food vendors and mandated a
minimum charge for specific paper and reusable bags. SB 270 requires retailers to
provide only compliant recycled-paper or certified reusable bags at a minimum charge
of 10 cents, and to retain the fee to offset bag costs, education, or compliance efforts


https://doi.org/10.1016/j.horiz.2022.100013
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.horiz.2022.100013
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.horiz.2022.100013
https://www.thepacker.com/news/retail/sprouts-eliminate-single-use-plastic-bags-end-2023?utm_source=chatgpt.com

Page | 8

(not to be considered part of general revenue). The law also sets performance and
recycled-content standards for reusable bags. The Department of Resources, Recycling
and Recovery (CalRecycle) oversees bag certification, requiring independent third-party
verification of reusable bag standards and collecting certification documentation and
fees biannually.

Regarding compliance, CalRecycle is not the enforcement authority; enforcement relies
on local jurisdictions and the Attorney General. In addition, SB 270 imposes escalating
civil liability: $1,000 per day for first violations, $2,000 per day for second, and $5,000
per day for third and subsequent violations, enforceable by cities, counties, or the state.
The law preempted any local bag ordinances enacted after September 1, 2014, while
grandfathering existing local bans (e.g., city bans in San Francisco or Santa Monica).
Consequently, jurisdictions and retailers in California must comply with these statewide
requirements.

Because SB 270 creates a statewide regulatory floor (and in subsequent years,
California has tightened and extended those requirements), both state and local policy
levers can be used to reduce single-use bags further. The law prohibits lightweight
single-use plastic bags in many retail settings, requires retailers to meet bag-quality
standards, and mandates the sale of only certified reusable or recycled paper bags with
applicable bag charges collected and remitted. These requirements are enforced
through penalties, meaning compliance is not optional. For Sprouts Farmers Market
locations in California, this requires careful oversight of sourcing, pricing, point-of-sale
processes, and recordkeeping to remain in full compliance with state regulations.

The key distinction between the two states lies in how bag policies are determined and
enforced. California’s statewide ban is mandatory, uniformly applied, and supported by
enforcement mechanisms that require retailers like Sprouts Farmers Market to
implement specific processes to ensure compliance. Arizona prohibits local regulation
and imposes no statewide restrictions, leaving bag policy entirely to corporate
discretion. This difference reflects a broader national challenge, and when regulations
vary from state to state, customers encounter inconsistent experiences that can confuse
checkout and slow transactions, which affect satisfaction. For Sprouts Farmers Market,
operating under both frameworks requires operational consistency, balancing
environmental objectives and cost-effective compliance strategies.

The Evolution and Sustainability of Grocery Delivery
Services Post-2020

Since the onset of the COVID-19 pandemic in 2020, many countries have launched and
expanded grocery delivery services to meet increased consumer demand. These
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services, initially introduced out of necessity, have since become a staple for many
households. Their popularity surged during the pandemic and has remained consistent
in the post-pandemic era, primarily due to shifting consumer habits such as remote work
and the preference for the convenience of home delivery over in-store shopping.

Over the past five years, grocery retailers around the world have developed innovative
solutions to address the logistical and environmental challenges associated with home
delivery, such as minimum order amounts and new packaging materials. In the United
Kingdom, many supermarket chains have implemented subscription models, offering
premium features such as same-day delivery and member-exclusive discounts for
approximately $10 per month. Ocado, a leading online grocer, charges a nominal $0.10
bag deposit that is refunded when bags are returned during the next delivery.

Sustainability has also become a core consideration in these models. For example,
Iceland has invested in infrastructure to support a closed-loop system for plastic bag
reuse. Delivery vans are equipped with custom liners that store returned bags from
customers. These bags are brought back to distribution centers during daily deliveries
and are either reused or recycled based on their condition.

To maintain route efficiency, many grocery services impose order minimums. This
ensures deliveries are economically viable and reduces strain on delivery logistics. In
the U.K., a $40 minimum order is standard for home delivery. At the same time, Fresh
Food Market in Canada offers free delivery but encourages customers to place orders
of at least CAD 100 (~$218) to optimize delivery efficiency.

In the United States, both regional and national grocery chains have adapted their
delivery services to meet evolving consumer expectations. For instance, the Midwest-
based Hy-Vee utilizes third-party services including DoorDash and Instacart, for smaller
orders, quicker fulfillment, or when customers are not available to receive the delivery.
For larger or scheduled orders, Hy-Vee offers its subscription-based service, which
includes both home delivery and express pickup options for orders of $24.95 or more.
Customers can choose between a $99 annual fee or a $12.95 monthly fee, depending
on their delivery needs and preferences.

Japan has taken a regulatory approach to waste reduction. Since 2020, all retail
establishments, including supermarkets and convenience stores, have been required to
charge a minimum of ¥3 (~$0.02) per plastic bag to encourage reusable alternatives.
For grocery deliveries, a separate solution has been implemented: reusable plastic bags
or insulated containers are used and then collected during subsequent deliveries. These
containers are sanitized and reused, and even gel ice packs are returned and recycled,
significantly minimizing plastic waste in the delivery ecosystem.
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Consumer Purchasing Trends at Sprouts

To provide preliminary insight into consumer purchasing patterns relevant to single-use
bag interventions, the team first analyzed a dataset of 27,261 Instacart orders placed
between January 10 and January 17, 2025, across 25 U.S. states at Sprouts Farmers
Market stores.! By examining transactional data from Sprouts alongside ZIP code-level
area income information from the U.S. Census (U.S. Census Bureau, 2024), the data
analysis identifies key trends in order volume, sales revenue, fulfillment methods, and
product preferences. Particular attention is paid to regional demand patterns, income-
based spending behaviors, and the types of items customers most frequently order for
delivery and store pick up as explanatory factors behind carryout bag preferences.
While subsequent sections of this paper present primary survey data collected for this
study, the Instacart dataset offers an external, observational perspective to serve as a
baseline understanding of consumer purchasing trends at Sprouts Farmers Market
stores.

Summary of Sales by Region

CNTD(Order ID)

Order Count Map
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Figure 3: Geographic density of Sprouts Farmers Market store orders included in the Instacart dataset (n
= 27,261 orders, January 10-17, 2025).

! Dataset includes store purchases made in the following states: Alabama (AL), Arizona (AZ), California
(CA), Colorado (CO), District of Columbia (DC), Delaware (DE), Florida (FL), Georgia (GA), Kansas (KS),
Louisiana (LA), Maryland (MD), Missouri (MO), North Carolina (NC), New Jersey (NJ), New Mexico (NM),
Nevada (NV), Oklahoma (OK), Pennsylvania (PA), South Carolina (SC), Tennessee (TN), Texas (TX),
Utah (UT), Virginia (VA), Washington (WA), and Wyoming (WY).
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As shown in Figure 3, California (CA) accounts for 43.5% of all orders, representing
nearly half of the total sales volume. The following three states - Florida (11.9%), Texas
(9.1%), and Arizona (8.0%) - together contribute an additional 29%. Collectively, these
four states account for 72.5% of all orders, indicating a pronounced concentration of
demand in the western and southern United States during the data collection week.
Order activity is minimal in states such as Wyoming (0.06%), the District of Columbia
(0.17%), and Louisiana (0.19%), suggesting limited market penetration or awareness in
these areas.

Fulfillment Method by Bagging Option

The order fulfillment method and packaging preferences are summarized in Figure 4.
The data suggests that Instacart is primarily utilized by Sprouts consumers for home
deliveries as opposed to store pick-ups. Additionally, the data illustrates pre-known
consumer behavior trends, with the majority of consumers (92.6%) opting to include
Sprouts-provided bags with their order. Among the 25,614 orders that included bags,
82.8% were delivered to customers’ homes, while only 17.2% were store pickup orders.
A similar pattern exists among orders that did not include bags: among the 1,647 orders
that did not include bags, 66.5% were home deliveries and 33.5% were store pickups.
While most orders included bags, the disproportionately higher share of non-bagged
orders among store pickups (33.5% vs. 17.2%) suggests that consumers retrieving
orders in person may be more likely to opt out of bags.

r N
Home Delivery
R 21,201 orders
With Bags \ J
25,614 orders
p, 'd N\
Store Pickup
4,413 orders
Instacart Purchases - J
27,361 orders
s ~N
Home Delivery
1,096 orders
I o vy
Without Bags
1,647 orders e ~
- Store Pickup
551 orders
o vy

Figure 4: Bag usage trends in home delivery and store pickup Instacart purchases made
in 25 states from January 10, 2025, to January 17, 2025.
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Summary of Sales by Dollars Spent and Area Income

Table 1: Total Sales Revenue of Top Revenue-Generating States

Percentage of Total Order

State GMV* Amount

California $1,068,469.08 41.48%
Florida $320,352.22 12.44%
Texas $233,477.80 9.06%
Arizona $214,133.06 8.31%
Colorado $146,415.72 5.68%
Total $2,575,652.34 100.00%

Note: *GMV = Gross Merchandise Value. See Appendix (Table A1) for revenue by all 25 states.

Table 1 summarizes total sales in the five states with the most significant revenue
contributions. Customer spending patterns mirror order distribution, with California
leading by a substantial margin. Total sales revenue in California reached $1.07 million,
accounting for 41.5% of the overall sales amount. Florida follows with $320,352.22
(12.44%), then Texas at $233,477.80 (9.06%), Arizona at $214,133.06 (8.31%), and
Colorado at $146,415.72 (5.68%). Both the number of sales and total revenue are
heavily concentrated within a limited number of states, underscoring a consistent
geographic pattern in consumer demand. Given their sales volumes, these top five
states offer essential opportunities for Sprouts Farmers Market to implement bag-
reduction interventions targeting their most loyal customers.

California’s existing regulatory framework legitimates efforts, positioning California as an
optimal environment for piloting and scaling retail sustainability initiatives. In contrast,
Florida, Texas, Arizona, and Colorado, which have limited or preemptive bag
regulations, present promising contexts for voluntary corporate initiatives or tailored
sustainability strategies to fill regulatory gaps. More explicit bag reduction efforts in
these states could position the company as an environmental steward and potentially
influence future policy development.



Figure 5: Number of Sales Orders and Median Total Order Per Household Income.
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An analysis of orders and spending by ZIP code, and grouped by median household
income (U.S. Census Bureau, 2024), reveals that both the number of orders and total
dollar amounts are highest in middle-income areas, specifically by households with
incomes between $60,000 and $120,000 (Figure 5). Median order value tends to

increase with income up to approximately $120,000 to $140,000, indicating that

consumers in wealthier neighborhoods generally spend more per order (Figure 5).
However, this trend plateaus and reverses among very high-income ZIP codes (median
incomes of $240,000 or greater), which exhibit lower order counts and median order
values (Figure 5). This pattern may reflect differing shopping behaviors, such as
alternative grocery shopping methods or reduced participation in the Instacart platform
within affluent communities.

Sales by Department and Aisle

Table 2: Order Distribution by Department/Aisle

Department Aisle Delivery Pickup

Produce Fresh Vegetables 16,074 6,824
Produce Fresh Fruits 9,989 4,351
Grocery Aisles Canned Goods 9,800 3,688
Dairy & Eggs Yogurt 5,628 1,772
Grocery Aisles Baking & Spices 4,454 1,689
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Note: See appendix (Table A2) for breakdown of delivery and pick up purchases by department and aisle
for all purchases.

Staple grocery categories dominate consumer purchases. Fresh produce, including
fresh vegetables and fresh fruits, along with dairy products like yogurt, and pantry
staples such as canned goods and baking & spices, represent the bulk of items ordered
for home delivery. This pattern mirrors the Pareto distribution, where a limited number of
aisles, approximately the top 10 to 20, account for more than 80% of all purchased
items. Niche and seasonal categories account for a relatively small share of total online
sales, suggesting that customers prioritize fresh, heavy, and essential goods when
using delivery services.

The preliminary data on order volumes, geographic distribution, area affluence, and
product category preferences offer context for designing targeted bag-reduction
interventions at Sprouts Farmers Market. Understanding that consumer demand is
concentrated in states such as California, Florida, Texas, Arizona, and Colorado allows
for prioritizing these markets for intervention efforts. The income-related spending
patterns suggest that households in middle-income areas represent a key demographic
for engagement. At the same time, the product mix highlights staple grocery categories
where bag use is most prevalent. Building on this empirical foundation, subsequent
analyses incorporating survey results and regulatory frameworks will refine intervention
strategies that balance environmental impact and maximize consumer participation
likelihoods.

Sustainable Delivery Options for Sprouts
Farmer Market

In our conversations with Sprouts, they highlighted that in 2023, they committed to
going paperless as part of their recent sustainability initiatives. Many chain convenience
stores have chosen paper as their sustainability approach, such as Kroger, Whole
Foods, and many others.

Sprouts has a bagless pickup initiative that has launched in Colorado and California,
which was a significant consideration when they looked at delivery options. Still, the
question of how to run this initiative with their third-party vendors arose. Our group was
tasked with figuring out a list of policies and sustainable packaging that have worked for
other organizations and retailers, with our findings highlighted below.



Table 3: Alternative Packaging Solutions
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Packaging

Benefits

Downsides

Cost per unit

Reusable Cloth/
Cotton Bags

Durable, long-lasting,
environmentally
friendly, Brand
Awareness

Accumulation of
bags in homes is not
an easy or well-
known return method

$1-83

Corrugated
Cardboard

Strong Product
Protection,
lightweight, made
from recycled
materials, and
customization

Not waterproof,
moisture sensitive,
size

starting at $0.10 per
box

Recyclable Paper
Bags

Biodegradable,
recyclable, sourced
from renewable
sources

Sprouts has done
before, looking more
at long-term
sustainability, outside
of paper

$0.05-0.25

Returnable
Packaging Crates

Reduced materials
cost, lower labor
cost, reduced
packaging waste,
and enhanced
product protection

Higher upfront cost,
potential loss of

packaging, logistical
issues, and need for
additional inventory

As much as 200-
5000 per unit, could
be a rental program
available

Store Policy: Give a
bag, get a bag

Incentivizes
consumers’ to bring
back a reusable bag
and will receive a
clean bag in return.
Environmentally
friendly, brand
reputation, possibility
for social media

Lack of consumer
education on
bringing back the
bag, timeliness and
cleaning of returned
bags, which party is
responsible for
cleaning bags

Will add $0.10-0.12
cents to the cost per
individual cloth bag

Note: See Appendix (Table A3) for an expanded list of alternative packaging solutions.

After considering the above options with our partners at Sprouts, it was determined the
survey questions should focus broadly on five primary concepts. This will allow Sprouts
to do more testing and research in the future. Our survey found some fascinating results
that will be discussed later in the paper. It is important to note that with each option
presented, a need has been identified to establish and maintain Consumer education
around the chosen option.

1. A plastic recycling Program
Set up by Sprouts, where soft-plastic bags can be returned by consumers and
properly recycled by Sprouts employees.

2. Receiving a cardboard box
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where the DoorDash driver will assemble the box in the store, placing all items
into the box, consumers will then follow proper recycling measures.

3. Give a bag, Get a bag store Policy
An existing Sprouts Policy that has largely been unused, with consumers
seemingly unaware of the model, in which consumers receive a cloth bag then
place the bag they had used from their previous order back to the store for the
bag to be cleaned, then returned for public use.

4. Cloth Bag Credit
Sprouts provides a cloth bag, with a bag fee attached to the consumer, and the
consumer will receive store credit when properly returned to their designated
Sprouts location. The bag would be made out of a sustainable fabric such as
cloth, jute, or hemp, which would be determined by Sprouts and consumers’
preference. More research could be done to determine which fabric would be
most effective.

5. Bagless Delivery.
Similarly to the bagless pickup initiatives that have been implemented in
Colorado and California, this model focuses on plastic crates. The driver will
place unbagged grocery store items onto a specialized crate purchased by the
consumer and placed in a designated spot outside their residence. Consumers
would then be responsible for returning the crate to a predetermined drop-off
location for cleaning and sanitation.

Partnerships and Interviews

Meeting with Sprouts E-Commerce Section

Maria DilLalla is the Director of E-commerce for Sprouts Farmers Market and has held
the position since early 2020. Following the COVID-19 pandemic, Sprouts has seen its
home delivery services rise from 3% pre-pandemic to over 14% post-pandemic. With
the increasing use of home delivery, Sprouts, a store that prioritizes healthy, nutritious,
organic, and sustainable foods, now faces the challenge of making its home delivery
experience more sustainable.

Sprouts is curious to understand where consumers stand regarding sustainability
measures being implemented by the Grocery store, what consumers want when
choosing or utilizing a new sustainable approach, and how consumers are willing and
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able to engage with a proposed new approach to reduce their use of single-use plastic
bags. If consumers are agreeable to an increase in price per bag, if they are agreeable,
what is the upper limit of what they are willing to pay for price per bag? Are consumers
open to a ‘give-a-bag, receive a bag’ type of recycling program through Sprouts, where
you can return your reusable cloth delivery bag to receive another for your next
delivery? Based on the information gathered from the consumer survey, Sprouts will
use this data to either develop a testable pilot program or launch an educational
campaign to inform consumers about this new initiative.

In the face of many states having plastic bag regulations in place, Sprouts committed to
reducing its use of single-use plastic bags in 2023.

Sprouts will offer customers stronger, reusable plastic bags made from 40% post-
consumer recycled material, designed to be reused at least 125 times. The company
will also continue to offer customers a variety of reusable bag options for purchase.
Sprouts will encourage customers to bring their reusable bags by charging ten cents per
reusable plastic bag. The company has also stopped offering paper bags at checkout as
paper bags are generally not reusable, often are not recycled (with 80% ending up in
landfill), and have a high environmental cost in terms of water, energy and raw materials
used in their manufacture.” (Sprouts Farmers Market, 2023.)

Sprouts is already testing a Bagless Pick Up Pilot that you can learn more about from
our interview with Frank Kose. There are several differences and challenges when
comparing home delivery and in-store pickup. In-store pick up is an operation that is
much more controlled by the store, where delivery poses the risk of using a third party,
and attempting to educate the third party staff on the new protocols that they store will
be setting up.

Another obstacle that Sprouts faces is the customer education piece of the puzzle: how
many customers Sprouts serves who are environmentally conscious, and why should
sustainability matter to them personally? Currently, there are few signs in-store or
messaging within DoorDash that explain why sustainability is important and why it
should be important to the average Sprouts Customer.

Meeting with Paper and Packaging Board

The Paper and Packaging Board is overseen by the United States Department of
Agriculture (USDA) Agricultural Marketing Service (AMS). It aims to increase demand
for paper and paper-based packaging options. This organization aims to educate
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consumers about the environmental and health benefits of transitioning from plastic
packaging to paper-based alternatives.

The Paper and Packaging Board launched the “How Life Unfolds” campaign, which
encourages more consumers to become a “Papertarian.” The term “Papertarian” is a
marketing strategy that enables consumers to choose paper products over plastic or
other non-renewable materials. The term Papertarian connects consumers with a
community of other sustainability-minded individuals who are concerned about the
future of the environment. The marketing campaign of a Papertarian features celebrities
like Retta, highlighting the benefits of going green with paper. This approach engages,
entertains, and educates consumers about Paper Packaging, a topic that is already a
growing concern for consumers.

We were able to sit down with Patti Boeger of the Paper and Packaging Board, and
have a discussion on what trends she has seen in consumers going to paper-based
products in the home delivery space. The discussion was very beneficial to our group.
As we begin to face the effects of climate change, consumers are more concerned than
ever to encourage sustainable practices and are interested in what they can do at home
to mitigate its impact. The term Papertarian touts a more sustainable lifestyle and
boasts that you are able to recycle a paper product six times, unlike single-use plastic
packaging.

The 2023 Hartman Group study identified concerns among consumers about
Sustainability. The study identified that Consumers’ specific stances are often colored
by their point of view:

Environmental Resiliency

Social Responsibility

A Greener Economy

Personal Benefits

The study states that while American concern about Sustainability and Climate Change
is growing, they are actively looking to the Government and to individual companies to
make Sustainable decisions for them. The study noted that cost increases are the
primary barrier to purchasing sustainable products.

Consumers are seeking clear labeling and messaging when considering sustainable
options, and they want to understand why choosing a sustainable option is the best
choice for them in the long term.
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Most consumers cite cost as the primary hindrance to shopping for and choosing
sustainable options. With inflationary pressures still present, cost remains an issue that
limits the purchasing of more sustainable products for many. Cost has increased as a
purchasing barrier since 2021 (Hartman Report, 2023).

DoorDash’s Stance on Sustainability

Sprouts Partners with DoorDash, Instacart, and Uber Eats to supply customers with
their Grocery orders. Customers will order their groceries online, and a selected
shopper will visit the store to pick up their order.

Since Sprouts goes through a third party, it is hard for Sprouts to control the process
and guarantee to the customer that their order is as sustainable as they would like it to
be. However, DoorDash’s commitment to sustainability helps make this process easier.

In 2023, DoorDash facilitated over 180,000 orders using reusable packaging globally, in
collaboration with partners like DeliverZero. This initiative is active in cities such as New
York City, Denver, Boulder, and San Francisco, aiming to reduce packaging waste and
emissions (Doordash, 2023).

DeliverZero packaging is designed for restaurants and can be reused up to 1,000 times,
utilizing 100% BPA-free, reusable containers to achieve this goal. You then return the
packaging with your next order to continue the process and reduce the amount of
packaging waste that is so common in the foodservice industry.

Dispatch Goods, DoorDash’s initiative, employs a four-pronged approach for consumers
who opt for sustainable packaging on their grocery or meal orders.
1. Consumer Orders- A consumer can choose from a list of Sustainable packaging
options curated by DoorDash.
2. Driver Pick-Up - The driver completes the delivery and then picks up the
packaging to be returned to the distribution center.
3. Dispatch Sanitizes - Dispatch Goods recovers used products from the distribution
center, cleans them, and conducts a quality analysis of the packaging.
4. Dispatch Delivers - Products are then palletized and returned to the Distribution
Center.

Meeting with Sprouts Online Operations Section

Frank Kose is helping to pilot a bagless pick-up option in stores in Colorado and
California, where a plastic bag ban is already in place. This program would allow
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Sprouts employees to use custom carts and totes to shop for customers, then place
their items directly into consumers’ cars. This project is currently being piloted in one
Colorado-based store with plans to expand into 18 more stores across Colorado and
California.

Customers will place their pick-up order within the Sprouts App, and at the time of
checkout, are asked if they would like to opt-in to a bagless pick-up delivery experience.
They have the option of bringing their reusable grocery bag from home or purchasing a
reusable tote bag from Sprouts for $0.75. Customers have reacted positively to having
the option, but many miss the opportunity and resort to paying for more totes because
they fail to receive the texts reminding them to bring their own.

Strategic Approach
- Implementation is based on States with existing plastic bag regulations.
- Sprouts’ Sustainability stance aligns with Customers’ interest.

Challenges to Bagless for Delivery

- Delivery involves third-party drivers through Instacart, DoorDash, and UberEats,
making standardization of tote bags difficult for delivery purchases.

- Where does the responsibility of cleaning, maintaining, sanitizing, and general
maintenance of the reusable bags fall? Would it fall on the third-party vendor,
Sprouts, or the consumer? What price would be associated with the upkeep of
the bags?

- Uncertainty of handoff experience at customer’s doorstep.

- Not yet set up for customer education or marketing of this new system.

Recommendations for online ordering
- Offer opting out of using bags for Store Pickup
- Train employees that are picking Store Pickup items from the shelves when it is
appropriate not to bag large or bulky items

Recommendations on Education for In-Store Pickup
- Signage is store of don’t forget bag
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Figure 6: Sign used in a pilot project to encourage reusable bag use, as part of the
Consortium to Reinvent the Retail Bag campaign. Photo by Nick Pizzolato, as cited in
Closed Loop Partners (n.d.).

Customer Survey

Building on the insights from the preliminary analysis of Instacart order data, the team
developed a survey to explore further consumer attitudes, behaviors, and motivations
related to single-use bag use and reduction strategies at Sprouts Farmers Market (see
Appendix B). Data collection occurred from July 24, 2025, to July 31, 2024. New data
findings suggest barriers to adopting reusable bags and receptiveness to various
intervention approaches.

Survey Design

The team developed a survey to assess Sprouts customers’ existing knowledge of
current grocery delivery practices. Additionally, the survey aimed to identify customer
preferences for future sustainable delivery methods that Sprouts could implement in a
cost-effective and environmentally responsible way. The survey was distributed to a
pre-screened group of Sprouts customers who had previously agreed to participate in
market research. This targeted approach enabled us to gather insights from both users
and non-users of Sprouts’ grocery delivery services. The data collected informed our
recommendations for educational initiatives and logistical strategies to improve the
sustainability of future grocery delivery packaging.



Page | 22

Participants were asked about their experiences with Sprouts’ current grocery delivery
services, the aspects of delivery they find most compelling, the role sustainability plays
in their decision-making, and their overall satisfaction with the Sprouts brand. The
survey questions were informed by discussions with Sprouts employees regarding past
strategies and what they view as realistic for future implementation. Additionally,
relevant literature on consumer behavior, grocery delivery preferences, and motivations
was reviewed to guide the survey design.

The survey questions (see Appendix B) were developed by our research team in
collaboration with Sprouts, and supplemented by demographic data sourced through
the Numerator platform. The demographic variables included age (by brackets and
generational cohort), education level, ethnicity, gender, parental status, household size,
income level, marital status, urbanity, and geographic region.

Questions 1-7 were designed to capture participants' overall grocery shopping
behaviors, with an emphasis on their usage of delivery services. These included
questions about how frequently respondents use grocery delivery services for Sprouts,
which delivery platforms they have used (e.g., Instacart, DoorDash, UberEats, Sprouts
App), and their delivery habits with other retailers. Additional questions assessed the
balance between in-store and online shopping and respondents' overall satisfaction with
their shopping experiences.

Questions 8-13 focused on sustainability attitudes and awareness. These questions
explored respondents’ knowledge of existing eco-friendly practices, such as Sprouts’
plastic bag recycling program, and gauged interest in future sustainable delivery
models. Respondents were asked to rank the appeal of different sustainability
incentives—ranging from loyalty rewards and financial discounts to clear environmental
impact labeling—and indicate their willingness to pay extra to support environmentally
responsible options.

The final set of questions (14—17) examined behaviors and perceptions related to waste
reduction and recycling. These included questions about how often respondents reuse
or return plastic delivery bags, how likely they would be to return bags in the future, and
their experiences with Sprouts’ in-store bag recycling program. An open-ended question
invited specific suggestions on how Sprouts or other grocery retailers could reduce bag
waste, offering qualitative insights into consumer expectations and ideas.
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Survey Results

Survey Respondent Characteristics

The data from the Sprouts’ customer survey consists of 319 responses in the USA, with
17 questions asked to each participant. Many of the questions involve responses on a
Likert scale, single choice and multiple choices. Additionally, many demographic
variables are provided such as age bands, household income bands, race/ethnicity,
gender, has children (Yes/No), household size, marital status, urbanicity, and region.

Demographics revealed a highly educated, affluent, and predominantly female customer
base. Of the respondents, 85.3% identified as female, 12.9% identified as male, and
1.9% identified as other. The age distribution skewed toward middle-aged consumers,
with 65.5% of respondents between 35-54 years old. Only 0.6% were under 25, while
17.3% were 55 or older, indicating limited representation among younger and older
demographics.

The sample demonstrated high socioeconomic status. Income distribution showed
37.3% earning $125,000 or more annually, with an additional 29.8% earning between
$80,000-$125,000. Only 15.4% reported household incomes below $60,000.
Educational attainment was notably high, with 48.3% holding four-year college degrees
or graduate degrees, and an additional 23.5% having some college or graduate school
experience.

Geographic and household characteristics reflected suburban families. The sample was
concentrated in the South (50.2%) and West (44.8%) regions, with minimal
representation from the Midwest (0.6%) and Northeast (4.4%). Urbanicity was split
between urban (51.1%) and suburban (41.7%) residents, with only 7.2% from rural
areas. Household composition showed 52.4% were married, 45.8% had children, and
average household sizes clustered around 2-3 people (57.0% combined).

Ethnic diversity was moderate, with 58.6% identifying as White/Caucasian, 14.7% as
Hispanic/Latino, 11.0% as Black or African American, 10.7% as Asian, and 5.0% as
other ethnicities.

Table 3 illustrates a breakdown of the respondent's population based on demographic
groups.
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Table 3: Demographics characteristics of the survey sample

Demographic group

Percentage in each demographic group

Age (Brackets)

18-20 0.3%
21-24 0.3%
25-34 16.6%
35-44 39.8%
45-54 25.7%
55-64 11.3%
65+ 6.0%
Ethnicity
Asian 10.70%
Black or African American 11.00%
Hispanic/Latino 14.70%
Other 5.00%
White/Caucasian 58.60%
Education
2 year College Degree 10.7%
4 year College Degree 30.7%
Graduate Degree 17.6%
High School/GED 9.1%
Less than high school 1.6%
Some College or university 18.8%
Some Graduate School 4.7%
Trade/Technical Degree 6.9%
Gender (App Owner)
Female 85.3%
Male 12.9%
Other 1.9%
Has Children
No 54.2%
Yes 45.8%
Household Size
1 13.8%
2 28.2%
3 28.8%
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4 15.4%
9.1%
2.5%
7+ 2.2%
Income $
- $20k 7.2%
$20k-40k 8.2%
$40k-60k 15.0%
$60k-80k 16.9%
$80k-100k 15.4%
$100k-125k 13.5%
$125k + 23.8%
Marital Status
Divorced 10.3%
Living with partner 10.3%
Married 52.4%
Never married 23.5%
Separated 1.3%
Widower 2.2%
Region
Midwest 0.6%
Northeast 4.4%
South 50.2%
West 44.8%
Urbanicity
Rural 7.2%
Suburban 41.7%
Urban 51.1%

Overall Grocery Shopping Behaviors

The survey findings reveal distinctive shopping patterns among Sprouts customers that
contrast markedly with national grocery shopping trends, demonstrating a customer

base with high digital engagement and omnichannel behaviors.

Delivery Service Adoption and Usage Patterns
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Sprouts customers exhibit exceptionally high adoption rates for grocery delivery
services compared to national benchmarks. While USDA data indicates that only 19.3%
of Americans purchased groceries online at least once in the past 30 days (USDA,
2024), recent PowerReviews research (2023) suggests a more widespread adoption
pattern, with 75% of consumers shopping for groceries online at least monthly, including
28% shopping multiple times per week and 23% shopping weekly. The Sprouts sample
demonstrates higher engagement with delivery services, though with different frequency
patterns than the broader market.

The current usage patterns show that Sprouts respondents are moderate users of
grocery delivery services, with usage distributed across three main frequency
categories: occasionally (1-3 times per month) representing 42.6% of users, frequently
(once a week or more) at 29.2%, and rarely (less than once a month) at 28.2%. Notably,
no respondents indicated never using Sprouts delivery services. Compared to the
PowerReviews data showing 51% of consumers shopping online weekly or more
frequently, Sprouts customers show lower intensive usage rates (29.2% frequent
users), suggesting that while adoption is universal among this customer base, usage
intensity may be tempered.

Q2: Frequency of using grocery delivery services for Sprouts

N of Responses

While 93.1% have used Sprouts delivery services in the past 12 months, low-frequency
usage dominates, with 42.3% using services less than monthly, suggesting delivery is
viewed more as occasional convenience rather than routine necessity. This contrasts
with national trends where 51% of online grocery shoppers use services weekly or more
frequently (PowerReviews, 2023).

Q5: Frequency of Grocery Delivery from Sprouts
6o a23% B/.2% Coasm

N of Responses
P M Use frequently (once a week or more)

Use occasionally (1-3 times per month)
Use rarely (less than once a month)
M Have not used in the past 12 months

Platform Diversity and Cross-Platform Engagement

The customer base demonstrates high engagement across multiple delivery platforms
beyond Sprouts' direct channels. Platform usage data shows that 70.5% of respondents
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regularly use grocery delivery services from other retailers, indicating that most Sprouts
delivery customers are multi-platform users who shop across various grocery retailers
online. This behavior aligns with broader market trends showing consumers' comfort
with digital grocery shopping across multiple platforms. Among Sprouts-specific
platforms, both the Sprouts website/app (64.3%) and Instacart (63.0%) show nearly
equal usage rates, while third-party platforms including DoorDash (31.7%) and
UberEats (24.8%) capture substantial market share. This multi-platform behavior
suggests that grocery delivery has become a well-adopted way of shopping among this
customer base.

Q3: Applications Used For Grocery Delivery From Sprouts

Q4: Grocery Delivery From Other Retailers
29.5% s

20 40 60 80 100 120 140 160 180
N of Responses W ves

Omnichannel Shopping Patterns

Despite high digital engagement, traditional in-store shopping remains the preferred
channel for Sprouts customers, though omnichannel behavior is prevalent. The
distribution shows that 45.8% of respondents shop mostly in-store, while 29.5% balance
both channels equally, and 24.8% shop mostly online. The combined online-oriented
segments (those shopping "about equal" and "mostly online") represent 54.3% of
respondents, demonstrating significant digital adoption and omnichannel behavior. This
distribution indicates that Sprouts serves a customer base that values both channel
options, emphasizing the importance of maintaining strong omnichannel capabilities
rather than focusing exclusively on either digital or physical retail approaches.

Q6: In-Store vs. Online Shopping Preferences
s e 45.8%

20 40 60 80
N of Responses
Mostly in-store
. Mostly online
B Aboutequal
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Barriers to Grocery Delivery Services

Our survey of Sprouts customers indicates barriers preventing widespread adoption of
grocery delivery services, with cost and control emerging as dominant concerns. We are
seeing similar challenges and resistance patterns to those documented in recent
academic research on on-demand grocery delivery (ODGD) services (Park, Ha, &
Campbell, 2025).

Economic Barriers: The Cost Challenge

Delivery cost stands as the overwhelming primary barrier, with 211 respondents citing it
as a concern—representing the single largest obstacle to adoption. This finding directly
validates the "value barriers" identified by Park, Ha, and Campbell (2025), who found
that consumers resist ODGD when they perceive traditional shopping methods as
offering better benefits relative to cost. This concern persists even among Sprouts'
customer base, which typically includes middle to upper-middle income consumers.

Control and Quality Assurance Barriers

The second most significant barrier—Ilack of control over product selection (184
responses)—is particularly acute for Sprouts shoppers who prioritize fresh, high-quality
produce and specialty items. This aligns with multiple barriers identified in the
innovation resistance framework (Park, Ha, & Campbell, 2025):

Risk barriers: Uncertainty about service performance and product quality
Tradition barriers: Preference for established shopping routines that include
personal product inspection

e Usage barriers: Perceived difficulty in achieving desired shopping outcomes
through the platform

Unlike shopping for packaged goods where standardization ensures consistency,
selecting fresh produce, meat, and bakery items requires personal inspection that many
consumers are unwilling to delegate.

Operational and Logistical Barriers

Scheduling issues and availability, cited by 71 respondents, represent a significant
operational barrier. This challenge relates to what Park, Ha, and Campbell (2025)
identify as "usage barriers"—when an innovation is incompatible with consumers'
existing workflows and habits. For Sprouts customers who may require items that aren't
always in stock or who have specific delivery window needs, the limitation of delivery
slots creates friction in the customer experience and can deter regular usage.
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Environmental Consciousness Barriers

While representing a smaller segment (37 responses), concerns about packaging waste
deserve special attention given Sprouts' environmentally conscious customer base.
These shoppers, who often bring reusable bags and buy in bulk to reduce waste, find
the excessive packaging inherent in delivery services contradictory to their values. This
creates what Park, Ha, and Campbell (2025) might classify as both "image barriers"
(negative associations with the service) and "tradition barriers" (conflict with personal
values and established eco-friendly shopping practices).

The survey results provide strong empirical support for the theoretical framework
proposed by Park, Ha, and Campbell (2025), while revealing how innovation resistance
manifests specifically in the premium grocery segment. The dominance of cost and
control concerns among Sprouts customers validates the researchers' emphasis on
functional barriers, while the environmental concerns point to additional psychological
barriers that may be particularly relevant for sustainability-conscious consumer
segments. Success in overcoming these barriers will require the comprehensive
approach recommended by Park, Ha, and Campbell (2025): addressing both functional
and psychological barriers while considering the specific characteristics of target
consumer segments.

Qr7: Prlmary Barriers to Using Delivery Services

N of Responses

Sustainability Attitude and Awareness

Motivating Factors for Sustainable Adoption

We asked respondents to rank five different motivators for adopting sustainable grocery
delivery practices from most to least important. The ranking methodology assigned
numerical values to each position (1 for first choice, 2 for second, etc.), and we
calculated the average rank for each option across all respondents. Consequently,
lower average scores indicate higher priority motivators, while higher scores represent
lower priority factors.

Qo: Ranklng of Sustainable Delivery Motivators
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Economic incentives clearly dominate customer motivation for adopting sustainable
delivery practices. Loyalty points or rewards programs ranked highest (average rank:
1.9), followed closely by financial incentives or discounts (2.2). Environmental impact
labeling showed moderate appeal (3.2), while company reputation (3.6) and peer
recommendations (4.1) ranked lowest. This hierarchy reveals that while Sprouts
customers express environmental values, their actual behavior change is more
effectively driven by direct economic benefits rather than social influence or corporate
sustainability messaging.

Our findings strongly corroborate Buldeo Rai, Verlinde, and Macharis (2019), who found
that consumers prioritize cost and convenience over sustainability in last-mile delivery
choices, even when expressing environmental concerns. The decisive preference for
loyalty programs and financial discounts validates their conclusion that sustainable
delivery adoption requires alignment with consumer economic interests.

The ranking suggests that economic incentives don't merely matter—they outweigh
environmental and social motivators when consumers must choose between them.

Preferred Sustainable Delivery Models

When asked "Which of the following Sustainable Grocery Home Delivery Model appeals
to you the MOST as a consumer (sustainable in this context here is related to efforts to
reduce single-use grocery bags & waste)?", respondents showed distinct preferences
among the four options presented. The most popular choice—receiving a cardboard box
and recycling the box after use—attracted 32.6% of respondents. Using another fabric
bag and receiving a credit when returning to the store (cloth, jute, hemp, etc.) garnered
nearly equal support (31.0%), combining environmental benefits with economic
incentives.

Store-based return programs showed moderate appeal: a recycling program set up by a
Sprouts Grocery Store attracted 14.7% of respondents, while "give a bag, get a bag"—a
program where customers deliver the bag they've received back to the store—drew
13.8% support. Notably absent from the displayed options but implied in the survey
structure, bagless delivery options requiring returnable crates ranked lowest (7.8%).

Given our earlier findings that financial incentives and discounts rank as the strongest
motivators (Q9) while delivery cost represents the primary barrier to adoption, these
results indicate that customers are divided between options that require no additional
costs or trips (cardboard recycling at 32.6%) versus those offering financial rewards that
could offset delivery expenses (fabric bag credits at 31.0%). Meanwhile, the lower
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preference for store-based programs without credits (14.7% and 13.8%) suggests that
return trips without economic compensation may not address customers' fundamental
cost concerns, appealing to a smaller segment willing to make sustainability efforts
without financial benefit.

Q10: Most Appealing Sustainable Packaging Option
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The survey results confirm three fundamental principles from Lai et al.'s (2022) reverse
logistics framework. First, economic incentives dominate preferences—our 17.2% gap
between credit-earning fabric bags (31.0%) and non-incentivized bag exchanges
(13.8%) quantifies what Lai et al. describe qualitatively about needing "cash incentives,
discounts, or other forms of motivation." Second, convenience remains strong, with
63.6% of respondents choosing options requiring either no return trips (cardboard
recycling) or compensated returns (fabric bag credits), aligning with the framework's
emphasis on "minimal additional cost and effort." Third, high-effort systems fail, with
only 7.8% selecting returnable crates, confirming Lai et al.'s warnings about consumer
resistance to complex circular systems requiring significant behavioral change.

Willingness to Pay for Sustainability

Price sensitivity emerged as a critical barrier to sustainable delivery adoption when
respondents were asked: "Implementing sustainability grocery delivery practices can
sometimes be costly. How much would you be willing to pay to support or participate in
a program Sprouts might offer in the future?" Nearly 40% of respondents are unwilling
to pay any premium for sustainable practices. Among those willing to pay, 36.7% would
accept only minimal increases (5-10 cents per delivery). The sharp drop-off for higher
premiums—with only 23.8% willing to pay more than 10 cents—indicates a narrow price
tolerance window for sustainable initiatives.
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Q11: Willingness to Pay for Sustainable Delivery Programs
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The finding appears to contradict Ignat and Chankov (2020), who conducted a survey to
test whether providing sustainability information changes delivery preferences with
economic factors like cost, time, and location. They report that 66% of participants were
willing to wait longer for environmentally sustainable delivery, with customers "willing to
contribute themselves by making economic sacrifices in the name of the greater good:
the planet and the society" (p. 17).

However, this divergence reflects a methodological difference: our survey measures
current preferences without information, while Ignat and Chankov measure behavior
after sustainability information is provided. Their study shows participants specific CO2
emissions and driver working conditions, transforming abstract sustainability into
concrete impacts. When customers in their study received only economic information,
preferences mirrored our findings—resistance to sacrifices. But after receiving
environmental and social impact data, behavioral shifts occurred, with willingness to
make choices between different deliveries, not only based on the economic factors but
also based on the environmental and social factors.

The suggested transparent information sharing has the potential to change customers’
behaviors towards more sustainable deliveries.

This suggests the group - 39.5% of respondents who are not willing to pay to support a
sustainability program - the resistance may change if sustainability information is
provided—highlighting transparency as the key to sustainable delivery adoption.

Current Adoption of Eco-Friendly Packaging

Sprouts customers show strong support for sustainable packaging and readily choose
eco-friendly options when they're available. When asked about choosing packaging
designed to reduce single-use plastic bags, 58% of respondents demonstrate consistent
environmental behavior—26.0% "always" and 32.0% "most of the time" select
sustainable alternatives. While 58% consistently choose eco-friendly packaging when
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shopping, only 60.5% are willing to pay anything extra for sustainable delivery (from the
previous question), suggesting that sustainability behaviors may vary based on how the
choice is presented or the type of sustainability action required.

Q12: Frequency of Choosing Eco-Friendly Packaging
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The results show three distinct customer segments. The committed majority (58%)
actively seeks eco-friendly packaging, representing Sprouts' core sustainability-minded
demographic. The occasional adopters (34.2%) who choose sustainable options
"about half the time" or "sometimes" represent the greatest opportunity for behavior
change through targeted interventions. The minimal resistance group comprises only
3.1% who "never" choose sustainable options, with an additional 4.7% citing
unavailability—indicating infrastructure gaps rather than fundamental opposition.

Likelihood to Use Sustainable Delivery Services

Q13 also confirms strong customer interest in sustainability, with 54.9% of respondents
rating their likelihood as 4 or 5 (likely to very likely), demonstrating that sustainable
practices could be a significant differentiator for grocery delivery services. Moderate
interest represents opportunity, as 27.9% remain neutral. Minimal resistance exists, with
only 11% showing low likelihood (ratings 1-2) to use sustainable delivery services,
indicating that environmental concerns may not be a barrier for existing customers.

Q13: Likelihood to Use Sustainable Delivery Services
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When examining the same Q13 results segmented by household size, we notice that
larger households, despite representing a smaller sample (only 15 respondents),
demonstrate higher likelihood to use sustainable delivery services.

Q13: Likelihood to Use Sustainable Delivery Services by Household Size
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While 26.1% of small households (1-2 members) are "very likely" to adopt sustainable
options, this jumps to 40% for large households (6-7+ members). Notably, large
households show zero resistance (0% "not at all likely") compared to 5.2% resistance in
small households.

Frequency of Plastic Bag Reuse from Deliveries

Strong reuse practices are confirmed, with 60.8% of respondents reusing plastic bags
"almost always" or "often," demonstrating that customers already engage in sustainable
practices with existing delivery packaging. Moderate engagement provides opportunity,
as 19.4% sometimes reuse bags, suggesting potential for improvement through
education or incentives to increase consistency. Limited waste behavior exists, with only
19.7% rarely or never reusing bags, indicating that most delivery customers are
environmentally conscious about extending the life of packaging materials.

Q14: Frequency of Plastic Bag Reuse from Deliveries
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When the plastic bag reuse results were examined by geographic location, the analysis
reveals variation in environmental behaviors across different residential settings:

Plastic Bag Reuse Behavior by Urbanicity:

e Suburban residents: Show the highest reuse rates, with 47.4% "almost always"
reusing delivery bags and only 6.0% "never" reusing

e Rural residents: Display moderate reuse behavior, with 30.4% "almost always"
reusing bags but the highest "never" reuse rate at 17.4%

e Urban residents: Demonstrate similar patterns to rural customers, with 30.7%
"almost always" reusing bags and 11.7% "never" reusing

Q14: Frequency of Plastic Bag Reuse from Deliveries
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The geographic variation suggests that suburban markets may be the most receptive to
sustainable delivery initiatives, given their demonstrated commitment to existing
environmental practices. Rural markets may require targeted education or incentives to
overcome barriers to sustainable behavior adoption, while urban markets represent a
moderate opportunity with room for improvement through appropriate program design.

Awareness of Sprouts’ In-Store Bag Recycling Program

Limited awareness of Sprouts' in-store bag recycling program is confirmed, with 60.8%
of respondents unaware of its existence, 17.6% aware but not having used it, and only
17.9% having actual experience with the program.

e No, | was unaware: 60.8% - Nearly two-thirds are unfamiliar with sustainable
delivery options

e Yes, but | have not used it: 17.6% - Aware but haven't tried sustainable delivery
services
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e Yes, I've used it: 17.9% - Small segment with actual experience using
sustainable delivery
e Unsure: 3.8% - Minimal uncertainty about awareness

Q16: Awareness of Sprounts In-Store Bag Recycling Program
17.9%
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The results indicate a substantial awareness-to-action gap: even among the 35.5% of
customers who know about the program (combined aware users and non-users), only
about half (17.9% of total) have actually participated. This suggests two critical issues:

1. Primary challenge: Lack of awareness - The majority of customers simply don't
know the program exists

2. Secondary challenge: Adoption barriers - Even aware customers face obstacles
to participation

This finding helps explain why recycling programs ranked lower in previous sustainable
delivery preference questions - customers can't value what they don't know exists. It
also suggests an opportunity for Sprouts to leverage existing infrastructure more
effectively through better program promotion and accessibility improvements.

Awareness Drives Action in Bag Recycling Behavior

Cross-tabulating awareness (Q16) with actual recycling behavior (Q13) reveals a clear
correlation between program knowledge and participation. Among those who have used
the recycling program, 25.8% "almost always" and 21.6% "often" return or reuse bags—
totaling 47.4% consistent recyclers. In contrast, unaware customers show minimal
engagement, with 59.2% "almost always" returning bags dropping to just 3.2% "never"
doing so. The aware-but-not-participating group falls in between, with 11.7% "almost
always" and 20.3% "often" recycling. This gradient demonstrates that program
awareness influences sustainable behavior: customers who know about and have used
the program are significantly more likely to regularly recycle bags, while lack of
awareness correlates with lower recycling rates, confirming that education and
awareness campaigns could substantially increase participation.
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Awareness of Bag Recycling Program and Recycling Behavior
Q14 - How often do you return or reuse the plastic bags provided in your grocery deliveries? Select one.
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Eco-Friendly Behavior Index and Sustainable Delivery Preferences

To measure the relationship between overall eco-friendly behavior and sustainable
delivery preferences, we developed a composite eco-friendly behavior index from three
questions: choosing eco-friendly packaging (Q11), likelihood to use sustainable delivery
services (Q12), and plastic bag return/reuse frequency (Q13). Each response was
scored on a 5-point scale, with higher values indicating more sustainable behaviors
(e.g., "Always" = 5, "Never" = 1).

When this composite index was cross-referenced with Q17 (likelihood to return bags), a
clear positive correlation emerged. Customers with higher eco-friendly behavior scores
showed significantly greater likelihood to participate in bag return programs. This finding
validates that sustainable behaviors cluster together where customers who engage in
one eco-friendly practice are more likely to adopt others. The correlation suggests that
targeting customers already demonstrating some sustainable behaviors (through
packaging choices or bag reuse) could be an effective strategy for promoting new
sustainable delivery programs, as these individuals have already overcome initial
behavioral barriers to environmental action.

Bag Return Likelihood vs. Eco-Friendly Behavior
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The chart reveals a strong positive correlation between overall eco-friendly behavior
and willingness to return bags to Sprouts stores. Customers scoring highest on the eco-
friendly behavior index (averaging 4.0 across packaging choices, sustainable delivery
interest, and bag reuse) are "very likely" to return bags. A clear gradient emerges: those
"not at all likely" to return bags score only 3.1 on eco-friendliness, while likelihood
increases steadily with eco-friendly scores (2.4 for rating "2", 3.3 for rating "3", 3.6 for
rating "4", and 4.0 for "very likely").

This 29% difference between the lowest and highest groups (3.1 vs 4.0) demonstrates
that sustainable behaviors are interconnected—customers already practicing eco-
friendly habits are significantly more receptive to new sustainable programs. This finding
suggests Sprouts could effectively target customers with established green behaviors
for pilot programs, as they're predisposed to participate. The correlation also validates
using eco-friendly behavior as a predictor for program adoption success.

Cluster Analysis of Consumer Demographics and
Sustainable Delivery Preferences

To study the similarities and differences in survey respondents' preferences for
sustainable delivery methods, we applied a cluster analysis to identify distinct consumer
segments with shared characteristics and behavioral patterns. Three demographic
variables served as clustering inputs to understand how consumer characteristics relate
to sustainable delivery preferences: Age (categorical brackets), Income (dollar amount
brackets), and Urbanicity (categorical).

Cluster Mapping: Age vs Income (Bubble Size = Population, Color = Urbanicity)
$125k+
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Cluster 2 (Suburban)
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$60k-80k
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Age (Brackets)

Figure 7: Cluster mapping illustrates the distribution of ages, income levels and
urbanicity within each cluster. The clusters are relatively similar in size, suggesting that
the criteria for effective cluster evaluation have been met.
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Cluster quality was assessed using the Calinski-Harabasz criterion:
CH = (SSB/(k-1)) / (SSW/(N-k))
Where:

SSB = Between-cluster sum of squares (636.68)
SSW = Within-cluster sum of squares (385.01)

k = Number of clusters (7)

N = Number of observations (319)

Model Performance

The clustering solution demonstrated high explanatory power with R? = 0.623, indicating
that the between-cluster differences explained 62.3% of the total variance in the
dataset. This substantial variance explanation suggested well-separated, cohesive
clusters with low within-cluster variance and high between-cluster distinctiveness,
validating the consumer segments with distinct sustainable delivery preferences.

Table 4: A summary of seven groups identified by clustering

Number of
Cluster Items Age (Brackets) Income $ Urbanicity
Cluster 1 46 45-54 $125k+ Suburban
Cluster 2 67 25-34 $125k+ Suburban
Cluster 3 62 25-34 $100k-125k Suburban
Cluster 4 38 45-54 $100k-125k Rural
Cluster 5 65 55-64 $100k-125k Rural
Cluster 6 39 65+ $40k-60k Urban
Cluster 7 2 21-24 $40k-60k Suburban
Not Clustered 0

Following the cluster analysis, we developed detailed profiles for each seven segments
by examining the predominant demographic characteristics.

Cluster 1 — Affluent Middle-Aged Suburbanites
e Size: 46
e Profile: 45-54 years, $125k+, Suburban
e Likely established professionals or executives, potentially homeowners with
discretionary income.
e (Good target for premium or convenience-oriented offerings.
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Cluster 2 — Young Affluent Suburban Professionals

Size: 67

Profile: 25-34 years, $125k+, Suburban

Possibly dual-income households without children or with young kids.
Highly responsive to lifestyle and tech-forward services.

Cluster 3 — Mid-Affluent Young Suburbanites

Size: 62

Profile: 25-34 years, $100k—$125k, Suburban

Slightly lower income than Cluster 2 but still comfortably above average.
Likely aspirational buyers, balancing value and quality.

Cluster 4 — Rural Midlife Earners

Size: 38

Profile: 45-54 years, $100k—$125k, Rural

Established in rural professional trades.

Value reliability, practicality, and community-based brands.

Cluster 5 — Rural Near-Retirees

Size: 65

Profile: 55-64 years, $100k-$125k, Rural

Approaching retirement, stable income, may have more free time.
Value durability and service, open to local loyalty programs.

Cluster 6 — Urban Seniors on Modest Incomes

Size: 39

Profile: 65+, $40k—$60k, Urban

Fixed income, possibly living in smaller households or apartments.
May be price-sensitive but loyal once trust is earned.

Cluster 7 — Young Low-Income Suburbanites

Size: 2 (very small)

Profile: 21-24 years, $40k—$60k, Suburban

Very small segment; may be early-career or still in education.

Unlikely to be a primary target but could represent future growth potential.

Cluster 7 (Young Low-Income Suburbanites) was excluded from further analysis due to
insufficient sample size (n=2).
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Barriers to Grocery Delivery Services by Customer Clusters

When looking at the barriers by customer clusters, delivery cost is consistently the top
concern across all clusters. Cluster 2 (The Most Barrier-Intensive Segment: Young
Affluent Suburban Professionals) demonstrates the highest sensitivity to service
limitations, ranking first in three of four barrier categories:

Delivery Cost: 46 responses (highest)

Lack of Control: 41 responses (highest)
Scheduling Issues: 20 responses (highest)
Packaging Waste: 10 responses (second highest)

While this group is with high income ($125k+), they elevated cost as a barrier.

Cluster - Age (Brackets), Income $, Urbanicity (clusters)
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Secondary Barriers Vary by Demographics: While "Lack of Control" consistently
ranks second across clusters (25-41 responses), scheduling concerns show more
variation, particularly affecting younger suburban segments. Rural clusters (4 and 5)
show relatively lower barrier intensity overall, potentially indicating different service
expectations or usage patterns. This pattern suggests targeted solutions should
address cost universally while customizing secondary features (control, scheduling)
based on segment-specific sensitivities.

Sustainable Delivery Model Preferences by Customer Clusters

To understand segment-specific preferences for sustainable delivery solutions, we
analyzed responses to the question: "Which of the following Sustainable Grocery Home
Delivery Model appeals to you the MOST as a consumer (sustainable in this context
here is related to efforts to reduce single-use grocery bags & waste)?" Respondents
selected one option from: Sprouts recycling program, recyclable cardboard boxes, "give
a bag, get a bag" exchange, fabric bags with store credits, or bagless/crate delivery.
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Cluster- Age (Brackets), Income $, Urbanicity (clusters)
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Cardboard Recycling Dominates Across All Segments: The recyclable cardboard
box option consistently ranks highest across all clusters, ranging from 24.2% (Cluster 3)
to 44.6% (Cluster 5 - Rural Near-Retirees). This universal preference suggests
cardboard recycling represents the most viable starting point for sustainable delivery
programs, requiring minimal behavior change while leveraging existing recycling
infrastructure.

Fabric Bag Credit Programs Show Strong Secondary Appeal: Store-provided fabric
bags with credit incentives rank second in most clusters (23.1% to 37.3%), with Cluster
2 (Young Affluent Suburban Professionals) showing the highest interest at 37.3%. This
demographic's combination of high income and environmental consciousness makes
them ideal early adopters for incentive-based programs.

Cluster-Specific Finding:

e Cluster 5 (Rural Near-Retirees) demonstrates the highest overall engagement
with sustainable options, particularly cardboard recycling (44.6%)

e Cluster 2 (Young Affluent Suburban Professionals) shows balanced interest
across multiple options, with notably high receptivity to Sprouts-specific programs
(20.9%)

e Cluster 6 (Urban Seniors) shows relatively even distribution across options,
suggesting flexibility in program adoption
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Limited Interest in Complex Solutions: "Give a bag, get a bag" programs and crate
return systems consistently underperform (3-18% across clusters), confirming that
convenience remains paramount even among sustainability-minded consumers. The
bagless delivery option shows minimal appeal (3-12.8%), indicating customers aren't
ready to completely eliminate packaging.

These findings suggest a tiered implementation strategy: begin with cardboard recycling
(broad appeal), followed by credit-based fabric bag programs (strong secondary
interest), while avoiding complex returnable systems that lack consumer support.

Awareness of Sprouts' In-Store Bag Recycling Program by Customer
Clusters

The variation in awareness (56.5% to 81.6% unaware) across demographically distinct
clusters suggests that targeted communication strategies could significantly improve
program adoption. Rural near-retirees' higher engagement indicates untapped potential
in segments with time availability, while the surprising underperformance of affluent
young professionals suggests that traditional marketing assumptions about eco-
conscious demographics may need revision. The wide awareness gap between similar
rural clusters (4 vs. 5) particularly highlights the importance of age and life stage over
geography in program engagement.
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Cluster-Specific Findings

e Highest Awareness - Cluster 5 (Rural Near-Retirees): With only 56.9% unaware
(versus 60.8% overall), this cluster shows the highest program awareness.
Additionally, 24.6% have used the program—significantly above the 17.9%
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average. This suggests rural near-retirees may have more time for in-store
programs or stronger community connections to local initiatives.

Lowest Awareness - Cluster 4 (Rural Midlife Earners): Despite sharing rural
characteristics with Cluster 5, this group shows the highest unawareness at
81.6%—21 percentage points above average. Only 10.5% have used the
program, suggesting busy midlife professionals in rural areas may have limited
store interaction or program exposure.

e Young Professional Divergence:

e Cluster 3 (Mid-Affluent Young Suburbanites): 22.6% usage rate, the
second-highest, indicating strong engagement when aware

e Cluster 2 (Young Affluent Suburban Professionals): Despite higher
income, shows average awareness (59.7% unaware) and below-average
usage (16.4%), suggesting income doesn't predict program participation

Willingness to Pay for Sustainable Delivery by Customer Clusters

Income Does Not Predict Payment Willingness - Across all six clusters, unwillingness to
pay any premium remains the dominant response, ranging from 25.6% (Cluster 6 -
Urban Seniors) to 46.8% (Cluster 3 - Mid-Affluent Young Suburbanites). This consistent
resistance, averaging around 40%, transcends demographic boundaries and confirms
that price sensitivity is a fundamental barrier regardless of income, age, or location.

Surprisingly, higher-income clusters show equal or greater resistance:

Cluster 2 (Young Affluent, $125k+): 44.8% unwilling to pay

Cluster 3 (Mid-Affluent, $100-125k): 46.8% unwilling to pay—the highest
resistance

Cluster 6 (Urban Seniors, $40-60k): Only 25.6% unwilling to pay—the lowest
resistance

This counterintuitive pattern suggests that willingness to pay for sustainability is driven
more by values and life stage than financial capacity.
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Cluster - Age (Brackets), Income $, Urbanicity (clusters)

Cluster 1 Cluster 2 Clust Cluster 4 Cluster 5 Cluster &
Mane, | would not be willing to financially 41.3% 44 8% 46.8% 42.1% 33.8% 25.6%
support a program like this 19 30 29 16 22 10
610 cents more per delivery 32.6% 31.3% 40.3% 28.9% 43.1% 41.0%
T T - 15 21 25 11 28 16

11-20 cents more per delivery I
21-30 cents more per delivery I

17.4% 13.4% 8.1% 13.2% 15.4%
8 g 5 5 10

20 40 0 20 40 0 20 40 0 20 40 0 20 40 0 20 40

More than 31 cents but lessthan $1

N of Responses N of Responses N of Responses N of Responses N of Responses N of Responses

Cluster-Specific Finding:

e Most Price-Flexible: Cluster 6 (Urban Seniors) shows the most distributed
willingness across price points, with 25.6% unwilling but 15.4% accepting 21-30
cents—the highest percentage willing to pay premium rates. This suggests fixed-
income seniors who value sustainability may prioritize it despite budget
constraints.

e Most Price-Resistant: Cluster 3 (Mid-Affluent Young Suburbanites) demonstrates
the highest resistance at 46.8%, despite comfortable incomes.

e Rural Divide: Rural clusters show contrasting patterns—Cluster 5 accepts
minimal premiums (43.1% at 5-10 cents), while Cluster 4 shows more even
distribution, suggesting life stage influences rural price sensitivity.

Understanding Customer Barriers and Preferences

Consumer behaviors are influenced by a variety of factors that ultimately impact their
decision-making, especially in regards to repeated tasks such as grocery shopping. To
better understand how these dynamics influence customer engagement with Sprouts
Farmers Market’s delivery services and sustainability initiatives, our survey included
targeted open-ended and multiple-choice questions. Respondents were asked to
identify their biggest barriers to using grocery delivery services (Question 6), suggest
strategies for reducing bag waste in delivery (Question 14), and share their experiences
with Sprouts’ existing bag recycling program (Question 16).

These questions were designed not only to surface individual preferences but also to
uncover patterns in customer sentiment that could guide actionable improvements. The
responses revealed three overarching themes across these areas: the financial and
experiential hurdles that deter customers from using delivery services, growing



Page | 46

consumer interest in sustainable packaging and operations, and significant gaps in
awareness and trust around recycling programs. Each of these themes is explored in
detail in the sections that follow, offering valuable insight into customer expectations
and opportunities for Sprouts to align its practices with evolving consumer priorities
around convenience, quality, and environmental responsibility.

Q 6: What are the biggest barriers you have to using grocery delivery services?
Select all that apply. | Other, please specify | Write-in

1. Financial Barriers: The Perceived Cost of Convenience

The most commonly cited barrier to using Sprouts’ grocery delivery services was
financial. Respondents pointed to multiple layers of added costs that make delivery
services less attractive, including delivery fees, service charges, and higher product
prices when ordering online. Many customers expressed that these cumulative
expenses made grocery delivery feel like a luxury rather than a practical option for
everyday use.

Some respondents also highlighted the advantage of in-store promotions and
spontaneous sale discoveries, which are often unavailable or less visible through the
online platform. This perception of lost savings further diminishes the perceived value of
delivery services. For budget-conscious shoppers, the inability to shop strategically, by
comparing prices in real-time or switching brands based on in-store discounts, presents
a significant deterrent.

This theme suggests that financial transparency and incentives could play a crucial role
in increasing adoption. Potential strategies include waiving delivery fees for larger
orders, offering online-exclusive discounts, or implementing a loyalty-based tier system
that rewards repeat delivery customers. Addressing this concern head-on may help shift
customer perceptions from delivery as an overpriced convenience to a competitive,
value-driven service.

2. Experiential and Quality Concerns: Preference for In-Store Shopping

A significant portion of customers reported that their barrier to using Sprouts’ grocery
delivery services was not strictly logistical or financial, but experiential. Several
respondents expressed a strong preference for in-store shopping, citing the sensory
experience of picking out their own produce, discovering new products, and controlling
the pacing and quality of their shop.

Others noted past negative experiences with grocery delivery, ranging from poorly
selected produce and incorrect items to a general dissatisfaction with the lack of control
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and personalization. These issues, especially when linked to third-party delivery
providers, contributed to a lack of trust in the process. Some customers conveyed the
sentiment that no digital interface could replicate the in-person experience and the
personal assurance that comes from selecting each item by hand.

This theme suggests that while delivery can offer convenience, it often fails to meet
customer expectations around quality, control, and satisfaction. For Sprouts, improving
customer confidence in the delivery experience may involve enhanced training for
pickers, better quality assurance standards, and offering optional real-time
communication for substitutions or item preferences. Additionally, integrating customer
preferences into profiles (e.g., ripeness of produce, acceptable substitutes) could bridge
the gap between the in-store and online experience.

3. Fulfillment and Inventory Issues: Missing or Mishandled Orders

The third major theme revolved around specific operational problems within the
fulfillment process. Customers cited frequent frustrations with missing items, unwanted
product replacements, or substitutions that did not match their preferences. These
issues were particularly prominent when orders were fulfilled by third-party services,
which often lack the product knowledge or care that customers expect from in-store
staff.

For many respondents, such inconsistencies in order accuracy created enough
frustration to deter them from using grocery delivery services again. Some indicated that
these mishandlings made the process feel unreliable or stressful, ironically, undermining
the very convenience that delivery is meant to provide.

To address this barrier, Sprouts could explore more robust inventory management and
customer preference systems, allowing for clearer communication about out-of-stock
items and preferred substitutions. Transparency around item availability at the time of
order and offering opt-in real-time updates or approval for substitutions could help build
trust. If third-party fulfilment continues to be a necessity, investing in better training and
accountability for partners is also essential.

Customer feedback reveals that barriers to using Sprouts’ grocery delivery services are
multifaceted, rooted in financial concerns, user experience preferences, and operational
shortcomings. While the convenience of delivery appeals to some, others are deterred
by a lack of value, control, or reliability.

Addressing these barriers will require a comprehensive approach: competitive pricing,
improved communication and personalization, and quality assurance at every stage of
the delivery process. By directly responding to these pain points, Sprouts can better
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align its grocery delivery service with customer expectations, and potentially expand its
reach among both current and new shoppers.

Q 14. Do you have any suggestions around what Sprouts (or other retailers) that
provide the option for grocery delivery could do to reduce bag waste? Please be
specific.

1. Reusable Materials: Shifting Toward Circular Delivery Systems

A predominant theme that emerged from the survey responses was the desire for a shift
toward more sustainable and reusable materials in the grocery delivery process. Many
customers expressed concern over the high volume of single-use plastic bags used in
grocery delivery and offered specific alternatives. Chief among these was the use of
cloth or reusable bags, which customers felt could significantly reduce waste and
encourage environmentally responsible practices. Some respondents suggested a
return system, where reusable bags could be picked up during subsequent deliveries or
returned in-store, creating a circular system that discourages single-use habits.

In addition to reusable bags, recyclable cardboard boxes were also recommended as a
viable option. These materials are generally accepted in municipal recycling programs
and can serve as a more sustainable substitute when reusable options are not feasible.
Customers also proposed offering incentives, such as store credit, loyalty points, or
discounts, for returning bags or using their own containers. This aligns with broader
consumer behavior research indicating that incentives can meaningfully influence
sustainable choices.

“l like the idea to use cardboard boxes for delivery. Those can easily be broken down
and recycled by the recipient. | don't like the idea of getting a bag you have to bring
back to the store because that defeats the purpose of getting your items delivered.
You're wanting to reduce your time at the store.” -Survey Respondent

Implementing such systems, however, poses operational challenges, such as cost,
sanitation logistics, and the coordination required for collecting and reusing delivery
containers. Despite these hurdles, customer feedback clearly indicates strong support
for initiatives that prioritize materials which are either reusable or easily recyclable,
suggesting this is an area ripe for innovation and pilot programs.

2. Operational Changes: Rethinking Delivery Logistics for Waste Reduction

Another major category of feedback focused on operational improvements within the
delivery process that could lead to a reduction in bag waste. One of the most frequently
mentioned concerns was the inefficient use of bags, for instance, packing only a few
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items per bag. Customers advocated for better packing protocols to ensure that each
bag is used to its full capacity, thereby reducing the total number of bags required per
order.

Several respondents also proposed the integration of a “bagless delivery” option within
the app or website, allowing customers to opt out of receiving any bags if they are able
to provide their own receptacles at delivery. This kind of customer-centric option offers
flexibility and allows environmentally conscious consumers to make active choices
about their packaging preferences.

Additional suggestions included providing carbon or plastic footprint offsets at checkout,
giving customers the opportunity to support sustainability programs or invest in
packaging alternatives. Others proposed more accessible recycling programs, for
instance, including bag recycling instructions in delivery confirmations, or providing an
option for customers to return bags via the delivery driver or at physical store locations.
These operational changes could be relatively low-cost yet highly effective in reducing
unnecessary plastic usage. However, they would require coordination across logistics,
app development, and customer service teams to be successfully implemented and
clearly communicated.

3. Education: Empowering Customers and Employees with Knowledge

The third major theme centered around education, both for customers and employees,
as a tool for reducing bag waste. Respondents emphasized that clear, consistent
information about the recyclability of delivery bags and their environmental impact was
lacking. Many expressed confusion about whether the bags used in deliveries could be
recycled curbside or required special drop-off, highlighting the need for better
communication from retailers like Sprouts.

Customers recommended integrating educational content into order confirmations,
delivery receipts, and app notifications, explaining how to properly recycle the bags and
offering tips for reducing packaging waste in future orders. This type of education could
empower customers to take direct action in minimizing their environmental footprint.

“The first step is to give the customer the options of reducing the bags and then also
educate for the customers how much they save. It's also good to give incentive like
money off your next grocery order.” -Survey Respondent

In addition to consumer-facing education, respondents also called for internal staff
training, particularly for the individuals who pack and fulfill grocery deliveries. Ensuring
employees understand how to minimize bag use, such as by grouping similar items or
packing efficiently, could help reduce the number of bags used per order.
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Education as a strategy complements material and operational changes by ensuring all
stakeholders, consumers, staff, and management, are aligned on sustainability goals.
Over time, a more informed customer base and better-trained staff could result in
measurable reductions in waste and higher satisfaction among environmentally
conscious shoppers.

Q 16. How would you describe your experience with Sprouts’ bag recycling
program? Please be specific. Type NA if you were unaware prior to this survey.

1. Use of Reusable Bags Reduces Need for In-Store Recycling

One of the most frequently reported behaviors among survey respondents was the
consistent use of reusable shopping bags. Many customers noted that they bring their
own bags when shopping at Sprouts, which not only supports sustainability goals but
also limits their reliance on plastic grocery bags altogether. As a result, these individuals
were often unaware that Sprouts even offered a plastic bag recycling program.

This trend suggests that a segment of environmentally conscious customers may be
effectively minimizing their plastic consumption upstream, thereby bypassing the need
for downstream recycling altogether. However, it also highlights a missed opportunity for
Sprouts to communicate more broadly about all sustainability initiatives, including
recycling, even to those already practicing sustainable behaviors. Improved visibility of
the program may reinforce positive perceptions of Sprouts' environmental commitment
and promote awareness among new or less engaged shoppers.

From a research perspective, this theme reveals a dynamic where low participation in a
recycling program does not necessarily reflect disinterest, but rather pre-existing
sustainable habits. Understanding this nuance is key for evaluating program success
and for targeting communications appropriately.

2. Bags Are Repurposed at Home, Challenging the “Single-Use” Label

Another common theme among responses was the reuse of Sprouts' plastic bags for
secondary household purposes. Many customers reported using them as liners for
small trash cans, for pet waste disposal, or for other storage needs. This repurposing
behavior offers an alternative narrative to the idea of "single-use" plastic bags, and it
helps explain why many shoppers do not return their bags to the store for recycling.

While this secondary use extends the functional lifespan of each bag, it also presents a
challenge for in-store recycling programs. Once the bags serve a secondary purpose,
especially when used for trash, they are typically discarded and sent to landfills. From
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an environmental standpoint, this limits the benefits of closed-loop recycling systems
and suggests a need for education around the full life cycle of plastic bags.

Retailers like Sprouts could consider messaging that frames in-store recycling as a
preferable end-of-life option, even for bags that might otherwise be reused at home.
Additionally, encouraging the use of compostable or biodegradable bags for household
tasks could help shift behavior toward more sustainable alternatives.

3. Recycling Infrastructure and Convenience Issues

A significant number of survey respondents identified logistical and operational barriers
that reduce their likelihood of using Sprouts’ bag recycling program. Common
complaints included overflowing recycling bins, poor visibility or placement of recycling
stations, and the general inconvenience of storing used bags at home and remembering
to bring them back during future visits.

“It's a little inconvenient to have to save up your bags and go out of your way to bring
them in and it's a little awkward to reuse the plastic bags because how balled up they
get after use.” -Survey Respondent

These issues highlight a critical point: for sustainability programs to succeed, especially
those relying on voluntary consumer participation, they must be designed with ease and
accessibility in mind. Inconvenience, real or perceived, can significantly undermine well-
intentioned initiatives.

Improving operational practices, such as regularly emptying recycling bins and placing
them in high-traffic, clearly marked areas, could help reduce friction and increase
usage. Sprouts might also explore incentive programs or app-based reminders to
reinforce recycling behavior. Addressing these structural barriers is essential for
converting good intentions into consistent action.

4. Skepticism and Lack of Transparency About Recycling Outcomes

While some respondents expressed enthusiasm about learning of Sprouts’ plastic bag
recycling efforts, others voiced skepticism regarding the program's actual effectiveness.
Concerns centered on a lack of transparency, customers questioned whether the bags
were truly being recycled or simply discarded after collection.

This skepticism is not uncommon in recycling initiatives and points to a broader need for
clear, transparent communication about what happens to materials once they're
collected. Retailers can build trust and increase program engagement by providing
information about their recycling partners, sharing data on recycling outcomes, or even
showcasing success stories through signage or digital channels.
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By demystifying the process and showing that customer efforts yield real environmental
benefits, Sprouts could strengthen customer trust and increase participation.
Transparency is not just an ethical imperative, it's also a practical strategy for enhancing
program credibility and long-term sustainability.

5. Willingness to Participate If Informed: Education as a Key Lever

The final theme revealed a critical gap in customer awareness and education. A large
number of respondents indicated they were unaware of Sprouts’ plastic bag recycling
program prior to the survey. However, they also expressed a clear willingness to
participate if they had known about it earlier or had received more information at the
point of sale.

This finding underscores the central role of education and outreach in driving
engagement with sustainability programs. Suggestions from respondents included
providing verbal reminders at checkout, displaying visible signage near exits or
recycling bins, and incorporating messaging into digital communications like email
receipts or the Sprouts mobile app.

Effective communication could help convert passive customers into active participants.
Educational strategies should target different types of shoppers, from those already
practicing sustainable habits to those who may not be aware of the environmental
impact of plastic bags. In doing so, Sprouts can broaden the reach of its recycling
initiative and better align customer behavior with its sustainability goals.

“The recycling program is not highlighted a lot and | think a lot of the customers are
unaware. It is a very simple and positive program, but the lack of marketing for it seems
like it's not a priority.” -Survey Respondent

Together, these five themes offer valuable insight into customer behaviors, perceptions,
and barriers related to Sprouts’ plastic bag recycling program. While many customers
are already engaging in sustainable practices, such as using reusable bags or
repurposing plastic bags at home, there remains significant untapped potential in the
form of greater convenience, transparency, and education. By addressing operational
challenges and improving communication, Sprouts has the opportunity to enhance both
participation and trust in its recycling efforts, further solidifying its reputation as a
sustainability-minded retailer.
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Discussion

The Case for Plastic Bags

Widespread bans on single-use plastic bags have become a popular policy tool aimed
at reducing environmental waste. However, such policies often neglect the complex
social, economic, and behavioral systems in which plastic bags are embedded. While
plastic bags are commonly labeled as environmentally harmful, they serve multiple
practical purposes in everyday life, including transporting groceries, storing items, lining
trash bins, and collecting recyclables (Thomason, 2024). When improperly designed,
bans may provoke consumer resistance, shift behaviors in unintended ways, and
ultimately undermine their environmental goals (Danelski, 2024; Gonzalez-Arcos et al.,
2021).

A 2016 survey conducted by the City of Charleston’s Plastic Bag Minimization
Committee, which included government officials, business leaders, and environmental
groups, revealed widespread support for reducing plastic bag use. Notably, 96% of
respondents supported efforts to reduce usage, but many preferred educational
outreach and incentives over outright bans (City of Charleston, n.d.). These findings
reflect a more nuanced public stance, emphasizing the importance of behavioral
guidance rather than restrictive legislation. While 65.9% reported regularly using
reusable bags, 82% cited forgetting to bring them as the main barrier to consistent use.

Likewise, businesses recognized the environmental concerns surrounding plastic bags
but favored solutions that maintained a positive customer experience. These findings
suggest that while the public supports reducing plastic bag use, effective behavior
change must consider consumer habits, convenience, and the need for education. Our
store-level recommendations aim to guide how Sprouts can effectively communicate
and promote its sustainability initiatives while still meeting other consumer preferences.

Consumer preference research corroborates this. A McKinsey & Company (2025) study
found that U.S. consumers rank durability, price, and convenience higher than
environmental concerns when selecting products. Although 77% of respondents
considered recyclability “very important,” only 44% said environmental impact was
extremely important - placing it well behind other decision-making criteria. These
findings underscore the importance of designing sustainability interventions that meet
consumers where they are, integrating environmental goals with existing behavioral
priorities.

This national trend is reflected in our own survey data. When participants were asked
about the biggest barriers to using grocery delivery services, the top responses were
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cost (66.1%) and lack of control over product selection (57.7%). In contrast, only 11.6%
cited packaging waste as a concern. Our survey findings further revealed that economic
incentives significantly outperform environmental messaging, with loyalty points
(average rank: 1.9) and financial discounts (2.2) ranking far above environmental impact
labeling (3.2) as motivators for sustainable behavior adoption. These results suggest
that while sustainability may be valued in theory, it rarely outweighs convenience and
affordability in practice. For retailers like Sprouts, this reinforces the importance of
embedding sustainability into the everyday consumer experience through education and
subtle design, such as informational flyers, in-app prompts, or packaging improvements
that don’t sacrifice customer satisfaction.

Our survey revealed strong support for specific sustainable packaging solutions that
balance convenience with environmental responsibility. Recyclable cardboard boxes
emerged as the most popular option (32.6% preference). Store-provided fabric bags
with credit incentives showed nearly equal appeal (31.0%), effectively combining
environmental benefits with the economic rewards consumers prioritize. However,
complex returnable systems like "give a bag, get a bag" programs (13.8%) and crate
systems (7.8%) showed limited consumer interest, confirming that convenience remains
paramount even among sustainability-minded shoppers.

In fact, evidence from Texas illustrates the counterproductive effects of bans when
implemented without supporting systems. After the repeal of bag bans in Austin and
Dallas, researchers observed a rise in sales of plastic bag liners used in trash cans,
indicating that consumers, rather than reducing usage, compensated by purchasing
alternatives (Danelski, 2024). According to Gonzalez-Arcos et al. (2021), such
outcomes reflect the disruption of social practices. Rather than being isolated behaviors,
practices like grocery shopping, storage, and waste disposal are interconnected and
shaped by shared materials, routines, and meanings. When sustainability interventions
target only the behavior (e.g., banning bags) without addressing these underlying
structures, resistance is likely to emerge. Consumers often react negatively to being
made solely responsible for systemic environmental issues—especially when such
shifts introduce physical, financial, or emotional burdens (Gonzalez-Arcos et al., 2021).

This resistance is particularly evident in price sensitivity around sustainable options. Our
data shows that 39.5% of Sprouts customers are unwilling to pay fees for sustainable
delivery practices, with another 36.7% accepting only minimal increases of 5-10 cents.
Interestingly, this price resistance transcends income levels—affluent young
professionals ($125k+ income) showed equal or greater resistance (44.8%) compared
to lower-income urban seniors (25.6%). This pattern suggests that willingness to pay for
sustainability is driven more by values and life stage than financial capacity, reinforcing
the need for cost-neutral sustainability solutions.
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An alternative, more effective approach emphasizes education and retailer-led
engagement. A pilot study by the Consortium to Reinvent the Retail Bag found that
encouraging customers to bring reusable bags and opt out of using single-use ones
reduced plastic bag use by nearly 5% - without regulation or penalties (Smith, 2024).
These results were based on extensive fieldwork, including over 38,000 checkout
observations and thousands of customer surveys, indicating that subtle, systemic shifts
such as signage, employee engagement, and consumer prompts can reduce
dependency on plastic without triggering resistance. One example of encouraging
customers to bring reusable bags given by the Consortium included a posterboard
reminding customers at the store entrance asking, “Got your bag?” with a simple cut out
image of a bag.

The importance of education is underscored by our finding that 60.8% of Sprouts
customers were unaware of the company's existing bag recycling program. Among
those aware of the program, only about half had actually used it, suggesting both
awareness and adoption barriers. However, our data revealed a clear correlation
between program knowledge and participation: customers who knew about and had
used the recycling program were significantly more likely to regularly recycle bags
(47.4% consistent recyclers) compared to unaware customers. This gradient
demonstrates that education and awareness campaigns could substantially increase
participation rates.

Moreover, plastic bags continue to serve critical functions after their initial use. In a
California poll, 94% of respondents reported reusing plastic bags—often as trash liners,
storage containers, or even for collecting recyclables (Thomason, 2024). Our survey
corroborates this, with 60.8% of Sprouts customers reporting they "almost always" or
"often" reuse plastic delivery bags for secondary purposes. These practices suggest
that plastic bags are not inherently single-use and can contribute to circular use cycles
when supported by appropriate infrastructure and public education. For example,
consumers should be informed that if they repurpose plastic bags as trash liners, they
should be nested within larger bags and securely tied off to prevent leakage into the
environment.

Demographic analysis revealed important targeting opportunities for sustainability
initiatives. Larger households demonstrated significantly higher likelihood to adopt
sustainable delivery services (40% "very likely" for 6-7+ member households versus
26.1% for 1-2 member households), likely due to their greater consumption volumes.
Geographic patterns also emerged, with suburban residents showing the highest bag
reuse rates (47.4% "almost always" reusing) compared to urban (30.7%) and rural
(30.4%) customers, suggesting suburban markets may be most receptive to initial
sustainability program rollouts.
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However, the effectiveness of bans is significantly undermined by the absence of
federal legislation and conflicting state-level regulations. Without a unified national
policy, environmental efforts are unevenly applied, and consumer understanding of
proper disposal practices varies widely. This inconsistency creates confusion, reduces
compliance, and can shift rather than solve the environmental burden. Store-level
initiatives, such as offering bag recycling programs, promoting reusable options, and
clearly labeling proper disposal instructions, can help bridge the gaps left by regulatory
fragmentation and improve the real-world outcomes of environmental policy.

Policy design should therefore take a practice-based approach, aligning with Gonzalez-
Arcos et al.’s (2021) recommendation to restructure systems rather than simply
changing individual behavior. This involves examining how social practices are formed -
through materials (e.g., bags), competencies (knowledge of use and disposal), and
meanings (cultural attitudes toward reuse and waste) - and providing the tools,
education, and incentives needed to shift them sustainably.

Based on our findings, Sprouts may benefit from implementing a tiered strategy:
beginning with recyclable cardboard boxes that show universal appeal, followed by
credit-based fabric bag programs that combine environmental and economic benefits,
while avoiding complex returnable systems that lack consumer support. Critical to
success will be addressing the primary barrier of cost through loyalty rewards and
minimal premiums, coupled with comprehensive education to close the 60.8%
awareness gap and build trust through transparency about recycling outcomes.

Via incentives, informationals, and gentle nudges, such as the Consortium’s poster
board outside the entrance, Sprouts stores may implement practice-based approaches
that will not overburden shoppers. Practice-based interventions distribute responsibility
more evenly among consumers, businesses, and policymakers, supporting more lasting
change and minimizing public backlash.

Banning plastic bags is not a cure-all for excessive consumer packaging. An effective
strategy to tackle this issue involves coordinated efforts across policy, retail, and public
education to encourage responsible reuse, support infrastructure development, and
reflect the realities of consumer behavior. In doing so, society can foster environmental
responsibility without sacrificing practicality, equity, or consistency.

The Case for Consumer Education

According to the data our group obtained from Sprouts Consumers, most agree that, in
today’s climate change era, sustainability measures, both personal and corporate, are
now more crucial than ever. However, most consumers are looking to businesses to
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implement these measures and provide guidance on how to do so. And if consumers
are not “in the know” about the measures being taken, they will not be able to go green.

In the data gathered, what stood out to our group very highly was that of the 319
responses received in our survey, over 60% of consumers were unaware of Sprouts’ in-
store plastic bag recycling program, with only 17% of the surveyed respondents having
ever used it. The lack of awareness of this campaign may be tied to a lack of consumer
education around the initiative.

According to an article by the Association of Plastic Recyclers (ARP) “When retail
stores encouraged consumers to bring their own bags or opt out of using one, nearly
5% fewer single-use plastic bags were used, according to a report from the industry-led
Consortium to Reinvent the Retail Bag” (Association of Plastic Recyclers, 2024).

In our chat with Frank Kose, who heads the Sprouts Bagless Pick Up pilot program in
both Colorado and California, we noticed that there was not a big emphasis on
educating consumers about this initiative or the substantial environmental impacts
behind it. With the bagless initiative, the option of going bagless is communicated to
Sprouts through an automated text, separate from DoorDash, Instacart, or Uber eats,
where consumers are placing their order, and not yet available as an option through the
order screen, where consumers are making their final decisions about the order. We
found that many consumers appreciate this option, but some overlook it because they
don’t see the text indicating its availability.

There are several ways Sprouts can educate consumers about its existing sustainability
initiatives, both through the Sprouts App for pickup and delivery, and in-store
purchases.

Recommendations for Improvement In-Store and Online for
Consumer Education

For in-store purchases, place targeted signs in easy-to-see locations, informing
consumers about sustainability initiatives such as the Give-a-Bag, Get-a-Bag initiative.

Advertise and encourage consumers to engage in utilizing sustainability initiatives
through a targeted social media campaign. Sprouts has an already established and
strong social media presence where new products and new stores are advertised on a
daily and weekly basis; however, the social media campaigns have not focused on
packaging or existing or upcoming social media initiatives. By encouraging more
consumers to post when they return or recycle a bag, or receive a home delivery order
in sustainable packaging, you are not only expanding your marketing efforts, but you
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are also encouraging more consumers to have direct input and a sense of personal
investment in these campaigns.

Start and maintain an incentive program for consumers to encourage sustainable
practices, in accordance with the survey conducted, consumers are most willing to
establish a sustainable routine when there is an incentive program that they will
monetarily benefit from. This could involve establishing a rewards program for
consumers who opt for sustainable options or offering money back to those who return
their reusable shopping bags.
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Table A1: Total Sales Revenue of All Revenue Generating States

Percentage of Total Order

State GMV* Amount

California $1,068,469.08 41.48%
Florida $320,352.22 12.44%
Texas $233,477.80 9.06%
Arizona $214,133.06 8.31%
Colorado $146,415.72 5.68%
Georgia $92,957.54 3.61%
Nevada $72,372.84 2.81%
Oklahoma $52,058.48 2.02%
Tennessee $51,403.12 2.00%
Pennsylvania $46,746.03 1.81%
North Carolina $40,646.63 1.58%
Maryland $36,056.04 1.40%
New Mexico $30,607.16 1.19%
Washington $29,463.12 1.14%
Utah $24,257.92 0.94%
New Jersey $20,783.50 0.81%
Kansas $17,242.46 0.67%
Missouri $16,550.97 0.64%
Virginia $16,412.71 0.64%
Alabama $15,020.34 0.58%
South Carolina $13,819.10 0.54%
Delaware $6,889.98 0.27%
Louisiana $5,761.79 0.22%
District of Columbia $2,232.28 0.09%
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Wyoming $1,522.45 0.06%
Total $2,575,652.34 100.00%
Note: *GMV = Gross Merchandise Value.

Table A2: Order Distribution by Department/Aisle

Department Aisle Delivery |Pickup
Produce Fresh Vegetables 16,074 6,824
Produce Fresh Fruits 9,989 4,351
Grocery Aisles Canned Goods 9,800 3,688
Dairy & Eggs Yogurt 5,628 1,772
Grocery Aisles Baking & Spices 4,454 1,689
Dairy & Eggs Milk & Creamers 4,221 1,579
Deli Specialty & Domestic Cheese 4,215 1,432
Deli Deli Meats & Cheese 3,302 1,110
Snacks Chips 3,055 1,152
Grocery Aisles Breakfast Foods 2,783 990
Produce Lettuce & Packaged Salads 2,618 942
Grocery Aisles Soup & Broth 2,454 808
Frozen Foods Frozen Vegetables & Potatoes 2,447 992
Dairy & Eggs Dairy, Juice & Beverages 2,364 605
Bakery Sliced Bread 2,314 697
Snacks Cookies & Crackers 2,249 744
Frozen Foods Ice Cream & Novelties 2,081 611
Grocery Aisles Condiments & Sauces 1,980 713
Dairy & Eggs Plant-Based Beverages 1,933 574
Dairy & Eggs Eggs 1,856 860
Meat & Seafood All Natural Beef 1,827 800
Snacks Chocolate & Candy 1,820 472
Bulk Nuts & Fruit 1,792 558
Dairy & Eggs Cultured Cheese & Creams 1,788 674
Meat & Seafood All Natural Poultry 1,764 870
Deli Prepared Meals 1,733 488
Meat & Seafood Frozen Meat & Seafood 1,700 690
Beverages Water 1,693 417




Page | 64

Meat & Seafood Packaged Meat 1,687 709
Beverages Functional Beverages 1,538 395
Bakery Bread 1,535 619
Beverages Juice 1,486 447
Grocery Aisles Nut Butter & Spreads 1,479 483
Grocery Aisles Oil & Vinegar 1,419 409
Dairy & Eggs Plant-Based Foods 1,375 469
Frozen Foods Entrees 1,326 439
Bakery Tortillas & Flat Bread 1,292 404
Produce Fresh Herbs 1,256 557
Beverages Coffee 1,238 328
Dairy & Eggs Butter & Spreads 1,221 480
Frozen Foods Frozen Fruits 1,192 469
Snacks Popcorn & Pretzels 1,182 407
Bakery Cookies, Pies & Desserts 1,115 229
Deli Hummus & Dips 1,075 363
Frozen Foods Breakfast Foods 994 362
Bulk Sweets & Snacks 978 302
Frozen Foods Appetizers & Burritos 940 343
Beverages Sparkling Beverages 908 202
Sprouts Brands Grocery 908 587
Grocery Aisles Honey & Syrups 901 313
Snacks Nutrition Bars 855 282
Bakery Muffins, Pastries & Breakfast 793 177
Grocery Aisles Boxed Meals & Sides 777 313
Produce Toppings, Dressings & Dips 774 248
Snacks Snack Foods 768 272
Beverages Soda 744 171
Meat & Seafood Prepared Meats 742 241
Bulk Coffee 740 217
Household Paper & Plastic 737 172
Household Cleaning 728 191
Meal Solutions Soup, Salads & Sandwiches 665 115
Meat & Seafood Seafood 644 225
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Grocery Aisles Dressing & Salad Toppings 614 170
Dairy & Eggs Refrigerated Baking 595 236
Vitamins & Supplements Herbs & Homeopathy 595 149
Snacks Jerky 566 209
Baby Baby Food 548 201
Dairy & Eggs Kombucha 544 155
Seasonal Wellness & Immune

Vitamins & Supplements Health 527 131
Frozen Foods Bread & Dessert 523 154
Bakery Artisan & Fresh Baked Breads 507 117

504 52
Vitamins & Supplements Probiotics & Digestive Health 495 119
Frozen Foods Pizza 492 185
Beverages Shelf-stable Milk 447 127
Produce Packaged Vegetables & Fruits 420 116
Deli Hot Foods 395 84
Bath & Body Care Soap & Bath 390 128
Sprouts Brands Deli 389 186
Beer & Wine Beer 385 61
Baby Baby Snacks 384 100
Frozen Foods Snacks & Pizza 377 150
Sprouts Brands Produce 369 179
Bulk Spices 365 169
Frozen Foods Plant-based 352 148
Bath & Body Care Dental Care 327 116
Vitamins & Supplements Minerals 320 118
Deli Chips & Crackers 317 107
Sprouts Brands Vitamins & Body Care 306 135
Deli Pickled Foods & Olives 302 87
Snacks Superfoods 292 106
Pets Pet Care 262 51
Deli Soup, Salads & Sandwiches 259 37
Vitamins & Supplements Superfoods & Aloe 252 42
Vitamins & Supplements Sports Nutrition & Amino Acids 249 99
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Bulk Beans, Peas & Grains 244 123
Beer & Wine Red Wines 244 52
Meat & Seafood Handcrafted Sausage 241 120
Produce Miscellaneous Produce 235 76
Vitamins & Supplements Letter Vitamins 226 79
Vitamins & Supplements MCTs, Plant & Fish Oils 220 75
Beer & Wine White Wines 218 26
Meat & Seafood All Natural Pork 209 114
Bath & Body Care Aromatherapy & Essential Oils 206 55
Bath & Body Care Facial Care & Cosmetics 201 55
Deli Beverages 183 32
Beer & Wine Specialty 177 37
Produce Floral 162 8
Vitamins & Supplements Children & Baby Health 143 53
Bulk Nut Butter & Honey 139 54
Sprouts Brands Bulk 131 52
Bath & Body Care Babies & Kids 127 29
Meat & Seafood Grass Fed Lamb 120 51
Bath & Body Care Hair Care 119 34
Vitamins & Supplements Collagen, Hair, Skin & Nails 107 44
Bath & Body Care Lotions & Creams 97 24
Beverages Boxed & Ready to Drink Tea 95 24
Vitamins & Supplements Protein Powders & Nutrition Bars 91 39
Bath & Body Care Women's Body Care 90 28
Bulk Granola & Cereal 85 36
Snacks Gum & Mints 83 28
Bath & Body Care Deodorant & Shave 81 22
Beer & Wine Non-alcoholic 77 21
Pets Cat Food 74 8
Vitamins & Supplements Stress & Sleep 73 22
Frozen Foods Ice 68 17
Dairy & Eggs Raw Foods 65 29
Vitamins & Supplements Multivitamins 63 39
Bath & Body Care First Aid & Outdoor Essentials 63 16
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Meal Solutions Cut Fruit 57 9
Bulk Baking 56 23
Vitamins & Supplements Weight Management & Blood Sugar 53 17
Baby Baby Formula 49 16
International Asian Foods 49 10
Pets Treats & Toys 48 9
Meal Solutions Prepared Meals 41 21
Grocery Aisles Pasta & Pasta Sauce 35 21
Grocery Aisles Pickled Foods & Olives 35 13
Vitamins & Supplements Women's Health 35 27
Beer & Wine Sparkling & Specialty 34 5
Meal Solutions Hot Foods 34 14
Vitamins & Supplements Brain & Heart Health 33 22
Vitamins & Supplements Joint Health 22 12
Pets Dog Food 19 7
International Indian Foods 19 4
Deli Boar's Head 18 2
Grocery Aisles International Foods 17 3
Beer & Wine Rose & Blush Wines 17 1
Household General Merchandise 16 6
Cinco De Mayo Essentials Beans, Rice & Other Essentials 14 3
Vitamins & Supplements Men's Health 13 2
Household Reusable Bags 11 2
Sprouts Brands Meat & Seafood 11 5
Meat & Seafood Seasonings & Marinades 10 4
Baby Diapers & Wipes 6 1
Meal Solutions One Pan Meals 5

Bakery Buns & Rolls 3

Meal Solutions Frozen Meals 3 1
International Latino Foods 3 1
Frozen Foods Bestsellers 2 1
Bath & Body Care Men's Body Care 2 1
Beer & Wine Sweet Wines 2

Fourth of July Essentials Beer & Cocktails 2 1
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Could not classify Could not classify 2
Beverages Kombucha 1
Baby Baby Care 1
Cinco De Mayo Essentials Frozen Appetizers & Entrees 1 1
Fourth of July Essentials Fresh Fruits 1 1
Table A4: Alternative Packaging Solutions
Packaging | Benefits Downsides Cost Notes
Often, it is not
Recyclable. disposed of
Reusable,
_ compostable, and correctly due to a
Fiber o ’ lack of consumer 0.25-0.75
. incinerator-friendly. : : :
Packaging education. Time per unit
Uses less energy
and resources
than petroleum .
harvesting wood
products.
pulp
Limited Water
Durable and Susceptbity t
(o)
Jute Cloth | feusable, 100% | ) 1o nd mildew, | $1:84 per
biodegradable, : unit
4 potential for
versatile .
staining,
discoloration
Durable, long- Accumulation of
Reusable . . )
lasting, bags in homes is
Cloth/ .
environmentally not an easy or $1-$3
Cotton )
Baas friendly, Brand well-known return
9 Awareness method
Strong Product
Protection, not waterproof starting at
Corrugated | lightweight, made . proot, 9
moisture sensitive, | $0.10 per
Cardboard | from recycled .
. size box
materials, and
customization
Biodegradable, Sprouts has' done
before, looking
Recyclable | recyclable, sourced
more at long-term | $0.05-0.25
Paper Bags | from renewable o
sustainability,
sources .
outside of paper
Insulated maintain food cleaning and $4.43+
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Reusable temperatures, returning of bags
Bags improve food from customers to
Safety, and provide | Sprouts, the cost
long-term cost per bag is higher
savings.
Eco-friendly, Difficult to clean,
sustainable, rocess for
Bamboo compostable, P $0.30-
sprouts,
Bags durable, long- . $1.92
. handwashing
lasting, clean, required
ethically sourced 9
returning,
Ethical production, cleamr_lg, ?nd
long-lasting, anti- collecting from .
Hemp . ' Sprouts, drop-off 240 units
bacterial/anti-mold, . : .
Totes - points, incentives | for 4.50
versatility for
. for customers to
branding, reusable .
drop off, price
point
Non-woven lightweight, limited
durable, easy to breathability, not $0.95 per
Polypropyle | heat ¢ istant it
ne Bags clean, hea water resistant, uni
resistant, not biodegradable
items moving
during transit,
cost effective, light | keeping food items
Cardboard | weight, good temperature 1.50-10.00
Boxes protection, flexibility | controlled, wt of ' '
and durability box after customer
order, multiple
boxes
Mushroom
Packaging:
Grown from
mycelium
and
agricultural
waste
Reduced materials | Higher upfront As much
returnable cost, lower labor cost, potential loss | as 200-

. cost, reduced of packaging, 5000 per
packaging . S .
crates packaging waste, logistical issues, unit, could

and enhanced and need for be a rental
product protection. | additional program
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inventory

available

Encourages
customers to bring
reusable bags,

It can be seen as
an added burden
or hidden cost for

reducing plastic A fee
waste and customers, charged to
environmental especially low- custc?mers
. income shoppers.
Ireland's harm. when they
Plastic Bag purchase
Levy Helps retailers (I\;/ll,las)’:ocr::fe goods and
oretovel | provding -~ | dissatisfacton or disposable
P! 9 resistance. -~
disposable bags. plastic bags
: Effectiveness ata retail
Raises awareness store.
et depends on
about sustainability enforcement and
and consumer ublic buv-in
responsibility. P y-n.
Charges
consumer
based on
their choice
of:
Plastic bags
cost between
7 to 74 cents
depending on
size or type.
Germany's | It reduces plastic It adds extra cost Reusable
Extended waste by
: for both canvas/cloth
Producer encouraging the
i consumers and bags cost
Responsibili | use of reusable retailers about $1.47
ty (ERP) bags. ' T
Producers
use the
charges to
cover their
cost of
supplies to
offer the
options and
recycling
fees.
Store Can add to Many




Page | T1

Policy: overconsumption independent
small fee of baskets or supermarkets
for each reusable bags in Kenya's
plastic bag over time; capital,
but also discounts may be Nairobi, now
give away a applied to charge a
free, encourage use small fee for
reusable after initial each plastic
basket with giveaway bag but also
a minimum give away a
purchase. free, reusable
basket with a
minimum
purchase.
Convenient for
consumer,
Partnership with a
third party could be
successful in
Modeling
Partnership | compostable
with grocery bags.
Compostabl | Still gives
g Ba}g consumer current' Cost to the Product SKU
usiness, options but doesn't Retailer: Th B ize (in)
Like gum up machines etarer. 1he Prices ags
Refresh in recycling nor Cost burden may vary Bags_ / Case
Packaging long-term in be added to the T-shirt Bag
) consumer TS12720X1
& use wastewater: Bags
messaging | could be reused to
to educate | collect refuse or
shoppers thrown into trash,
and either
composted in a
landfill or filled with
food waste and
taken to a compost
heap
LIMEX bags can be | LIMEX bags are
recycled or not biodegradable
LIMEX upcycled into new in natural
bags made | products like trays, | environments, so if
of limestone | reducing reliance not properly

on virgin materials
and supporting a

disposed of, they
can contribute to
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circular economy.
They also use
limestone, which
reduces petroleum-
based plastic
usage.

long-term pollution
similar to
traditional plastics.
Their recyclability
also depends on
local
infrastructure,
which may not be
widely available.

Appendix B: Survey Questions

1) How often do you use grocery delivery services for Sprouts (via Instacart,
UberEats, Doordash, etc)? Single Select

o Never

o O O

2) Which delivery services have you EVER used to shop or order from

Frequently (once a week or more)
Occasionally (1-3 times per month)
Rarely (less than once a month)

Sprouts? Select all that apply | Directly thru Sprouts.com/Sprouts App
Multiple Select thru Sprouts.com

O

Sprouts App
Instacart
DoorDash
UberEats

o O O

3) Outside of Sprouts shopping, do you use online services for grocery

delivery from other retailers with any regularity? Select one.

o Yes
o No

4) What best describes your relationship with grocery delivery services from
Sprouts in the last 12 months? Select one.

O

Use rarely (less than once a month)

o Use occasionally (1-4 times a month)
o Use Frequently (once a week or more)
o Have not used in the past 12 months

5) What percent of your Sprouts shopping do you estimate in-store versus

online? Select one.
o Mostly in-store
o About equal
o Mostly online
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6) What are the biggest barriers you have to using grocery delivery services?
Multiple Select

o

O O O O O O

Cost of delivery

Lack of control over product selection

Packaging Waste (i.e. too many bags, containers)
Scheduling issues or availability

Product freshness or quality

Other, please specify

None of the above

7) On a scale from 1 to 5, how would you rate your overall shopping
experiences with Sprouts (online, via third party like Uber Eats, Instacart,
DoorDash, or in-store)? Single Select

o

O
o
O
o

5 - Excellent
4

3

2

1 - Very Poor

8) Online grocery delivery typically requires bags or some way to package for
transport. Please RANK how interested would you be in using any of the
following sustainable grocery home delivery models, (sustainable in this
context here in related to efforts to reduce single-use grocery bags &
waste). Rank all.

o

o

Financial incentives or discounts (E.g. Being entered into raffle to win a
prize or a discount on future

purchases in exchange)

Clear environmental impact labeling (E.g. Information about how you can
choose a more sustainable

delivery option)

Loyalty points or rewards program incentives

Peer recommendations (E.g., A friend or family member suggests a more
sustainable option)

Company reputation (E.g., Information about Sprouts’ sustainability goals
and impact)

Other, please specify

9) Which of the following Sustainable Grocery Home Delivery Model appeals
to you the MOST as a consumer (sustainable in this context here is related
to efforts to reduce single-use grocery bags & waste)? Select one.

O
O
O

Recycling Program set up by a Sprouts Grocery Store

Receiving a cardboard box and recycling the box after use

Give a bag, get a bag- a program where you deliver the bag you’ve
received back in the store.

Using another fabric bag and receiving a credit when you return to the
store (cloth, jute, hemp, etc).
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10)iImplementing sustainability grocery delivery practices can sometimes be
costly. How much would you be willing to pay to support or participate in a
program Sprouts might offer in the future? Single Select

O

o
O
o
O

None. | would not be willing to support a program like this financially.
5-10 cents more per delivery

11-20 cents more per delivery

21-30 cents more per delivery

More than 31 cents but less than $1

11)If available, do you choose eco-friendly packaging options for your
groceries when available (defined as packaging designed to reduce the use
of single-use plastic bags)? Single Select

o

O O O O O

Always

Often

Sometimes

Rarely

Never

NA - Not available anywhere | shop

12)How likely are you to use a grocery delivery service if they supported more
sustainable practices(e.g., reduced packaging, carbon-neutral delivery)?

Single Select
o 5-Very Likely
o 4
o 3
o 2
o 1 - Not At All Likely

13)How often do you return or reuse the plastic bags provided in your grocery
deliveries? Single Select

o

O O O O O

Almost Always

Often

Sometimes

Rarely

Never

Not applicable / | don’t use grocery delivery services

14)Do you have any suggestions around what Sprouts (or other retailers) that
provide the option for grocery delivery could do to reduce bag waste?
Please be specific. Open ended

15)Have you heard of Sprouts’ in-store bag recycling program? (The
containers outside stores that are specifically for recycling single-use
plastic bags) Single Select

o
O

Yes, I've used it
Yes, But | Have Not Used It
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o No, | was Unaware

16)How would you describe your experience with Sprouts’ bag recycling
program? Type NA if you were unaware prior to this survey. Open Ended

17)How likely are you to return your bags to a Sprouts store after your next
order? Single Select
o & - Extremely Likely

4
3
2
1-

O O O O

Not At All Likely

Appendix C: Quantitative Survey Results

Q2: Frequency of using grocery delivery services for Sprouts

Frequently (once a week or more) | <22
Oceasionally (13 times a month) | 2.6%
Rarely (less than amanth) | 25.2%
v] 10 20 30 40 50 &0 70 80 90 100 110 120 130 140 150
N of Responses

Q3: Applications Used For Grocery Delivery From Sprouts

sprauts.com)/sprouts App | G2.3%
1nsacar | 3.0%
poorDash | 21.7%
uoercats | 24.5%

0% 20% 40% 60%

Q4: Grocery Delivery From Other Retailers
o s s

0 20 40 60 80 100 120 140 160 180 200 220 240 260 280 300 320
N of Responses W ves
M no

Q5: Frequency of Grocery Delivery from Sprouts
2 25 |

0 20 40 60 B0 100 120 140 160 180 200 220 240 260 280 300 320

Nof Raspansas M use frequently (once a week or more)

M Use occasionally (1-3 times per month)
[ Use rarely (less than once a month)
. Have not usedin the past 12 months

Q6: In-Store vs. Online Shopping Preferences
B

0 20 40 60 80 100 120 140 160 180 200 220 240 260 280 300 320
N of Responses
B ostly in-store
. Mostly online
B Aboutequal
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Q7: Primary Barriers to Using Delivery Services

Delivery Cost | 711
Lack of Cantrol | 154
scneduling I 71
Packaging Waste | N NRNGNEN_RNGNGNTGNGN =7
None of the above | 25
0 20 40 60 80 100 120 140 160 180 200 220

N of Responses

Q8: Overcall Shopping Experience with Sprouts
- < |

0 20 40 &0 80 100 120 140 160 180 200 220 240 260 280 300 320
N of Responses B 1- very poor
| H
m:
W
M 5-Excellent

Q9: Ranking of Sustainable Delivery Motivators

Loyalty points or rewards program incentive [ I 1 o
Financial incentives or discounts [ R - -
Clear environmental impact labeling [ N NG,
company reputation I .o
Peer recommendations | 2.1
0.00 0.50 1.00 150 2.00 2.50 3.00 3.50 4.00

Avg. Q9 Rank Motivation Sustainable Delivery =

Q10: Most Appealing Sustainable Packaging Option

Receiving a cardboard box (instead of bags)
and recycling the box after use

32.6%

Store provided fabric bags & receiving a credit
when you return to the store (cloth, jute,
hemp, etc.)

Recycling program set up by a Sprouts
grocery store (where bags can be returned &
recycled properly)

Give a bag, get a bag -a programwhere you
deliver the bag you've received back to the
store

Bagless delivery option reliant on the use of
crates that would need to be returnedto a
designated drop-off area by customers

o
=
=)
o
=1
w
=1

40 50 60 70 80 90 100 110

Q11: Willingness to Pay for Sustainable Delivery Programs

Nore, | would not be willing to financially
support a program like this

39.5%
126

5-10 cents more per delivery

11-20 cents more per delivery

21-30 cents more per delivery

13.2%

More than 31 cents but less than $1 a2

o 10 20 30 40

Q12: Frequency of Choosing Eco-Friendly Packaging

50 60 70 80 90 100 110 120 130
N of Responses

26.0%

Always 83

32.0%
102

Most of the time

" 18.5%
50
31%
| don’t have this option _ 4.7%
anywhere | shop 15
0

20 40 ) 80 100
N of Responses



Q13: Likelihood to Use Sustainable Delivery Services

5.0%
.
6.0%

3

4

5-Very likely

Not applicable

5}
n
S

40 60 a0 100
N of Responses

Q14: Frequency of Plastic Bag Reuse from Deliveries

Almost always

Often

15.4%
Sometimes 62
10.0%
Farely _ 2
9.7%
fever _ 31

o
N
IS}
IS
&

60 80 100 120
N of Responses.

Q16: Awareness of Sprounts In-Store Bag Recycling Program

17.9%
57

17.6%
56

. . 154
3.8%

0 10 20 30 40 50 80 70 B8O 90 100 110 120 1320 140 150 160 170 180 180 200 210

Yes, I've used it

Yes, but | have not used it

N of Responses
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