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Executive Summary

The project FOODprint - “Awareness — raising campaign to prevent and manage food waste among
consumers, the food and hospitality industries”, co-funded by the Life Programme of the European Union
(LIFE19 GIE/CY/001166) aims to reduce food waste in Cyprus through awareness campaigns, educational
activities and the creation of tools to combat food waste. The project’s duration is September 2020 to
April 2023.

An integral part of the FOODprint project, is research through public surveys to better understand the
habits and perceptions of Cypriot households regarding food and food waste. The responsible partner for
the co-ordination of this activity is K. Parpounas Sustainability Consultants Ltd. The research activities in
their entirety comprise of three main quantitative surveys conducted at the beginning, middle and end of
the project and a series of 12 short online polls conducted throughout the project. The survey and polls
are questionnaires designed to understand the habits and perceptions of Cypriot households regarding
food and food waste.

The research is conducted throughout the project’s duration so that the changes in habits and perceptions
can be showcased and at the same time evaluate the effectiveness of the project’s activities. The 1% and
2" main quantitative research surveys and the 7 out of a total of 12 quantitative online polls have been
completed. The results of these were presented in the report “Project Baseline Report” (November 2020)
and the “2" Public Opinion Survey Report” (July 2022). This report analyses the results of the 3™ and last
main quantitative survey and online polls 8-12.

The 3™ main quantitative research survey (referred to as 3™ survey or 2023 survey in this report) was
conducted between 28/02/2023 — 02/03/2023. It is the last consumer survey to be conducted within the
FOODprint project as the project has reached its completion. The 3™ survey covered 510 people aged 18
and over, who are either responsible for their household shopping or household food preparation. The
methodology used was the Computer Aided Web Interviewing (CAWI) and the sample was selected from
a panel of participants in online surveys. The geographical distribution of the sample was proportional to
the actual distribution of the population.

The 3™ survey comprised of 16 questions in total, of which 6 have been repeated in the previous 2
corresponding surveys and 5 have been repeated in the 2" survey only. 5 questions are new. The 1°
survey was conducted in October 2020 (21/10/2020-23/10/2020) and the 2" in May 2022 (11/05/2022 —
13/05/2022). The repetition of questions allows the comparison of results between the surveys and to
conclude whether there is indication of changes in consumer habits and perceptions during the project
period (beginning, middle and end of the project). The following paragraphs provide a summary of results.

The online polls followed a different methodology than the surveys. The online polls were answered by
visitors of the Dias websites (Sigmalive, Sportime.com.cy, | love style, City.com.cy, Check In, Economy
today, MyCyprusTravel.com) and the sample comprised of people living in Cyprus but also from abroad
(Greece, UK and EU). Given the nature of online polls, there are no data about the sample’s characteristics
other than the total number of respondents with an average of 1710 people participating in the polls. The
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main objective of these online polls is to further investigate issues that cannot be explored in the main
surveys due to the limited number of questions. The following paragraphs are a summary of results and
conclusions for the last series of polls (8" — 12 polls) during the period June 2022 to April 2023. Some
guestions were repeated from previous polls, and some were new questions. The questions which were
repeated had a much larger number of respondents in the polls 8-12 than in the previous series of polls
1-7. Overall, the results of polls 8-12 are mixed, where in certain cases we see a better picture regarding
habits and perceptions contributing to the reduction of food waste and in other cases we see a worsened
situation.

The research conducted throughout the project has collected a lot of useful information on habits and
perceptions regarding food and food waste. Some habits have changed during the span of the FOODprint
project while other habits have not. Given that the surveys carry more weight in understanding the
changes of habits and perceptions over time (in contrast to the polls that do not have a controlled sample)
the overall conclusion is that there is an overall improvement, albeit small. Key points of the research
conducted are found below:

e Cypriot consumers tend to shop more food than needed and no significant changes have been
observed in the duration of the project.

e Cypriot consumers tend to order or prepare more food than needed, however a slight decrease
of this habit is observed in the duration of the project.

e Cypriot consumers understand that reducing food waste is important for the protection of the
environment, however it does not act as the main motivator to reduce food waste. The most
important reasons to reduce food waste are: i) “it is the right thing to do” and “saving money”.

e During the project’s duration more Cypriot consumers associate the action of throwing food in
the trash with negative feelings such as guilt, wasting money and harming the environment.

e During the project’s duration more Cypriot consumers adopt good habits such as

- consume food surplus in the following days

- use the freezer for food surplus storage

- use food surplus to prepare other meals

- give surplus food to other people

- take away surplus food while out in restaurants

e Composting is not at all popular in Cyprus and there seem to exist a knowledge gap as to how
composting is done at home.

e  There is gross underestimation of the scale of the food waste problem. 8 out of 10 believe their
food waste is less than Cypriot average.

e  Cypriot consumers are very willing to participate in food waste reduction initiatives such as buying
“ugly” fruits and vegetables at discounted prices, buying not as fresh fruits and vegetables at
discounted prices and participating in give-away/donation platforms.
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Introduction

This report is an integral part of the project FOODprint - “Awareness — raising campaign to prevent and
manage food waste among consumers, the food and hospitality industries”, co-funded by the Life
Programme of the European Union (LIFE19 GIE/CY/001166). It presents and analyses the results of
research conducted to understand consumer behaviours and beliefs regarding food waste. As there isn’t
much research about food waste and consumer habits in Cyprus, the results of this research are valuable
in achieving the aims of the FOODprint project to raise awareness and change habits to reduce food waste.

The research activities concerning consumer habits in their entirety comprise of three main quantitative
surveys conducted at the beginning, middle and end of the project and a series of 12 short online polls
conducted throughout the project. The survey and polls are questionnaires designed to understand the
habits and perceptions of Cypriot households regarding food and food waste. The responsible partner for
co-ordinating this activity is K. Parpounas Sustainability Consultants Ltd.

The analysis included in this report is part of a series of questionnaires designed to understand opinions
and behaviours regarding food waste. Research with the use of questionnaires is conducted in two ways
throughout the project: A) 3 main quantitative research surveys and B) 12 quantitative online polls.

The FOODprint project duration is 01/09/2020 — 30/04/2023. This is the 3™ and final report pertaining to
this research as part of the LIFE Foodprint project. It is being written after all 3 quantitative research
surveys and 12 online polls have been completed. In this report the results of the 3™ main quantitative
research survey are presented and the results of the online polls 8-12 (completed in the period June 2022
— April 2023). 2 previous corresponding reports have been completed: i) The Baseline report including the
results of the 1%t survey and 1% online poll, and ii) Report on the 2" survey and online polls 2-7. The analysis
in this report aims to evaluate the effectiveness of the project’s campaigns and whether there are changes
in consumer behaviour regarding food waste.

Section 1.1 provides the analysis of the results of the 3™ main quantitative research survey and Section
1.2 the analysis of the results of the 8 to 12 online polls.
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1. Public Opinion Surveys

Due to the need to understand the extent of the problem of food waste in Cyprus, the factors that
contribute to it, the pace at which it is produced and the identification of the places where they occur
most often, a number of questionnaires have been conducted throughout the implementation of the Life
FOODprint project.

During the implementation of the project, three main surveys have been carried out at the beginning,
middle and end of the project. Each survey serves the respective objectives: a) 1 survey to determine the
baseline of the project (completed in October 2020); (b) 2" survey to determine the effectiveness of the
project activities during the first months of the communication campaign (completed in May 2022); and
(c) 3™ survey to measure the results of the project based on the initial data and information collected
(conducted at the end of the project in March 2023).

The 1% main quantitative survey was conducted at the beginning of the project in October 2020 and the
results were presented and analysed in the FOODprint’s “Project Baseline Report” in November 2020. The
2" main quantitative research survey was completed in May 2022, the results of which are presented in
the report “2" Public Opinion Survey Report”. The results of the 3™ main quantitative survey are
presented in this report.



08,
Fo 0 D ) Save Food. Waste less.

PRI NT A Téppa ot omatdAn tpodipwv!
.

oy

1.1 Results of 3" main quantitative research (March 2023)

The 3™ main quantitative research survey, referred to as 3™ survey or 2023 survey in this report was
conducted during 28/02/2023 to 02/03/2023 and covered 510 people aged 18 and over, who are either
responsible for their household shopping or household food preparation (see Annex A for the detailed
guestionnaire). As in the previous surveys, the sample was focused to ensure that the feedback comes
from people with good knowledge of food management in their household. The methodology used was
Computer Aided Web Interviewing (CAWI) and the sample was selected from a panel of participants in
online surveys. The geographical distribution of the sample was proportional to the actual distribution of
the population. Details of the sample are shown in Table 1 below.

No. %
Age 18-24 54 11%
25-34 111 22%
35-44 104 20%
45-54 96 19%
55-64 77 15%
65+ 68 13%
Gender Male 256 50%
Female 254 50%
Social Class A-B 32 6%
ri 171 34%
r2 219 43%
A-E 88 17%
Education Up to Secondary 138 27%
Tertiary (degree) 230 45%
Tertiary (master) 142 28%
Province Nicosia 221 43%
Limassol 125 25%
Larnaca 88 17%
Famagusta 28 5%
Paphos 48 9%
Area Urban 356 70%
Rural 154 30%
Total 510 100%

Table 1: Sample details

The aim of the 3rd survey is to understand whether there have been any changes in consumer’s habits
and perceptions related to food waste since the beginning of the project and to determine the impact of
the project’s activities. The 3™ survey comprised of 16 questions in total, of which 6 have been repeated
in the previous 2 corresponding surveys and 5 have been repeated in the 2" survey only. 5 questions are
new. The repetition of questions allows the comparison of results between the surveys and to conclude
whether there is indication of changes in consumer habits and perceptions during the project period
(beginning, middle and end of the project).



Save Food. Waste less.
Téppa ot omatdAn tpodipwv!

General habits of buying & preparing food

Question 1: Below are certain habits regarding buying and consuming food. Which of these do
you do in your household?

We check the expiration date/consuption date

We check what we have in the fridge before we buy
anything
We pay attention to how we keep/store the food/
food in the refrigerator

We consume the leftover food in the next few days

We make a list of what we need before we go
shopping

(o]

We plan what we will cook

B
-
e
I

We cook the amount we need
We buy only what we need

We took food leftovers from restaurants with us

o)
We like to keep enough stocks at home d&o p1% W 2023
9 2022
We use leftovers to prepare other foods m 23%
m 2020

We throw away the old food when we have fresh
food

Figure 1: Food purchase & consumption habits

Almost all consumers (95%) check the expiry date of food when buying or consuming food, ranking it as
the most common habit. Widespread 'positive' behaviours that are also common and reported by more
than 8 in 10 households are checking products in the fridge before buying new ones (93%), paying
attention to proper food preservation (91%), eating leftover food in the next few days (91%), preparing a
shopping list (88%) and planning in advance what to cook (84%). Other 'positive' behaviours that show an
increase over time are cooking the amount needed (75%), buying the necessary amount of food (69%),
picking up leftover food from going out to a restaurant (65%), and using leftovers to prepare other food
(53%).

At the same time, compared to the previous waves, there is a decrease in 'negative' behaviors, such as
discarding 'old' food when buying new (26%). The same applies of the tendency to store food at home, a
practice which, although decreasing, remains widespread (61%).
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Question 2: For which reasons do you purchase more than the necessary quantity of food?

44%
| want to keep stocks in case something happens 43%
A | 4670

| 36%
I always want to be prepared for guests at home 33%

R | 306
— 227
0,

| feel safe when there is a lot of food at home 34%

P | 29%
I | 287

Not all family members eat the same food —131%

A | 29%
I 15%

| can not calculate the quantities | will need 20%
| 2 0,
4% 0%

| feel 'poor" if there is not much food at home 4%
/0

27%
| do not buy more that the necessary quantities 26%

.
27%

0% 5% 10% 15% 20% 25% 30% 35% 40% 45% 50%

W 2023 w2022 m2020

Figure 2: Reasons of buying more food than needed

In the span of the 3 surveys, about a quarter of households’ report that they do not buy more than the
necessary amounts of food (26-27%). This percentage does not show a significant change between the
three waves. As regards the reasons for buying more than the necessary quantities of food, some
parameters show an increase and others a decrease in the percentages. An increasing trend is observed
over time, in the desire to keep stocks in case of emergency (44%) and in case of unexpected visitors
(36%).

The purchase of more than the necessary quantities remains stable due to the sense of security that
comes from keeping stocks (33%), while a decrease is recorded in reports of the need to satisfy different
preferences of household members (28%) and the inability to calculate the correct quantities needed
(15%).
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Question 3: Which of the two statements best suits your behaviour when you have guests at
home or dinner or when you go out to a restaurant?

70%

61%

60%

52%

50% 48%
39%

40%

30%

20%

10%

0%
| prepare/order as much food as needed so | prepare/order more than | need to make
that there is no leftover sure we do not run out of food

w2022 m2023

Figure 3: Preparation / ordering of food

Significant variations have been recorded over the last 12 months in the amount of food prepared when
guests come to the house or order during outings. The tendency to eat more food than is needed to ensure
there is no shortage has decreased from 61% to 52%. However, the proportion stating that they
prepare/order as much food as needed has increased in the last 12 months from 39% to 48%.

Preparing/ordering more food than necessary is higher among men, younger age groups, the upper
economic classes and households with children.

Surplus management

Question 4: How often do you do the following in relation with leftover food:

Results of the following question are presented in figures 4 - 11.

10



Save Food. Waste less.
Téppa ot omatdAn tpodipwv!

29%, 28% 29%
m Almost
always
m Often
Consuming it in the
following days = Sometimes
= Almost
never
90/0 A 0/

2020 2022 2023

Figure 4: Consumption in the following days

The percentage of households that always/frequently eat leftover food in the following days is 73%.
Although it does not show a substantial variation over the last 12 months (+1%), it has a significant
increase compared to 2020 (+9%).

This practice seems to be somewhat more widespread among the lower economic classes and single-
parent households.

12% 10%
B Almost
always
m Often
Feeding pets
= Sometimes
® Almost 0
never 33% 32%
2020 2022 2023

Figure 5: Food for pets

11
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A third of households (33%) regularly use leftover food as pet food. This percentage is not significantly
different from the previous two waves.

This practice appears to be somewhat more prevalent among women, lower economic classes, rural
residents, households with children and multi-member households.

7% 8% 6%
m Almost
always
m Often 35%
Placing in the .
freezer for future 41% 44%
use Sometimes
= Almost 42%
never 27% 260/0

2020 2022 2023

Figure 6: In the freezer for future use

The percentage of households that always/often keep leftover food in the freezer for future use is 30%.
This percentage has not changed significantly over the last 12 months (-2%). Compared to 2020 results it
shows an increase of 7%.

This practice is more prevalent among upper and lower age groups, men, middle and lower economic
classes and single-parent households.

12
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m Almost
always
Using it for the m Often
preparation of
other meals
= Sometimes
H Almost
never

2020 2022 2023
Figure 7: Preparation of other meals
Only 28% of households always/frequently use leftover food to prepare other meals. There is no

significant variation in this behaviour in the last 12 months (+3%), but there is an increase (+10%)
compared to 2020.

The use of leftover food to prepare other meals is more prevalent among younger consumers, lower
economic groups and multi-member households.

8% 8% 6%

m Almost
always

. = Often
Feeding farm

animals
= Sometimes

59%

m Almost
never

2020 2022 2023

Figure 8: Food for farm animals

13
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Over time, only one fifth of households use leftover food as feed for farm animals. This practice is most
popular in rural areas.

3% 2%

3%

m Almost
always

Giving to other = Often
people

= Sometimes

45%

H Almost
never

2020 2022 2023

Figure 9: Giving to other people

It seems that giving leftover food to other people is not a common practice. Only 15% do so regularly. This
percentage shows a slight increase compared to 2020 (+4%).

Giving leftover food to others is something that women report doing to a greater extent.

14
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4% 3%

m Almost
always

Composting

m Often

= Sometimes

m Almost
never

2020 2022 2023

Figure 10: Composting

Only 21% of household’s compost, and most (15%) only do so, sometimes. Consumers who compost
systematically (almost always and often) are reduced by 3% compared to 2022 and by 2% compared to
2020.

3%

m Almost

always

. m Often
Throw in the trash

= Sometimes
= Almost 42%

never

2020 2022 2023

Figure 11: Thrown in the trash
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The percentage of households that always/often throw away leftover food is 16% and does not vary
significantly over time.

Throwing away leftover food is a practice adopted to a somewhat higher extent by younger consumers,
middle and upper economic classes and those living in apartments.

Question 5: While you are out in restaurants and cafes, how often do you take surplus food with
you at home?

15% WA
m Always 29% 35%
B Quite often
H Sometimes
Rarely
= Never 21%
21%
2022 2023

Figure 12: Take away of food leftovers

On outings when there is leftover food, the majority of consumers either always take it with them (17%)
or take it with them quite often for future consumption (35%). Compared to 12 months ago, there is a
significant increase in the percentage of those who always or quite often take leftover food with them as
a 'takeaway' (+8%).

Older people, women, lower economic classes and people with a higher level of education are more likely
to take 'take-away' leftover food from outings.

16
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Food waste

Question 6: In a typical week, if all the food, fruits and vegetables that you bought correspond
to 10 units, how many of them did you throw in the trash?

34%

33%2933%
0%

2020

- m 2022

15%49% 2023

0, 0, 0,
4945% S%WIR  3%3%s 3%3%4% 3%.,3% _
0 °0% 0%0%0% 0%0%0%
D o B Sl
0% 1-10%  11-20%  21-30%  31-40%  41-50% 51-60% 61-70%  71-80%  81-90%  91-100% Units of
food

Figure 13: Quantity of food thrown in the trash thrown

8% of households say that they do not throw away food, fruit, or vegetables, a percentage that has been
increasing marginally over time.

30% of households throw away up to 10% of the food, fruit and vegetables they buy in a week, while 33%
throw away 11% to 20%. The remaining 29% of households throw away more than 30% of the food they
buy.

On average, each household throws away more than a fifth (22%) of the food and fresh fruit/vegetables
they buy. Over time, there is no significant variation in this proportion.
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Question 7: From the following, what are the top 3 reasons you throw food, fruits and
vegetables in the trash in your household?

0
Expiration date has passed azz -47 &
o
Not safe for consumption m 31%
Some of the household memebers do not ﬂ 28%
consume all their food
S—
Improper storage
0
Prepare more than needed =b°%2 %o
T [\
Buy more than needed 14‘220
o
We prefer fresh food ”z 11%
0
Food is not tasty later on ﬂ'o Yo

. . 7%
Nutritional value is reduced m 2023
2022

[v)
Never waste food w 17% m 2020

Figure 14: Reasons to throw food away

Spontaneously 17% of households say they never throw away food, fruits or vegetables in the trash. This
percentage has been increasing over time. But the main reason why food, vegetables, and fruit are thrown
away remains that the ‘expiry date has passed’ (47%).

There has been an increase in the percentage of answers that leftover food is spoiled and unsafe to eat
(31%), while the reason that some household members do not finish their food remains at the same level
(28%).

However, there has been a decrease over time in the percentage of households that say they throw away
food because they prepare more food than they need (22%) and because they buy more than they need
(14%). Conversely, the desire to have only fresh items in the home (11%) and the perception that leftover
food is not palatable (10%) are cited as reasons for throwing away food by one in ten households.

There is a significant increase in the percentage of households reporting that they throw away food due
to incorrect storage (28%) compared to the two previous waves.
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Attitudes and views

Question 8: How do you feel when you throw food in the trash? (Answer all that apply to you)

56% 59% 2020
46% ~17050% 2022
. 12023
30% 33%30%
0,
sl

Guilt Wasting my money Harming the environment Unconcerned

Figure 15: Feeling when wasting food

Two-thirds of consumers feel guilty about throwing food and groceries in the trash (65%). There has been
a significant increase over time in the percentage of respondents feeling guilt when throwing food in the
trash. The feeling of “wasting money”, although reported by half of the households, does not vary
significantly over time, while the proportion who feel that they are damaging the environment when
throwing food in the trash remains stable at about 30%.

The percentage who feel nothing when throwing food in the trash (5%) has decreased compared to 2020
(10%) and remains at the levels recorded in 2022 (4%).
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Question 9: In the average Cypriot household, 50% of waste is food waste. In your household
food waste is...?

0
m More than 50% of the 20%
total waste

About 50% of the
total waste

H Less than 50% of the
total waste

2022 2023

Figure 16: Estimation of the percentage of food waste in the household

Even though they are informed about the statistic that food waste in the average Cypriot household is
about 50%, the majority of households (83%) state that their own household's food waste is less than 50%
of the total waste. This view is enhanced compared to 12 months ago (+5%), while over the same time
frame, the percentage of respondents finding their food waste to be in line with the national average
decreases from 20% to 16%. Just like in 2022, the percentage who believe that their food waste exceeds
the average is very small (1%-2%).

The perception that food waste accounts for less than 50% of waste in their own household is more
widespread among older people and households with fewer members.
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Question 10: Compared to other actions you can take, how important do you consider the
reduction of food waste to protect the environment?

= Very important

m Quite important

m Somewhat important

Not so important

= Not important
0

I/

2022

Figure 17: Importance of reducing food waste for environmental protection

Three-quarters of the survey participants believe it is either very important (41%) or quite important (36%)
to reduce food waste to protect the environment. While a total percentage of 23% feels that reducing
food waste is of limited importance in terms of protecting the environment.

Older people, middle and lower economic classes, urban dwellers, and households living in a house attach
greater importance to reducing food waste for environmental protection.
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Question 11: Which two, if any of the following reasons are the most important reasons for you
to reduce food waste?

o)
R e

0]
Save money _47 °

0
Interest for the environment 40%

0
Dealing with over - comsuption 37%

Save time from shopping - 5%

The expectation of the family 2%
5% 2023

0
It's easy 2% m 2022

F1%

0
I am not trying to reduce food waste Jo/ o

Figure 18: Reasons to reduce food waste

Half of the consumers consider "it's the right thing to do" to be among the most important reasons to
reduce food waste with a 5% increase compared to 2022 results.

Saving money (47%) is again mentioned among the most important motivators, while concern for the
environment (40%) and tackling overconsumption (37%) are also mentioned by four in ten of the
households in 2023. Only a few households include the parameters of saving time on shopping, meeting
family expectations, or convenience, among the most important motivators. As in 2022, only a very
limited percentage of the households, 2%, spontaneously state that they do not make an effort to reduce
food waste.
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Question 12: Many fruits and vegetables, although good in quality, due to their “ugly” (deformed)
appearance are rejected by the producers and do not reach the consumer. To what extent would
you be willing to buy good quality but “ugly” looking fruits and vegetables at discounted prices?

34%

22% 23%

16%

5%

Not at all Not very Somewhat Quite Very

Figure 19:Willingness to buy ugly fruits and vegetables

The majority of participants stated that they are very (23%) or quite (34%) willing to buy good quality but
“ugly” looking vegetables and fruits at reduced prices. In four out of ten households, however, the
intention to do so is limited (43%).

The positive propensity to buy good quality but ugly-looking vegetables and fruits at reduced prices is

higher among the 45-54 age group, the upper economic classes, people with a lower level of education,
and households without children.
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Question 13: At the end of each day, many fruits and vegetables that are left behind are discarded
by the retailers who always want to offer the freshest to their customers. To what extent would
you be willing to buy good quality, but not as fresh fruits and vegetables at significantly reduced
prices at the end of each day?

30%
28%

21%
16%

5%

Not at all Not so much Somewhat Quite Very

Figure 20: Willingness to buy not as fresh fruits and vegetables at lower prices

4 in 10 households are very (16%) or quite (28%) willing to buy good quality but not so fresh vegetables
and fruit at significantly reduced prices. However, the majority (56%) express a limited intention to do so.

The positive propensity to buy good quality but not so fresh vegetables and fruits at reduced prices is
higher among the 45-54 age group, those living in rural areas, and those living in apartments.
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Question 14: Many households discard leftover foods that are nearing or out of date. To what
extent would you be willing to participate in a network in which these foods can be offered for
free to those in need?

350/0 330/0

17%
10%
5%
Not at all Not so much Somewhat Quite Very

Figure 21: Willingness to participate in a network to give away food you don’t need

The majority of participants are very (33%) or quite (35%) willing to participate in a network through which
they can offer food that is close to or past its expiry date as a donation to people in need. A third of the
households (32%) are not so interested in participating in such a network.

The positive propensity to participate in a food donation network that is close to or past its consumption

date is higher among younger consumers, women, the upper economic groups, households without
children, and those living in apartments.
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Question 15: Do you think that the use of home food delivery services via online applications has
increased or decreased food waste in your household?

31%
26%
24%
I : I
It has increased the No |mpact on food It has reduced the Im not sure
food waste waste food waste

Figure 22: Use of food delivery services in households

Respondents seem to have no clear view on whether home food delivery platforms have had an impact
on the volume of food waste. At both extremes, 26% believe that food delivery services have increased
food waste and 19% conversely believe that platforms have led to a reduction in food waste. In the middle,
is the largest percentage of consumers who feel that delivery services have not had an impact on food
waste volumes at 31%. A proportion of 24%, are unsure as to the impact that delivery platforms have had

on food waste.
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Question 16: Regarding composting, which of the following apply in your case? (mark one
answer)

39%

27%

14%

10% 10%

I do composting at I do not know how I do notcompost I do notcompost I do notcompost
home composting is done because I have no  because it takes because I am afraid
space effort/time of odours/attracting
insects and rodents

Figure 23: Composting at home

The majority of households do not compost (86%) and the main reason given for this is a lack of knowledge
of how to compost (39%), which is reported to a greater extent by younger people. Only 14% of
households say they do compost (at least to some extent) at home. This percentage is higher among the
elderly, the lower economic classes, those living in rural areas and those living in houses.

Conversely, 1 in 10 households stated they do not compost either because of the effort/time required
(10%) or because of fears of attracting insects and rodents (10%).
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Revocation of information

Question 17: Have you seen or heard campaigns or information about the reduction of food
waste during the last three months? (On TV, radio or in other media)

60% 57%

54%
50%
40%

30%

o)
23%  24% Sy 22%

20%

10%

0%
| do not remember | have seen informative messages in | have not seen any informative
the last 3 months messages in the last 3 months

W 2022 =2023

Figure 24: Revocation of information

22% of respondents recall having seen or heard in the last 3 months in media campaigns or information
messages about reducing food waste. This percentage shows a marginal increase within the last 12
months (+2%). The percentage who recall not having seen information messages of this kind is 54%, with
a marginal decrease within the last year (-3%), while the percentage who do not recall whether or not
they have seen information campaigns or information messages on reducing food waste remains stable
at 23-24%

Recall of communication messages about reducing food waste is higher among older and upper economic
classes.
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1.2 Quantitative Online Polls via the Dias Media Group websites

In parallel to the quantitative surveys that have been performed in three waves, during the duration of
the project, 12 online polls were also conducted on a quarterly basis. The purpose of the online polls was
to further investigate issues that cannot be investigated in the main surveys due to the limitation of the
number of questions and to give additional insights about the potential lack of knowledge in parameters
that are related to food waste. The online polls are carried out through the websites of the DIAS Group
(Sigmalive, Sportime.com.cy, | love style, City.com.cy, Check In, Economy today, MyCyprusTravel.com)
and the sample comprises of people living in Cyprus but also from abroad (Greece, UK and EU). 7 online
polls have been completed in the period November 2020 to May 2022 with a sample average of 1288
respondents. The results of the 1% online poll were presented in the “Project Baseline Report”, while the
results of the 2" to 7% online polls will be presented in the “2" Public Opinion Survey report”.

This section presents the results of the online polls 8™ to 12" (included in Annex B) conducted during the
period June 2022 to April 2023. Some questions are repetitions from previous polls (1-7) with the purpose
of observing any changes in consumer behaviours.

8t online poll

The 8" online poll was conducted in June 2022 (09-14/06/2022) and concerned habits and beliefs about
food waste.

Question 1: Compared to other actions you can take to protect the environment, how important
do you think reducing food waste by buying food with a longer shelf life is?

50% 46%

45% 41.3%
40%
35%
30%
25% 21.2%
zot; 19% 6 4% 18%
(] .
15% 10% 11.0% 10.1%
10% 7%
il =B
0%

Very important Quite important  Somewhat Not so Not important
important important
A B c D E

2020 m2022

Figure 25: Importance on buying foods with longer shelf life

Sample size: 1828 (2020), 3041 (2022)
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The results show that 57.7% consider reducing food waste by buying food with a longer shelf life to be
very or quite important for protecting the environment. While 31.3% consider that this specific action is
not so important or not at all important. Although the dispersion of responses is similar to the 2020 poll,
there is clearly a deterioration in the indicators as fewer people consider this action very or quite
important to protect the environment (65% in 2020 vs. 57.7% in 2022) and more consider it not so
important or not at all important (25% in 2020 versus 31.3% in 2022). The results of this poll highlight a
more negative picture in people's views on the importance of reducing food waste by purchasing products
with a longer shelf life to protect the environment.

Question 2: Compared to other actions you can take to protect the environment, how important
do you think it is to eat leftover cooked food either later or the next day, or to use it to prepare
other foods?

60% 57%

50% 45.90%
40%
30% .
590 2430%
20% 14.50%
or 9.30% 9%
oo m

Very important | Quite important Somewhat  Not so important Not important
important

A B C D E
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Figure 26: Importance on using leftover foods

Sample size: 1306 (2020) / 1927 (2022)

The results of the poll show that 70.2% consider the consumption of cooked food in the following days to
be a very important or a quite important action to protect the environment, while 20.5% consider that
this action is not at all or not so important. As in the previous question, the indicators show a worsening
of the situation since in 2020 where 79% considered this action to be very or quite important compared
to 70.2% in 2022, while on the other hand only 13% considered it not so or not at all important in 2020
versus 20.5% in 2022.

30



&

D Save Food. Waste less.
ﬁé Téppa ot omatdAn tpodipwv!

)

Question 3: Compared to other actions you can take to protect the environment, how important
do you think reducing food waste through composting is?
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Figure 27: Importance of reducing food waste for environmental protection

Sample size: 1196 (2020) / 1748 (2022)

Most participants (62.3%) believe that reducing food waste through composting is very or quite important
for protecting the environment, while 23.7% consider it not so important or not at all important. In this
question there is also a deterioration of indicators, but significantly less. The poll results are very close to
those of the 2020 poll.

Overall, it appears from the 3 questions above, that the assessment of the importance of actions to reduce
food waste for the protection of the environment has decreased. It is not easy to clarify the reasons for
this due to the different samples. One possibility is that due to the time of year, the moods of the public
are different. The previous research was done in November 2020, which is the autumn season, while the
current research is in the middle of the summer season (June 2022). It is common in mainly warm climates
that moods relax in the summer and people are more carefree with less inclination to deal with big
problems such as environmental ones.
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Question 4: Have you seen on TV or heard on the radio or other media campaigns or information
about reducing food waste in the last 3 months?

60.00%

50.10%

50.00%

40.00%

29.80%
30.00%

20.10%
20.00%

10.00%

0.00%
Yes No Do not remember

A B C
Figure 28: Revocation of information

Sample size: 1720

50% of the participants stated that they have not seen or heard a campaign or information about reducing
food waste in the media, 30% said that they have, while 20% do not remember.

In the context of the FOODprint project, actions have been taken to inform and raise awareness among
the public in the mass media and local authorities regarding food waste and ways to reduce food waste.
These actions will also continue after the project.

The results of this research show that even more effort needs to be made by various stakeholders to
inform the public about the problem of food waste. The fact that traditionally more emphasis was placed
on other types of waste and less on food waste, is reflected in various ways in the research carried out
within the FOODprint project. It seems that the public mainly views food waste as a moral and economic
issue, rather than an environmental problem. Communication campaigns should aim to change this
approach, but also to achieve the main goal of reducing food waste.
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9t online poll

The 9* online poll was conducted in July (15-18/07/2022) and concerned the willingness to adopt habits
that can potentially decrease food waste.

Question 1: Many vegetables and fruits, although good in quality, due to unsatisfactory
appearance are rejected by the producers and do not reach the consumer. To what extent would
you be willing to buy good quality but strange looking vegetables and fruits at discounted prices?
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40.0% 38.7%
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Figure 29: Willingness to buy ugly fruits and vegetables

Sample size: 1559 (2021) / 2437 (2022)

The results show a clear positive trend since a large percentage, 64.6%, are very or considerably willing to
buy fresh vegetables and fruits with unsatisfactory appearance at lower prices. Compared to 2021 there
is a big improvement in public opinion as the percentage who are very or considerably willing to buy
strange looking fruits and vegetables at lower prices has increased from 47.2% in 2021 to 64.6% in 2022.
On the other end there is a significant decrease in the percentage of participants who are not at all or not
so willing to buy strange looking fruits and vegetables at discounted prices from 40.6% in 2021 to 25.4%
in 2022. A clear improvement is evident in the trends from 2021 to 2022.
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Question 2: At the end of each day, several vegetables and fruits that are left unsold are discarded
by retailers since they always want to offer the freshest products to their customers. To what
extent would you be willing to buy good quality, but not perfectly fresh vegetables and fruits at
significantly reduced prices at the end of each day?
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Figure 30: Willingness to buy not as fresh fruits and vegetables at lower prices

Sample size: 1105 (2021) / 1643 (2022)

The results of the second question show that more than half of the participants, 52.1%, are very or
considerably willing to buy good quality, but not absolutely fresh vegetables and fruits at significantly
reduced prices. Compared to 2021 results, in 2022 it appears that the public is much more willing to try
out this food waste reduction practice. In 2022, 52.1% of participants were very or considerably willing to
buy fruit and vegetables which are not completely fresh at significantly reduced prices, while the
corresponding percentage in 2021 was 33.6%. On the other end, there was a decrease in the percentage
of participants who are not at all or not so willing to buy these fruits and vegetables from 46.6% in 2021
to 29.3% in 2022. The differences in percentages between the two years, whether in positive or negative
responses, are notable. As in question 1 we also see a clear improvement in trends from 2021 to 2022.
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Question 3: Many households throw away leftover food or food that is close to or has passed its
use-by date. To what extent would you be willing to participate in a network through which you
can offer this food to other people in need for free?
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Figure 31: Willingness to participate in a network to give away food you don’t need

Sample size: 972 (2021) / 1466 (2022)

The results of the 3™ question indicate that quite a lot of people are very or considerably willing to
participate in food donation platforms, namely 66.7%. Although the dispersion of responses is similar to
the 2021 poll results, there appears to be a slight improvement in the public's positive intention as the
percentage who are very or considerably willing has increased from 63% in 2021 to 66.7% in 2022, while
the percentage that is not at all and not so willing has decreased from 25.7% in 2021 to 21.6% in 2022.
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Question 4: How interested are you in buying packages of food ingredients that contain
everything you need to make a certain meal?
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Figure 32: Willingness to purchase packs with complete ingredients for specific meals

Sample size: 922 (2021) / 1388 (2022)

Although an almost unknown practice for Cypriot consumers (unlike in some other EU countries where it
is a known practice), it seems that a significant percentage of the public, 43.6%, is interested in buying
packages with everything necessary to prepare a meal. Compared to 2021, there is more interest in
purchasing such a product in 2022, although some percentages remain at similar levels or have marginally
decreased, such as the percentage of participants who are "considerably" interested in purchasing such a
product decreased from 24.3% in 2021 to 23.8% in 2022. However, looking at the overall positive
responses there seems to be a greater positive intent. The percentage of participants who are very or
considerably interested in purchasing such a product has increased from 41.3% in 2021 to 43.6% in 2022,
while the percentage who are not at all and not so willing has decreased from 45.5% to 37.9%.

Overall, the results in all questions show positive trends since in 2022 the public appears more willing to
try out or adopt habits that contribute to reducing food waste, compared to 2021. Although the sample
of participants is not the same, the questionnaires were carried out during the same period of the year
(July-August) so we cannot attribute any differences to seasonality. Due to the fact that both polls were
conducted in the same season, results are more comparable. We can appreciate that the FOODprint
project has also contributed to the formation of positive trends in public opinions through its public
awareness campaign. Within the framework of the FOODprint project, several information campaigns
have been carried out in the media/social media in Cyprus regarding food waste and ways to reduce food
waste. It could even be said that the dominant communication locally on this issue has come from the
FOODprint programme. The FOODprint campaign on food waste will continue with the aim of raising the
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awareness of as many Cypriot citizens as possible about the issue of food waste.

10t online poll
The 10" online poll was conducted end of September to early October (30/09 — 03/10/2022) and

concerned habits and beliefs about food waste.

Question 1: Compared to other action you can take, how important do you consider the reduction
of food waste to protect the environment?
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Figure 33: Importance of reducing food waste for environmental protection

Sample size: 943 (2021) / 1764 (2022)

In the 2022 survey, 70% of participants consider reducing food waste very or quite important to protect
the environment, while the corresponding percentage in 2021 was 78%. Comparing the results between
2021 and 2022 we see a deterioration in public opinion on the importance of reducing food waste to
protect the environment. The participants who support the opposite view, i.e. that it is not important or
not so important to reduce food waste for the protection of the environment has increased and is equal
to 21% in 2022 and correspondingly to 12% in 2021. It is evident that there is a change in opinions, where
fewer citizens believe that reducing food waste is linked to environmental protection. As has become clear
from previous questionnaires, food waste and the damage it causes to the environment, is not widely
understood and does not act as an important motivator for reducing food waste. Other than the loss of
valuable resources used to produce food (energy, soil, water), food waste contributes significantly to the
climate change problem. Based on a 2013 UN FAO study® food waste accounts for 7% of total greenhouse

! Food Wastage Footprint - Impacts on Natural Resources". 2013. Fao.0rg. https://www.fao.org/3/i3347e/i3347¢e.pdf
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gas emissions. Food has an environmental footprint, not only when it biodegrades in landfills but
throughout the entire food supply chain. In fact, the greatest environmental impact of food occurs at the
food production stage. Therefore, preventing food waste becomes important at all stages of the food
value chain.

Question 2: In the average Cypriot household, 50% of waste is food waste. In your household food
waste is...

70.0% 64.5%
60.0%
50.5%
0,
>0.0% 42.7%
40.0%
0,
30.0% 27.8%
20.0%
0,

10.0% 6.7% 1.7%

o N

Less At the same level More
A B C

W 2021 W 2022

Figure 34: Estimation of the percentage of food waste in the household

Sample size: 1009 (2021) / 1384 (2022)

Compared to 2021, in 2022 a significantly larger percentage of participants consider their food waste to
be less than the average Cypriot household (64.5% in 2022 and 42.7% in 2021). Also, far fewer consider
their food waste percentage to be the same as the average household (27.8% in 2022 and 50.5% in 2021)
while those who consider it greater are at the same level between the 2 surveys (7- 8%). Our results show
that the underestimation of the problem of food waste is bigger than it appeared to be in the 2021 survey
and has significant upward trends. Most consumers consider that they waste less food than the average
Cypriot household. Although it is difficult for each consumer to calculate the exact percentage of waste,
the fact that the problem is underestimated affects all other parameters (such as whether they consider
it an important environmental problem (question 1)), but mainly it limits the motivation to solve the
problem. Similar results, however, are also found in international surveys comparing corresponding views
in different countries, where in most countries consumers underestimate the magnitude of the food
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waste problem. The magnitude of the problem can be better understood through the use of the online
food waste calculator which was created as part of the actions of this project (can be found at:
https://foodprintcy.eu/calculator/ ) which allows the calculation of food waste and the indication of the
potential costs they have on the environment, the society and the consumer's pocket.

Question 3: Many of us, while shopping, buy more than enough to keep stocks at home that will
last for some time. While shopping, do you consciously think that this might be a practice/habit
causing harm to the environment?

50.0%
45.0% 43.5%
40.0%

35.0%

30.0% 28.6% 28%

25.0%
20.0%
15.0%
10.0%

5.0%

0.0%
Yes No | do not buying

A B C
Figure 35: Shopping and environmental concerns

Sample size: 1159

The 3™ question investigates whether consumers associate food waste and its impact on the environment
with the practice of buying more than necessary quantities of food. The main conclusion is that about half
of the participants (43.5%) state that they do not buy additional quantities. This is a common opinion even
though we have high rates of food waste in Cyprus (in comparison to other EU countries), a fact that may
be possibly linked to the underestimation of the problem by the public. The remaining participants are
divided between those who do not realize that the tactic of buying surplus food contributes to food waste
and those who do. Overall, it can be concluded that a significant percentage of participants do not believe
they buy more food than they need, while half of those who believe that they buy more, do not associate
it with food waste. Both results are a problem for the effort to reduce food waste.

It is evident, from previous surveys, that the Cypriot consumer is used to buying more food than needed
and has a preference to keep food stocks in the household. Food waste starts with what we buy, therefore
changing this habit can also change the amount of food waste produced. Some good habits to follow are
a) preparing the shopping list before visiting the supermarket and avoid impulse buying, b) avoid
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purchasing pre-packaged fruits and vegetables, buy only the quantities you need, c) avoid going to the
supermarket on an empty stomach.

One of the main pillars of the communication campaigns of Life FOODprint project is the development of
better habits in the food market in order to limit unnecessary purchases that create surpluses. At the
same time, an effort is being made through messages and tools developed by the project to better
understand the magnitude of the problem of food waste and the environmental consequences it has.

11t online poll

The 11* online poll was conducted in November (24-27/11/2022) and concerned management and
knowledge of surplus food.

Question 1: How often do you keep fruits and vegetables in the freezer so that they do not spoil?

0,
60.0% 54%
50.0%
40.0% 36%
30.0%
21% 18%
20.0% 15% ° 16%
12%
10.0% 0 I 1% % 8%
- I l
Constantly Fairly often Occasionally Rarely Never
A B C D E

2021 m2022

Figure 36: Frequency of keeping fruits and vegetables in the freezer

Sample size: 930 (2021) / 2005 (2022)

Compared to 2021, the results of 2022 show a worsening picture regarding the habit of storing fruits and
vegetables in the freezer. In 2022, 70% of participants answered that they “rarely” or “never” keep
vegetables and fruits in the freezer, compared to 54% in 2021. As for the positive answers, they also show
a deterioration since only 22% keep fruits and vegetables in the freezer “constantly” and “fairly often”
compared to 36% in 2021. The reason for these changes is not known however it is possible that with the
passing of the coronavirus pandemic people may have overcome the disruptions caused in their daily
routine. They therefore have the ability to visit the food stores more often and hence the need for long-
term food storage has decreased. It is a fact that people in Cyprus know that certain types of food can be
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preserved in the freezer, such as grape leaves, broccoli, carrots and olives, but with the right preparation
there are also many other types of fruits and vegetables that can be preserved in the freezer. For example,
zucchini, beans and tomatoes (as long as they are scalded), and fruits such as apples, bananas, grapes,
oranges and others can be sliced and stored in special containers or freezer bags.

Question2: How well do you know the proper way to store food in order to maximise its shelf life?

0,
40% 36% 35%

35%
30% 26%
25% 23%
20% »
15% 15%
15% 14% 14% 13%
10%
10%
5%
0%

Very well Well enough Somewhat Not that well Not well at all

A B C D E

m2021 m2022

Figure 37: Knowledge of proper way to store food

Sample size: 742 (2021) / 1510 (2022)

Comparatively the results of 2021 and 2022 have very small differences. The total percentage of
participants who know “very well” or “well enough” the correct way to store food in the 2021 survey was
51% while in the 2022 survey it is 49%. Accordingly, the percentage of participants who do not know at
all or not so well of the correct ways to store food was 27% in 2021 and is 25% in 2022. The answer "well
enough" has the highest percentage of responses in both instances. The answers to this specific question,
however, concern the knowledge of storage methods and do not necessarily mean they are translated
into actions. Examples of good food storage methods are referred to in the guide “Good practices to
reduce food waste” which has been created in the contect of the LIFE FOODprint project and can be found
at the link https://www.foodprintcy.eu/wp-content/uploads/PCS-COMPORST-FLYERompost-flyer.pdf
(only available in Greek language).
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Question 3: Do you consider how to manage your leftovers before you cook, or order food?

0,
No, | do not worry in advance what | will do 31%

with the food hat will be left 35%

Yes, | know in advance what | will do with 69%

what is left 65%

0.0% 10.0%20.0%30.0%40.0%50.0%60.0% 70.0% 80.0%
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Figure 38: Knowledge on how to manage the excess food

Sample size: 716 (2021) / 1433 (2022)

Comparing 2021 and 2022 results, there appears to be a potential improvement in food surplus
management, as the percentage of participants who know in advance how to manage food surplus has
increased. The answer, of course, does not determine whether the way of storing/disposing of leftover
food will helps to reduce waste, but the fact that the percentage of participants who state that they are
aware of this issue has increased, improves the possibilities of reducing food waste.
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Question 4: Which two, if any, of the following reasons are the most important reasons why you
are trying to reduce food waste?

19%

Tackling consumerism 24%

15%

Environmental concerns 22%

The expectations of the family _,;D’%’

28%

It is the right thing to do 23%

| save time from shopping . 4(%%

21%

| save money 15%

6%

I am not trying to reduce food waste 5%

0.0% 5.0% 10.0% 15.0% 20.0% 25.0% 30.0%

W 2022 % of answers W 2021 % of answers

Figure 39: Reasons to try reducing food waste

Sample size: 1821 (2021 % of answers) / 2141 (2022% of answers)

In 2022, the answers with the highest percentage were "It's the right thing to do" (28%), "I save money"
(21%) and "Tackling consumerism" (19%). In 2021, the largest percentage was recorded for the responses
"Tackling consumerism" (24%), "It is the right thing to do" (23%) and "Environmental concerns" (22%). We
see that there is a significant increase in the answer "I save money" from 15% in 2021 to 21% in 2022. A
possible reason for this differentiation is likely to be the inflation in prices occurring internationally and in
Cyprus. As a result, the economic benefit from any reduction in food waste becomes more important and
obvious. There was only a slight difference in the percentage of people who don't try to reduce food waste
(a slight decrease from 6% in 2021 to 5% in 2022), which is positive, but unfortunately there was a large
decrease in the percentage for "Environmental Concerns” (from 22% in 2021 to 15% in 2022).

Food waste does not only result in the loss of valuable resources, but also has a significant contribution
to climate change, as the biodegradation of food waste is associated with high greenhouse gas emissions.
According to the UN's Food and Agriculture Organization (FAO), food waste has a global carbon footprint
of around 8% of all global human-caused greenhouse gas emissions. The benefits of preventing food
waste, measured in any form, far outweigh any environmental benefits of recycling food waste. That is
why the main objective of the European Union is to reduce food waste at the end of the food chain, i.e.
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in households, restaurants and retail trade. For more information on the environmental cost of food waste
you can follow the link below https://www.foodprintcy.eu/wp-content/uploads/xartografisi-ekthesi.pdf .

12t online poll
The 12 online poll was conducted during the period 27/03/2023 — 06/04/2023 and comprised of 4

guestions one of which is a repetition from previous polls.

Question 1: When you have guests for dinner or when you go out to a restaurant, which of the
two statements best describes your behaviour?

= | usually prepare/order more food than | need to make sure we don't run out of food

m | usually prepare / order as much food as needed to avoid leftovers

Figure 40: Preparing/ordering food

Sample size: 1639

As shown in Figure 1, 7 out of 10 consumers said that they tend to prepare or order more food than they
actually need to make sure they don't run out of food. These results are not surprising as having plenty of
food on the table is a cultural characteristic of the Cypriot people. This is also an expectation or criterion
many times for hospitality and catering venues, i.e. the more food available, the better. Unfortunately,
this perception increases the possibility of excess food and the likelihood of food waste creation. The need
to have plenty of food is a perception that needs to change in order to achieve a reduction in food waste.
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Question 2: While you are out in restaurants and cafes, how often do you take surplus food with
you at home?
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30%
25% 25% 25%
25%
20% 20%
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16%
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11%
10%
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Always Quite Often Sometimes Rarely Never
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Figure 41: Take away surplus food

Sample size: 1104 (2020 % of answers) / 1449 (2023% of answers)

The answer with the highest percentage was "Quite often"(30%), with a 5% increase compared to the
2020 results. While the second most popular response (25%) is "Always" taking leftover food from outings
at home, a percentage that shows no change between 2020 and 2023. There was a significant decrease
in the percentage of "Never" responses from 16% in 2020 to 11% in 2023. We can therefore conclude
that this positive habit seems to have become more popular between 2020 and today.
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Question 3: In your household, in terms of food management, how often do you apply the
practice of 'First Come, First Served'? That means | consume first what I buy first. | would say
that in my household this is what happens...

40%
35%
35%

30%

25% 22%
20%
20%
16%

15%
10% 7%

- .

0%

Never Not so often Sometimes Quite often Always
A B C D E

Figure 42: Use of ‘First Come, First Served’ practice

Sample size: 1353

Responses are skewed towards "Quite often" with the highest percentage at 35%, while 22% practice this
practice "sometimes" and 20% "always". Overall, it seems that the results are positive in terms of applying
the practice "First come, first consumed" since the majority of respondents (55%) state that they apply
this practice quite often or always.

46



0%,
&,
FO 0 D ‘_ . Save Fo?;l. Was(:)e:. l.e-.ssi
PRI NT A éppot 6T oTATGAN Tpodipwy
Ly

&%
Question 4: Regarding composting, which of the following apply in your case?

| do not compost because | am afraid of

0,
odours/attracting insects and rodents 15%

| do not compost because | have no space 29%

| do not compost because it takes

0,
effort/time 14%

I don not know how composting is done 30%

| do composting at home 12%

0% 5% 10% 15% 20% 25% 30% 35%

Figure 43: Composting practice

Sample size: 1289

The results on household composting are particularly negative as 88% of respondents say they do not
compost at home. An important result is that 30% of respondents have answered that they do not know
how composting is done. This indicates a gap in people's knowledge and may be a topic that needs to be
given more emphasis in future campaigns to reduce food waste in households. Also there exist solutions
toissues such as little space, odours and attracting insects and rodents. Today there are many composters
available on the market, in various sizes and technologies that reduce odours and close in a way that do
not allow rodents or insects to enter the composter.

In a similar survey conducted in June 2022, 62.3% of respondents said that reducing food waste through
composting is "Very" or "Quite important" for environmental protection. Based on this percentage one
would expect that the habit of composting would be more widespread, but the fact remains that the
actions to promote it in Cyprus are limited and fragmented.

The results of this survey show that there is significant space for improvement in household food
management habits and perceptions. More substantial changes need to be made in the habits of Cypriot
consumers, such as reducing the unnecessary amounts of food prepared or ordered, more systematic
takeaway of surplus food from restaurants and greater adoption of composting. In view of the mandatory
universal implementation of "Pay as | Throw" systems in Cyprus in 2024, but also in order to achieve the
European target of reducing landfilling of municipal waste to 10% or less by 2030, more intensive efforts
need to be made by all stakeholders to inform more and more citizens about the problem of food wastage
and the practices to reduce it.
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Summary of results and conclusions

37 survey summary of results and conclusions

Since the beginning of the FOODprint project all actions aimed to pass on messages in order to improve
people’s awareness regarding food waste and ways to decrease food waste. The actions were targeting
several different groups and were conducted by several means to maximize their effectiveness. The
project included TV campaigns, online events, consultations with businesses, public authorities,
educational programmes for kids, for professionals in the sector and the general public and many more
actions. The 3 consumer surveys aimed to capture whether there are any changes in consumers’
behaviours and perceptions regarding food waste and thus indirectly point to the success or not of the
FOODprint project. Even though we cannot directly attribute with certainty any behaviour changes to the
project’s actions there is a good likelihood, given that this project was the first of its kind in Cyprus. What
isimportant is that overall and throughout the span of the 3 surveys we do observe certain improvements
in behaviours even though small and this is a step forward in reducing the impact of food waste on our
society and the environment. The 1%t quantitative research survey was conducted in October 2020, the 2™
in May 2022 and the 3™ in Feb-March 2023. The following paragraphs provide a summary of the 3™ survey
results and conclusions we can draw throughout this research.

Over the timespan of the 3 surveys, there is an increase in the percentage of consumers adopting positive
actions related to the purchase and management of food. Examples are actions such as "we take care how
we preserve/store food" (2020:87%, 2022:90%, 2023:91%) and "we consume the food left over in the
next few days" (2020:79%,2022:86%, 2023:91%). As observed in Question 1, all positive behaviours show
improvement whereas negative behaviours such as, "when we have fresh ones, we throw away the old
ones" show a decrease in their adoption over time (2020:35%, 2022:31%, 2023:26%).

Regarding the food purchasing habits of Cypriot consumers (Question 2), not much seem to have changed
unfortunately. Consumers tend to buy more food than needed mainly because they want to keep stocks
in case of an emergency (44%) and to have food in case they have guests at home (36%). Starting from
the 15t to the 3™ survey, an increasing trend is observed for the 2 reasons above but with small differences.
The percentage of consumers who declare that they do not buy more than the necessary quantities has
remained stable in the 3 surveys (26-27%). The results of this question show a contrast with the results of
the first question where 69% of respondents stated they buy only what is needed. The habit of buying
more and keeping stocks at home is a cultural characteristic of the Cypriot population. Good hospitality
and prosperity are intertwined with ample food. We cannot, however, ignore other factors and events
that occurred during the FOODprint project. About half of the project’s duration coincided with the
COVID-19 pandemic and since February 2022 was the beginning of the Russo-Ukrainian war. These events
may have caused an increase in the tendency to store food at home. In addition, both events caused price
inflation resulting in additional changes in purchasing habits.

As was mentioned in the introduction regarding the process followed for the 3 surveys, certain questions

were repeated only in the 3™ survey (from the 2" survey) therefore we have results only for the 2" and
3" survey. Comparing the last two surveys the results show a decrease in the percentage of households
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that prepare/order more food than needed when they have guests or out in restaurants, from 61% to
52% (Question 3). At the same time, there is an increase in consumers taking leftover food from
restaurants with them from 44% to 52% (Question 5). Both behaviours show improvement compared to
the 2" survey.

Regarding the actions undertaken by households in relation to food waste management, the results,
although with small differences, move in the right direction for most actions (Question 4). Most
fluctuations in percentages are observed between the 1%t and 2" survey while the differences between
the 2" and 3™ surveys are less prominent. The percentage of consumers who “often/always” throw
leftover food in the trash is marginally decreasing (2020: 18%, 2022: 15%, 2023: 16%). The habits that
show an increase in frequency over time (observed almost always and quite often) are “consumption in
the following days” (2020: 64%, 2022: 72%, 2023: 73%) and “use for the preparation of other foods” (2020:
18%, 2022:25%, 2023:28%). On the contrary, those that show a decrease in frequency over time (they are
observed almost always and quite often) are the following habits: “giving surplus food to pets” (2020:36%,
2022:35%, 2023:33%) and composting (2020: 8%, 2022: 9%, 2023: 6%). Other actions have shown an
increase in frequency between the 15t and 2" survey and a decrease between the 2" and 3™ survey. For
example, keeping leftovers in the freezer (2020:23%, 2022:32%, 2023;30%) and using leftovers as feed for
farm animals (2020:18%, 2022:21%, 2023:19%).

Good food management habits for consumers were promoted throughout the project via TV campaigns
(https://www.foodprintcy.eu/el/polymesa/foodprint-tv-spots/ ) but also through the sharing of leaflets
(https://www.foodprintcy.eu/wp-content/uploads/PCS-COMPORST-FLYERompost-flyer.pdf) and also
other events and actions. Composting was heavily promoted, however there might be difficulty in
adopting this habit as many people may not have the incentive to do so or are not convinced that this is
a practical way of dealing with food waste. The Pay as You Throw system will soon be implemented in
Cyprus, by mid-2024 in all municipalities, therefore it is expected that this system will provide the
incentives needed to promote the adoption of composting.

In all 3 surveys by a wide margin, the main reason food spoils and is thrown away (Question 7) is that it is
not consumed before its expiry date (2020: 49%, 2022: 44%, 2023: 47%). This is followed by, in descending
order, that leftover food spoils and is not safe to eat (2020:31%, 2022:24%, 2023:31%) and that some
members of the household do not consume all their food (2020:26 %, 2022:27%, 2023:28%). There are
several changes in the rates between the three surveys for the reasons given for why food spoils. For
example, a large increase is observed in the 3™ survey of the percentage for "improper food storage"
(2020:20%, 2022:21%, 2023:28%). The results to this question indicate that better storage methods are
needed (such as methods to consume close to expiry products first by positioning them at the front of the
cupboard) and better preservation methods (for example better knowledge of best storage for different
types of foods and more use of the freezer).

Although the percentage of households that declares that they do not throw away food, fruit or
vegetables shows a marginal increase over time (2020:12%, 2022:15%, 2023:17% - Question 7), on
average each household declares that they throw away garbage about one-fifth (22%) of food and fresh
fruit/vegetables they buy, a percentage that does not differ significantly between the three waves
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(Question 6). At the same time, although the participants in the last two surveys are informed that in the
average Cypriot household 50% of the waste is food waste, the majority of households remain convinced,
as last year, that in their household food waste is less (2022: 78%, 2023: 83% - Question 9). Therefore,
underestimating the problem of food waste remains a significant problem as about 8 out of ten
respondents estimate that their food waste is lower than the average. The fact that the problem is
underestimated, limits the motivation to solve the problem. Similar results, however, are found in
international surveys comparing attitudes in different countries, where in most of the countries the
consumers underestimate the magnitude of the food waste problem.? The scale of the problem might be
better understood by the citizens through the use of the online calculator that was created as part of the
actions of this project (Action D.1 and can be found at: https://foodprintcy.eu/calculator/).

Nearly eight out of ten survey participants link the reduction of food waste to environmental protection.
41% believe reducing food waste is very important for the protection of the environment and 36% believe
it is quite important (Question 10). However, when asked what they feel when they throw food in the
trash (Question 8), the feeling of causing damage to the environment is third in line (30%), while first in
line is the feeling of "guilt" (65%) and second is wasting money (50%). There is an increase in the
percentage of consumers reporting the feeling of guilt over time (2020:56%, 2022:59%, 2023:65%), so it
seems that consumers associate food waste more strongly with negative feelings and this can act as a
disincentive to waste. Similarly, when asked to rank motivations for reducing food waste (Question 11),
concern for the environment does not appear to be the main motivator. The most important motivators
are "it's the right thing to do" (51%), “saving money” (47%) and third in line is the “concern for the
environment” (40%). Overall, we can conclude that even though most consumers understand that food
waste reduction leads to environmental improvements, this is not the main incentive driving the reduction
of food waste in consumers’ households. The environmental issue might be less well understood given
that food is a natural product that will eventually decompose in nature. However, the environmental cost
is not only related to what happens to food after it is thrown away but also the environmental cost of
production. Much of the food that reaches our table has travelled thousands of miles and was processed
several times before it reached the consumer. Therefore, it may be equally important that consumers
better understand where food comes from, the processes involved in its production and how these may
contribute to greenhouse gas emissions. According to the UN's Food and Agricultural Organization (FAQ),
food waste has a global carbon footprint of about 8% of all global greenhouse gas emissions caused by
humans.®> More information regarding the environmental cost of food waste can be found in the
FOODprint Baseline report, November 2020, that was written as part of this project.*

The new questions included in the 3™ survey are additional questions that were deemed relevant for the
project on the topics of composting, use of online food delivery applications and people's willingness to
participate in initiatives to reduce food waste.

2 50% estimate from Life - FOODprint's "Project Baseline Report", November 2020
3 “Food Wastage footprint & Climate Change”. FAO. https://www.fao.org/3/bb144e/bbl44e.pdf

4 Life - FOODprint's "Project Baseline Report”, November 2020
https://www.foodprintcy.eu/wp-content/uploads/1-erevna-pliris-ekthesi-EN. pdf
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The responses show that composting is not widespread in households - in 2023 only 14% say they compost
at home (Question 16). The main reasons why households do not compost at home are lack of knowledge
of how to compost (39%) and lack of space (27%). Conversely, 10% of households stated they do not
compost either because of the effort/time required (10%) or because of fears of attracting insects and
rodents (10%). Unfortunately, and as seen in previous questions, even though composting was promoted
throughout the project it is still not a popular habit among Cypriot consumers. It might be an issue of
misinformation, lack of incentives or simply the lack of exposure to the habit.

In the past 2-3 years, online food delivery applications have become very popular in Cyprus and this habit
may have had an impact on the production of food waste. When participants were asked what the effect
of food delivery on food waste production is, 26% responded that it has caused an increase in the
guantities that are discarded, while 19% believe that it has caused a reduction. 39% believe it has not
affected the amount of food waste while 24% are not sure if it has caused any change (Question 15).
Regarding certain food waste reduction initiatives, it is evident that Cypriot consumers are very willing to
participate in them (Questions 12-14). The majority of participants state that they are very or quite willing
to participate in initiatives to reduce food waste. Specifically:
a) 68% of consumers are very or quite willing to participate in a network through which they will be
able to offer food that is left over as a donation for consumption to people in need,
b) 57% of consumers are very or quite willing to buy good-quality, but "ugly" looking fruit and
vegetables at discounted prices, and
c) 44% of consumers are very or quite willing to buy good quality, but not so fresh fruits and
vegetables at significantly reduced prices.

What emerges as important information here is that, at least at the level of intention, the choice of the
public to participate in actions to reduce food waste that would be undertaken in an organized manner is
very high but is largely lacking in our country. The LIFE FOODprint project has contributed to the
development of solutions through which consumers and businesses will be able to donate food to people
in need, such as the LIFE FOODprint collaboration platform (https://foodprintcy.eu/collaboration-
platform/el/ ) . At the same time, the results give out a strong message for food retailers that citizens are
willing to buy "ugly" looking fruits and vegetables but also good quality, but not so fresh fruits and
vegetables at significantly reduced prices, thus contributing to reducing food waste. These practices are
common abroad and it is important that food retail businesses know that consumers would welcome
them in Cyprus too. It is a practice that can be undertaken by businesses and can potentially make a
significant contribution to reducing food waste.

Lastly, consumers were asked to answer whether they have seen on TV or other media campaigns
regarding the reduction of food waste in the past 3 months (Question 17). There has been a slight increase
in the people who responded positively from 20% in 2022 to 22% in 2023.
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Online Polls 8™ - 12™ summary of results and conclusions

The online polls followed a different methodology than the surveys. The online polls were answered by
visitors of the Dias websites (Sigmalive, Sportime.com.cy, | love style, City.com.cy, Check In, Economy
today, MyCyprusTravel.com) and the sample comprised of people living in Cyprus but also from abroad
(Greece, UK and EU). Given the nature of online polls, there are no data about the sample’s characteristics
other than the total number of respondents with an average of 1710 people participating in the polls. The
main objective of these online polls is to further investigate issues that cannot be explored in the main
surveys due to the limited number of questions. The following paragraphs are a summary of results and
conclusions for the last series of polls (8" — 12t polls) during the period June 2022 to April 2023. Some
guestions were repeated from previous polls, and some were new questions. The questions which were
repeated had a much larger number of respondents in the polls 8-12 than in the previous series of polls
1-7.

Overall, the results of polls 8-12 are mixed, where in certain cases we see a better picture regarding habits
and perceptions contributing to the reduction of food waste and in other cases we see a worsened
situation.

The 8™ online poll, conducted in June 2022, concerned the perception that people have of certain habits
and their importance for the protection of the environment. These habits were “buying food with a longer
shelf life”, “eating leftover cooked food either later or the next day, or to use it to prepare other foods”
and “composting”. In all three cases more than half of the respondents consider these habits to be very
or quite important for the protection of the environment. The same questions were included in a
corresponding poll in November 2020. Even though the results in 2022 are encouraging they show a
worsening situation in the importance given to these actions regarding their effect on environmental
protection.

The 9% poll was conducted in July 2022 and concerned the public’s willingness to try or adopt specific
initiatives to reduce food waste. More than half of the respondents are very willing or considerably willing
to try these initiatives: i) buying good quality but ugly looking vegetables and fruits at discounted prices,
ii) buying good quality, but not perfectly fresh vegetables and fruits at significantly reduced prices at the
end of each day, iii) participate in a network through which you can offer unwanted food to other people
in need for free. Of lower interest is the practice of buying pre-packed food ingredients that contain
everything needed to make a certain meal. The same questions were included in a corresponding poll in
August 2021. Comparing the results, we see that there is more willingness or more intent to adopt these
practices in 2022 than in 2021.

The 10% poll was conducted in October 2022 and comprised of 3 questions, 2 of which were also included
in a corresponding poll in January 2021. The poll results show that more than half of the respondents
believe that reducing food waste is very important for the protection of the environment (the same stands
in 2021 results). The 2" question of the poll emphasises the problem of the underestimation of the food
waste problem. In 2022, 64.5% of the participants believed that their food waste is less than 50% of their
total waste (even though the average of a Cypriot household is 50% and this is stated in the question).
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Comparing this result to 2021 we see a worsening situation in 2022 as the equivalent percentage in 2021
was 42.7%. The 3" question indicated that a significant percentage of respondents did not believe they
buy more food than they need while shopping, while half of those who believe that they buy more, do
not associate it with food waste.

The 11™ online poll was conducted in November 2022. All questions were included in previous
corresponding polls during in 2021. The results show that a relatively low percentage of respondents
regularly use the freezer to store fruits and vegetables and compared to 2021, the results of 2022 show a
worsening picture regarding this habit. In addition, about half of the respondents (2021:51%, 2022:49%)
know “very well” and “well enough” the correct way to store food. These are encouraging results even
though, ‘knowing’ how to store food does not necessarily translate into actions. An important outcome
of the 11* poll is understanding what motivates people to reduce food waste and how these motivators
change between 2021 and 2022. In 2022, the answers with the highest percentage were "It's the right
thing to do" (28%), "I save money" (21%) and "Tackling consumerism" (19%). In 2021, the largest
percentage was recorded for the responses "Tackling consumerism" (24%), "It is the right thing to do"
(23%) and "Environmental concerns" (22%). We see that there is a significant increase in the answer "I
save money" from 15% in 2021 to 21% in 2022. A possible reason for this differentiation is likely to be the
inflation in prices occurring internationally and in Cyprus. As a result, the economic benefit from any
reduction in food waste becomes more important and obvious.

The 12 poll was conducted in March/April 2023. Only one question was a repetition from previous
surveys. The results indicate that a high percentage of respondents (69%) tend to prepare or order more
food than needed so that they will not run out of food. This result is not surprising as having plenty of
food on the table is a cultural characteristic of the Cypriot people. In addition, it is prevalent that the habit
of taking away surplus food from restaurants at home is becoming a more common practice. In 2023, 55%
of respondents stated they take-away food either always or quite often, whereas in 2020 the
corresponding percentage was 50%. As regards the food management practice so called "First come, first
consumed" the results seem to be positive since the majority of respondents (55%) state that they apply
this practice quite often or always. The last question concerned the practice of composting at home. The
results are particularly negative in this case as 88% of respondents stated that they do not compost at
home. An important result is that 30% of respondents have answered that they do not know how
composting is done. This indicates a gap in people's knowledge and may be a topic that needs to be given
more emphasis in future campaigns to reduce food waste in households.

Conclusions

The research conducted throughout the project has collected a lot of useful information on habits and
perceptions regarding food and food waste. Some habits have changed during the span of the FOODprint
project while other habits have not. Given that the surveys carry more weight in understanding the
changes of habits and perceptions over time (in contrast to the polls that do not have a controlled sample)
the overall conclusion is that there is an overall improvement, albeit small. Key points of the research
conducted are found below:
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Annexes

Annex A — 3™ Quantitative Survey Questionnaire

ZTOIXEIa ENAPIG:

'Qpa evapéng 'Qpa ARENG Aidpkeia
Huepopunvia Mépa | Aeu. | Tp. | Ter. | Ney. | MNap. | ZaB. | Kup.
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
EIZAIQrH:

KaAnuépa / kahnonépa. AuTn Tnv NePiodo KAVOUKE HIa €PEUVA KOIVIAG YVOMNG Yia diagopa BEuaTa nou
agopouV TIG CUVNBEIEC ayopac kal Xpriong paynTou ato onitl. ©a Bé\ape va oulnTrnooule yia Aiyo padi
0ag yia va akoUoouE Kai TIC OIKEC oag anowelc. H emAoyn oag oTo deiypa €yive eVTEA®C TuXdia Kal ol
anavTnoeig oag 6a napapeivouv anoAUTwG EUNIOTEUTIKEG. Aev Ba napoupe navw and 10 AenTa anod Tov
Xpovo oag,.

®1. ZekivovTag, Ba nBeka va oag pwTrow KaTd NO00 CUUUETEXETE TNV ayopd Tpoipwv (Wwvia) yia To
VOIKOKUPIO 0dG;

Nai, ANOKAEIOTIKA 1
Moipaloparl Tnv €uBUVN Pe GANO JEANOG TOU VOIKOKUPIOU 2
Aev aoyxoloupal kaBdAou 3

@2. ZUPPETEXETE OTNV ETOINACIA TOU PAyNTOU OTO VOIKOKUPIO OdG

Nai, ANOKAEIOTIKA 1
Molpadopal Tnv eublvn e AANO PIEAOC TOU VOIKOKUPIOU 2
EAN ®1=3 KAI ®2=3
Aev aoxoloupal kaBdAou 3 TEPMATIZTE
ZYNENTEY=H

KYPIO EPQTHMATOAOIIO:

1. Zekivovtag, 8a BEAape va paboupe NOCo ouxvd KAVETE TA NIO KATW GE OXEOQN KE GaynTo nou
nepiooeUel GTO ONiTI:
MIA ANANTHZH I' A KAOGE AHAQZH
RANDOMISE STATEMENTS.

>xe00V | ApkeTa | Kamoleg | Zxedov
navToTe | ouxva | (OpPEG noTe
1. To KaTavaAWVETE TIG ENOMEVEG UEPEC 4 3 2 1

55



Fo 0 D ) . Save Fo?:. Vv’a.s(;)t: Ie.ssl.
PRI NT e éppot a1 omaTdAN Tpodipwyv!

4.

5.

@
'

2. To (UAATE OTNV KAaTAWUEn yia JEANOVTIKN
KaTavalwon

3. To XpnOIYONOIEITE yIa €TOIPAdia GAAWV paynTwv
4. To divete ge aA\a drtopa (PiAoug, ouyyeveic,
10pUpaTa)

5. To diveTe yia Tpo®n yia kaTolkidia {wa

6. To neTarte ota okounidia

7. To KOUMNOOTOMOIEITE

8. To diveTe yia Tpo®r oc {wa ekTPoPNnC (KOTEC,
Nanieg, Kouvehia (KTA)

[ S I N I N I NN ™ S Y I SN B oY
W [WWwWww W (W w
N INININ N (NN
e e e e e e

>e pia Tunikn/ ouvnBiopévn €ROouada, edv 6Aa Ta TpOPIYa, GppouTa kal Aaxavikd nou ayopaoarte
avTioToixoUv pe 10 povadeg, nooa and auTtd NeTa&aTe oTa okounidia;
USE SLIDING SCALE FROM 0 TO 10.

Anod Toug akohouBouc, nolol gival ol 3 KUpIOTEPO! AOyol Nou NETATE oTa okounidia TPOPIUa,
(poUTa Kal Aaxavika oTo VOIKOKUPIO 0dc;

ZHMEIQZTE MEXPI 3 AOIOYZ.

RANDOMISE STATEMENTS. ITEM 1 ALWAYS 1t AND CANNOT BE CODED WITH OTHER
ITEMS

Aev neTape @aynta kai Tpogiya (EXCLUSIVE ITEM)

Kanoia péin Tou voikokupioU OV KaTavaAwvouv OA0 TO (paynTo Toug

To gaynTo nou nepiooelel kal PpuAayeTal dev €ival eUyeoTo YETA

To @aynTo nou nepiogelel kal QUAAyeTal Xavel and Tn BpenTikr Tou a&ia
To gaynTo nou nepioosUel kal PUAAYETAl XaAd kai Oev €ival aopaiec yia
KaTavalwon

H oikoyévela eniBupel navra gppéoka TpoPIya, epoUTa, Aaxavikd
EToipaleTal nepioodTepo paynTd and OTI undpxel avaykn yia KaTavaAwon
AyopalovTal NepIooOTEPA Ano TIC NPAYMATIKEG AVAYKEG TOU VOIKOKUPIOU
Mepva n nuepopnvia Angng/katavaiwong

Tpogpipa, ppoUTa Kal Aaxavikda dev anobnkeUovTal opBa kal aAAolwvovTal 10

NhWIN|—

OO ||

Edw €ival KANoIEC EVEPYEIEC OXETIKA WE TNV ayopd Kal katavaiwaon Tpoipwy. Moleg and auTeg
KAVETE €0€iG GTO VOIKOKUPIO 0aG;
MIA ANANTHZH I' A KAOGE AHAQZH

RANDOMISE STATEMENTS.
Nai ‘Oxi
EAEYXOUME TI £XOUNE OTO WUYEIO NPIV AYOPACOULE KATI 1 2
Kavoupe AioTa yia 1o TI XpelalOpacTe npiv NAUE yia ayopEg 1 2
MpoypaupaTilouye TI Ba HAyEIPEYOULE 1 2
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Ayopaloupe povo oTi XpeialdpaoTe

EA&yxoupe Tnv nuepounvia Anéng/katavalwong

MpooéxoupE yia To NWG diaTnPoUPs/anodnkeUOUE TO
(paynTo/TpoOPIUa OTO YUYEIo

MayelpeUoUE TNV NOcOTNTA Nou XpelalOPaoTE

XpnoiyonoloUWE Ta UnoAgiguaTa gayntou yia eToidacia aAAwv
(paynTwv

= (=] = = =

N IN N NN

KaTavaAwvoupe To gpaynTo nou NEPIOCEUE TIC AUECWE EMNOHUEVEG
NHEPES

'OTav £X0UE PPEOKA NETOUHE Ta NAAIG

Mag apeoel va diaTnpoUUE apKETA anoBEPaTa oTo oniTl

Maipvoupe padi pag To eaynto nou nepiooelel and £0d0uG o€
€oTiaTopla

—_ == =

N NN DN

gayntou;
ZHMEIQZTE OZA IZXYOYN.

RANDOMISE STATEMENTS. ITEM 1 ALWAYS 1st AND CANNOT BE CODED WITH OTHER

ITEMS

Aev ayopalw nepiocdTEPEC ano TIC anapaitnTeg nocoTnTec (EXCLUSIVE ITEM)

NiwBw aopaieia 0Tav undpxel NoAl QaynTo/TpoPIua oTo oniTl

O&AW va TNp® anoBEPaTa og NEPINTWON Nou TUXE! KATI

©&Aw NAvTa va €igal NpoETOIHAoPEVOC/N YIA ENICKENTEG OTO OMITI

Aev unopw va unohoyiow TIG NOCOTNTEG Nou 8a XPEIaoTw

Aev Tpwve OAA Ta PEAN TNC OIKOYEVEIAC TO D10 (paynTo

NIDOw ‘PTWXOC £av dev uNApyel NOAU GaynTo oTO ONiTI

NN |AWIN|—=

'OTav anoppinTeTe 0TA oKounidia (paynTa kal TpOQIUa aiobaveoTe:
ZHMEIQZTE OZA IZXYOYN.

Adiapopia/Tinota (EXCLUSIVE ITEM)

Toyelg

‘OTI onataAnoa adika Ta Xprjuarta pHou

'O kKAvw {NuId aTo nepiBaihov

D IWIN[—

270 WEoo Kunpiakd voikokupid, To 50% Twv anoBARTWV €ival anoppigpata TpoPijwy. ZT0

VOIKOKUPIO 0a¢ Ta anoppippaTa TPoQidwy ival...
MIA ANANTHZH.

AiyoTepa

>T0 id10 €ninedo

MepioodTepa
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12. SUyKpITIKG PE GANEC EVEPYEIEC MOU PMOPEITE va KAVETE, NOCO GNUAVTIKY BEWPEITE TN Peiwon
anoppIYHATWV TPOPIKWY Yia NpooTaacia Tou NepIBAANOVTOC;
MIA ANMANTHZH.

KaBoAou onuavTikni
'OxI Kal TOOO GNUAVTIKN
Kanwg onuavrikn
ApKETA ONUAvTIKN
MoAU onuavTikn

NhIWIN|—

13. Moiol dUo, €av Kanoiol, and Toug akdAoubouc AOYoUC €ival ol GNUAVTIKOTEPOI AOYOI YIa TOUG
0noiou¢ MPooNadsiTE va PEIWOETE TA ANOPpPiYKATa paynTou;
MEXPI AYO ANANTHZEIZ.
RANDOMISE STATEMENTS. ITEM 1 ALWAYS 15t AND CANNOT BE CODED WITH OTHER
ITEMS

Aev npoonabw va peiwow Ta anoppippara gpayntou (EXCLUSIVE ITEM) 01
Eivar elkoAo 02
FAUTQVEIG AePTA 03
FAUTQVEIC XpOVo anod yovia 04
Eival To owoTo npdyua va kavel Kanoiog 05
O1 NpoodOoKIES TNG OIKOYEVEIAG 06
EvolapEpov yia To nepiBaAlov 07
AVTIUET®MION UNEPKATAVAAWTICHOU 08

14. 'OTav €XETE KAAEOWEVOUG OTO ONITI yia GaynTo ) dTav ByaiveTe oe e0TiaTopIo, noia and Ti¢ duo
ONAWOEIC avTanokpiveTal KAAUTEPA OTN CUUNEPIPOPA Oac;

MIA ANMANTHZH.

RANDOMISE STATEMENTS.
>uvnBwg eToipalw/ napayyéAvw NEPICOTEPO PaynTd anod auTo nou XpelaleTal yia 1
va BePaiwdbw oTi dev Ba Egpeivoupe and paynTo
>uvnBwg eToipalw/ napayyeAvw 600 paynTod XpeIAdeTal yia va Unv NEPICOEWEI 2

15. KaTd Tic ££6d0UC 0ag Og £0TIATOPIA Kal KAPE, OTav NepICTslsl paynTo, NOCO OUXVA TO NAipveTe
Jadi oac yia katavalwaon oTo oniTl;
MIA AMNMANTHZH.

MoTte

>navia
Kanote
ApKeTA ouxva
navra

Nh|WIN|—
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19.

20.
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Touc TeAeuTaioug 6 PNVeC EXeTe del aTNnV TNAEOpaon r akolosl aTo padio f o€ aAka péoa
EVNUEPWONG KAUNAVIEC 1 EVNHEPWON OXETIKA KE TN MEIWCN onNaTaAng TPOQiHwy;
MIA ANMANTHZH.

Nai 1
‘Oxi 2
Aev Bupdpal 3

ApKeTA Aaxavika kai ppouTd, av kai KaAd aTnv noioTnTa, AOyo acxnung UpAviong anoppintovTal
and Toug napaywyoUg kal Ogv @TAVOUV OTOV KaTavaAwTr. Ze noio PBabudé 6a noactav
OlaTeBeIyévog/ n va ayopdoeTe kahd o€ NoldTNTA, aAAG aoxnua o€ egpavion Aaxavika kai ppouTa
OE PEIWPEVEG TIPEG,

MoAU 1
ApKeTa 2
Kanwg 3
‘OxI Kal TOoo 4
KaBdAou 5

>T0 TENOG KABE NUEPAC, APKETA Aaxavika kai ppoUTa Nou PEVOUV anoppinTovTdl and kataoTnuaTa
nou B€Aouv va NpooPEPOUV NAVTA OTI M0 PPECKO OTOUG NEAATEC TOUC. 2€ nolo Babuod Ba noaoTav
OlaTedeIpévog/ N va ayopacsTe kahd o€ NolOTNTA, aAAG Oxl TOoOO (PpEoka Aaxavikda kal pouTa o€
ONMAVTIKA PEIWUEVEC TIUEG;

MoAU 1
ApkeTa 2
Kanwg 3
‘OxI kal TOoo 4
Kabohou 5

ApPKETA VOIKOKUPIA anoppinTouv paynTo Nou NePICOEVE! Kal TPOPIUA NMOU KOVTEUEI 1) €XEl NEPATEI
N NUEPOMNVia KaTavaAwong Touc. & nolo Baduo Ba noaoTav dIaTeBEINEVOG/ N va CUPUETAOXETE
o€ €va dikTuo/NAATPOPUA HECW TOU OMOIOU UMOPEITE VA NPOCPEPETE TA TPOPIUA AUTA WC dWPEAV
yla katavaAwaon and atopa nou To £X0UV avaykn;

MoAU 1
ApKeTa 2
Kanwg 3
'OxI kal TOoOo 4
KaBdAou >

@cewpeiTe OTI N Xprion TNG unnpeciag diIavoung gaynTol GTo oniTl HEow JIadIKTUAKWY EQAPHOYWY
£x€l QUENOEI N MEIWOE! Ta andBANTa TPOPIUWY OTO VOIKOKUPIO 0dG;
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'Exel au€noel Ta anopAnTa TpoQipwy

‘Exel yeimoel Ta anopAnTa Tpo@ipwv

Aev £xel ennpedosl Ta anopANTa TPoOPiwv

DlW(IN|F—

Aev €ipal aiyoupog/n

21. 2xeTiKG PE TNV KOWMOGTOMOINGN OTO ONiTI, Noid and Ta akdAouBa IoxUouUV OTNV NEPINTWON 0ac;
InueiwaoTe 1 andvrnon.
22.

Kavw KounoaTonoinan oTo oniTl

Aev yvwpilw NwG YivETal N KOYNoaTonoinon

Aev kGvw KopnoaTonoinon yiati XpelaleTal konog/xpovoc,.

Aev kKAVw KOPNOaTOMNOINON YIaTi OEV £XW XWPO.

NDRIWIN|—=

Aev kGvw kopnoaTonoinon yiati goBayarl Nibaveg ooPEC/ NPOCEAKUCN EVTOPWV Kal
TPWKTIKWV
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AHMOIPA®IKA:
Si. ®UNo AvTpag 1
luvaika 2
S2. Moia xpovoAoyia yevwnOnkate;, e Xpovohoyia
S3. Enapxia Aeukwoia 1
NepeaodC 2
Aapvaka 3
AppodxwaoToc 4
Nnagpocg 5
S4. Mepioxn AGTIKA 1
AypOTIKN 2
S5. YwnAOTEPO €ninedo HOPPWONG nou NpwToBaduIa 1
oAokAnpwoare AeuTepoBABpIa / TEXVIKN OXOAN 2
TpiToBaduia (nTuyio) 3
TpiToBabuia (UeTanTuyiakd) 4
S6.  Moia and Tig akdAoubeg ONAWOTEIG
nepIypapel KAAUTEPA TNV OIKOVOUIKT) Avetn {wr}, unapxouv NavTa Xpnuara yia
KATaoTaaon Tou VOIKokuploU 0dc; anpoypauudTioTeg ayopéc / £€0da Kkal 1
yuxaywyia
AlatnpoUpe €va kaAo BIOTIKO eningdo, Oev 5
oTepoUUAOTE TINOTA
>1aBepd €100dNKa, aANG PE KAMOIOUG 3
neplopiodolc ota ££0da
Kanolol nepiopiopoi oTo €100dNKa / OIKOVOUIKA, 4
ol onoiol £xouv £nIBAAEl KAMOIEC NEPIKOMNEC
MoAU dUOKOAN OIKOVOWIKI| KaTaaTaaon, ivai 5
dUuokoho va Ta Byaloupe népa
S7.  Z0vBeon VoIKoKUpIoU
'Eva aTopo 1
Zeuyapl Xwpic naidid 2
Zeuyap! pe naidia 3
JUyKaAToIiKNan UE EVAAIKEC, JN-CUYYEVEIC 4
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S8. ApIBHOG HEAWV OTO VOIKOKUPIO: ApIBUOC aVANK®WV OTO VOIKOKUPIO

ApIBuOC eVAAIKWV OTO VOIKOKUPIO

S9. Eidoc oikiag

SniTl

Aiguépiopa

doItnTIkA £oTia

S10. ZTnV kaTolkia oag dIaBETETE:

Nai ‘OxI
Wuyeio 1 2
KatayukTn 1 2
Kado kopnoaTonoinong 1 2
Kadoug avakUkAwong 1 2
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Annex B - Online Polls Questionnaires
8t online poll

1. ZUYKPLTIKA e AANEG EVEPYELEG TIOU LITIOPELTE VAl KAVETE yLa ipooTacio Tou meptBaAlovtog, mdéoo
ONUAVTLK Bewpeite TNV HEIWON TWV OMOPPLUUATWY daynTol HECW TNC AYOPAs TPodplUwY HE
peyalutepn Stapkelo {wng;

MoAU onuavTikn
APKETA CNUOVTLKA
KAmwg onuavtikn

OxL KOl TOGO ONUAVTLKN
KaBdohou onpavtikn

Vi IWIN|F

2. JUYKPLTIKA HE GAAEC EVEPYELEC TTIOU UTTOPELTE VA KAVETE yLa TPooTacia Tou epBAAAovTog, mOco
onNUAVTLKA Bewpeite TNV KOTAVAAWGON PayELpEUEVOU paynToU TToU oag EXEL LELVEL ElTE apyoTEpQ
N TNV eMOUEVN UEPQA, f} TN XPNON TOU yla eTolpacia aAMwv payntwy;

MoAU GnUAVTIKN
APKETA CNUAVTLKN
KAmwg onuavtikn

OxL KOl TOGO ONUAVTLKN
KaBdohou onpavtikn

Vi IWIN|F-

3.  ZUYKPLTIKA PE AANEC EVEPYELEG TTOU UTTOPELTE VO KAVETE yla Ipootacia Tou TepBAAAovTog, TOCo
ONUAVTLKA BewpEeiTe TNV HElWON TWV ATOPPLUUATWY PaynTou LECW TNG KOUTTOOTONOLNONG;

MoAU onUAVTLKN
APKETA GNUOVTLKA
Kamw¢ onpavtikn

OxL KOl TOCO CNUAVTLKNA
KaBoAou onuavtikn

VN IWIN|F

4. Toug teheutaioug 3 PNVEG €XeTe OeL oTNV TNAEOPAON N akoUOEL 0To padlo | oe GAAa péoa
EVNUEPWONG KAUTIAVLEG I] EVNILEPWON OXETIKA UE TN Uelwon omatdAng Tpodipwy;
MIA AMANTHZH.

Now 1
OoxL 2
Agv Bupdpat 3

63



Fo 0 D ) . Save Fo?:. W'a.srt: Ie.ssl.
PRI NT ) ; éppot a1 omaTdAN Tpodipwyv!

9" online poll

1. Apketd Aayxavika kat ¢ppouTa, av Kol KAAG oTnv moLotnTa, AOyw KN LKAVOTIOLNTIKAG ELGAVLONG
anoppintovral and Toug MOPAYWYoUs Kal Sev ¢tdvouv otov KatavoAwTth. Z& nolo Babud Ba
noaotav SiateOsipévog/n va ayopdoste KoAd os motdtnta, ald mapdfeva os spdavion
Aayavika Kal ¢ppoUlTa O LELWUEVES TIUEG;

MoAu
ApKeTA
Kanwg

OyxL koL toco
KaBoAou

Vi IWIN|F

2. 310 TEAOG KAOe nuEPOC, OPKETA Aayxavikd kKol ¢poUta Tou HEVOUV amoppimtovrol amd Ta
KOTOOTAMATA ALAVIKAG TIWANGONG TIou BEAouV va ipoadEpouv MAVTA Lo GPECKA TTPOIOVTA OTOUG
TieAATeG TOuC. € oo Babuo Ba noaotav Stotedelpévog/n vo ayopldoste KOAQ og moLotnta,
oANG OxL amoAuTa dpEaKa Aaxavika Kol ¢poUTa OE GNUOVTLKA MELWUEVES TIUEG OTO TEAOG KAOE
HEPQG;

MoAU
ApKeTa
Kamnwg

OyxL koL toco
KaBoAou

VA IWIN|F-

3. ApPKETA VOLKOKUPLA amoppimtouv ¢ayntd Tou MEePLOCEVEL KAl TPODLUA TIOU KOVTEVEL 1 €XEL
TEPAOEL N NUeEPopnvia KatavdAwaong toug. e oo Pabuo Ba noactav SiateBelpévog/n va
CUUUETAOYETE O€ €va SIKTUO HECW TOU OTOLOU UTOPELTE VO TPOOHEPETE T TPODLUA AUTA WG
Swpeav yLa KATAVAAWGCN OE ATOLA TIOU TO £XOUV QVAYKN;

MoAv
Apketd
Kanwg

OxL kaL T0o0
KaBdAou

VN IWIN|F-

4. e molo Babuod Ba oag evolEdepe va ayopAleTe CUCKEUAOLEG CUOTATIKWY Tolaciag dayntou,
MECQ OTLG OTIOLEG UTIAPYOUV OAQ TOL OapaiTnTA YLIa VA PTLAEETE EVOL CUYKEKPLUEVO daynTo;

MoAu
ApKeTd
Kanwg

OxL kal T6o0o

HPWIN|R
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Save Food. Waste less.
Téppa ot omatdAn tpodipwv!

| KaBdAou

10" online poll

1. ZUYKPLTIKA e AANEG EVEPYELEG TIOU UTTOPELTE VAL KAVETE, TOCO ONMOVTLIKY Bewpeite TV pelwon
TWV ATMOPPIUUATWY daynToU yla TPootacio Tou MepLBAAAovVTOG;

MoAU onpavTikn

APKETA CNUOVTLKA

Kamwg onpavtikn

OxL KOl TOGO ONUAVTLKN

KaBdohou onpavtikn

Vi IWIN|F

2. 1o péoo Kumplakod volkokupld, to 50% twv amoPAntwy sival anoppippota tpodipwy. ITo
VOLKOKUPLO 00 Ta anoppippata tpodipwy elvat...

Alyotepa 1
370 1810 eninedo 2
MNeploodtepa 3

3. Apketol ano gudg otav Pwviloupe, og KATTOLEG KATnYOopLeg TPOdiUwWY 0yopAloUE OPKETA YLO VOl
Slatnpriooupe amoBEpata mou Ba pag KPOTHOOoUV Yo APKETO Kalpo. Egeig, OTav TUYXAVEL va TO
TIPATTETE QUTO TIEPVA OUVELSNTA amd To HUAAO cag OTL auTh mBavd va sival pia Aavbacpévn
T(POKTLKA yLa Tipootacia Tou meptBaAlovtog i Oxy

Nat 1
OxL 2
Agv ayopdlw eMUTAEOV TOCOTNTEG 3

11™ online poll

1. Nooo cuxva dpuldyete otnv KataPpuén dpouta Kal Aaxavikd yla va pnv xaAdoouv;

Juveéxela

ApPKETA cUYVA

Méoa-péoa

Jnavia

MNoté

Vi WIN|EF
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2. Moéoo kahd yvwpilete Tov 0pB6 tpomo GpuAaENg dayntol Kot TPodiwy yLa LeyloTomnoinon
™G SLapkeLag Lwng Toug;

MoAv
ApKeTA
Kanwg

OxL Kal toc0o
KaBoAou

Vi IWIN|F

3. Mayelpevete | mapayyElvete daynto, £xovrac umodn Tt Ba KAveTe OTL peivel WOTE va
HelwOoUV Ta amoppippata;

Nat, E€pw amo mpLv Tt Ba KAvwW e To $aynTo mou Ba Heivel 1
Oy, dev mpoBAnuatilopal amnod nmpwv Tt 8a KAvw e To daynTto mou 2
Ba pelvel

4. MNotot U0, eGv KATIOLOL, QIO TOUC akOAouBoug AOyoug €ivaol Ol CNUAVTIKOTEPOL AdyoL yLa
TOUG omoiou¢ mpoomabeite va PHELWOETE TO anoppippata dayntou;

Agv Tpoomabw Vo LELWOW Ta amoppippata payntou
Eival ebkoAo

FUTWVELG AsdpTd

MUTWVELG XPOVO oo Puwvia

Elval To owoto mpdypa va KAVEL KATIOLOG

OL TPOOBOKIES TNG OLKOYEVELAG

EvSladépov yla o meptBaiiov

AVTILETWTILON UTIEPKATAVOAWTLOHOU

NN | WIN|F

12" online poll

1. Otav €xete KoAeopévoug oto oTitL yia ¢paynto r étav Byaivete og eotlatdplo, mola amno tig Svo
SnAwoslg avtamokpivetal kaAUtepa ot cupnepldopd oag;

YuvnOwce etolndiw/ mapayyéAvw TeplocoTePo dhaynTo amod auTo mou 1
xpelaletal ylo va BeBatwbw otL Sev Ba Espeivoupe and daynto

YuvnBwce etolndlw/ mapayyéAvw 660 ¢poynTto XPELAETaL Lo va NV 5
neplocePel

2. Kotd tig e€66oug oag og sotiatopla Kal kKadé, otav neplocsVeL payntd, mOCOo cUXVA TO IaipveTe
poadl oog yla KatavAaAwaon oTo oTity;

‘ 1. Navta ‘ 1
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ApPKETA cuYVA
Karmote
Inavia

Moté

unlbiwW|IN

vihs|wiN

3. 2TOo VOlKOKUPLO oag, og OTL adopd tn Slaxelplon Twv Tpodipwy, TOco cuxva epapUolete TNV
npaktikn tou ‘NMpwto Epxetal, Mpwto KatavaAwvetal; AnAadn KotavoAwvw MPWTO oUTO TIoU
ayopalw MpwTto. Oa AeydTe OTL OTO VOLKOKUPLO 0OC AUTO oUBaiVEL...

1. Moté 1
2. OxiLt600 ouyva 2
3. Kamote 3
4. ApKeTA cuyva 4
5. MNavta 5

4. JIXETIKA LE TNV KOUTIOOTOMOLNON OTO OT(TL, TToLo Ao to akoAouBa LoxUEeL 0TV MeplMTwaon oag;

Kavw Kopmootomnoinon oto omitt

Agv ywpllw Twg yivetal n Kopmootomnoinon

Agev KAvw Kopmoaotonoilnon ylatl xpelaletal KOmoc/xpovog
Agv KAvw Kopmoatonoinon ylati dev €xw xwpo

Agv KAvw Kopmoaotomnoinon ylati doBapal mbaveg
OOUEC/TIPOCGEAKUGN EVIOUWY KOL TPWKTIKWY

s W INIE
b w Nk
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