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Introduction

Background
Food waste is one the most prominent issues humanity currently faces. According to the United

Nations (UN), it is estimated that 17% of the total global food production is wasted, while in a
European Union (EU) level, the amount of food that is wasted reaches up to 88 million tonnes
per year. Food waste is associated with socio- economic and environmental issues. From an
environmental perspective, food waste generates around 8% to 10% of the global greenhouse
emissions, while 38% of the energy used to produce food is also wasted. The social impact is
equally important, given that approximately 700 million people are currently hungry, reaching
the 8.9% of the world population. Unfortunately, this number increases when considering the
people who do not have regular access to a nutritious diet. International organizations, such as
the UN, have underlined the need to minimize and better manage food waste; in fact, one of the
most important Sustainable Development Goals (SDGS) is to achieve Zero Hunger by 2030,
something that is not going to be realized, especially if food waste production and management
does not change.

However, introducing an effective change is not a simple task; waste management has been-
and still is- a challenge for governments and institutions. EU is promoting the food- waste
hierarchy that indicates the best and worst options regarding food waste management.
According to this plan, the best option is to reduce the production of food waste; among the
effective solutions is the use of food waste as animal feed, after the necessary process. This is
a rather competent option, given that not only food waste is diverted from environmentally
harmful types of management, but also the problem of covering the needs of the increasing
livestock in a word of depleted resources is treated. As San Martin et al. (2016) mention, it is
possible to reduce vegetable waste up to 70% by producing animal feed. Additionally, the cost
of livestock production can be reduced through the adoption of this practice (Pinotti et al, 2021).
Currently, within the EU there are legislative obstacles related to the use of food waste as feed
and as a result, approximately only 3 million tonnes of food waste is processed for the
production of animal feed (Salemdeeb et al, 2016). Nevertheless, there have been multiple
successful cases of recycled food waste to animal feed around the world. Countries such as
Japan, South Korea and Taiwan have managed to recycle 40% of their food waste into animal
feed. Besides that, in Europe multiple programs and projects take place, exploring this field and
its opportunities and limitations; one of these projects is the FAF for which this assessment is

realized.
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Project Description
European Union is a leading figure regarding environmental and social issues. During the past

years it has set specific goals and has implemented multiple programs aiming at the protection
of the natural environment and biodiversity.

The European LIFE F4F project is a pilot project that aims at the transformation of food waste
to animal feed through an innovative and simple technology that utilizes an altered solar drying
process, characterized by low emissions. Thus, the main object of this pilot project is to develop
an alternative way of managing food waste and further explore the possibility of implementing
this new approach on a larger scale. The project is realised in Crete, and it targets 4- and 5-star
hotels in the highly touristic areas of Heraklion and Hersonissos. The process (Image 1) that
will be followed in this project begins at the hotels, where food consumption takes place. As a
result, food waste is produced and separated in different flows. Then, the separated waste is
transported to the unit constructed specifically for the needs of the project, where the hand
sorting and the solar drying is implemented. Finally, through this process the feed component
is produced that will be transported to the collaborating retailers so that it will be available for

consumption.

Deliverable Objective
The aim of this deliverable is to assess the socioeconomic impacts of this project. To do so, the

methodology known as Social Life Cycle Assessment (SLCA) will be applied, following the
guidelines that have been developed by the United Nations Environmental Program (UNEP)
and the Society of Environmental Toxicology and Chemistry (SETAC). The goal of this
methodology is to identify both the negative and positive impacts of the F4F process life cycle,
which can further contribute to the decision making regarding the social and socio- economic
aspects of the project.

In the following chapters the methodology will be presented (Chapter 2) and implemented
(Chapter 3). Then, in Chapter 4 the results of the research are presented and finally, proposals

are made in Chapter 5, aiming at the amelioration of the project’s process and outcomes.
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Figure 1. The project’s process

Social Life Cycle Assessment

Introduction
The SLCA methodology, developed in the late ‘00s by UNEP/SETAC, can be considered as

the complementary part of the Environmental Life Cycle Assessment (ELCA) as its goal is to
identify and analyse the potential positive or negative social and socio-economic impacts of a
product’s (or service) life cycle, from the extraction of raw materials to manufacturing,
distribution, use and disposal. The aspects studied in this methodology are situations or issues
that affect the stakeholders involved to the product’s (or service) life cycle. The reason to
conduct such an assessment is to contribute to the decision making related to the product’s life
cycle, aiming at solving, or at least minimizing, the negative impacts. The framework of the
assessment is simple but efficient; its main concepts are the stakeholders, the impact categories,
the subcategories, and the indicators. According to the SLCA’s Guidelines, for each stakeholder
a set of impact categories and subcategories is defined and studied. Additionally, to assess the
subcategories, inventory indicators are used. UNEP/SETAC proposes 5 categories of
stakeholders that are involved in a product’s (or service) life cycle.
These are:

i. Local Community

ii. Society

iii. Workers/Employees

iv. Consumers

v. Value chain actors (e.g., NGOs, public authorities etc)
Of course, it is possible to add more stakeholder categories in case it is needed. As it is evident,
SLCA tries to study the impacts of a product’s (or service) life cycle in different scales, meaning

the local, the national and the international scale.
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The methodology has been developed by UNEP/SETAC following the 1SO14040, and thus, it
consists of four phases goal and scope definition, inventory analysis and impact assessment. In
the following sections, each of these phases will be presented.

Goal Definition
Defining the goal and the scope are the two first steps of the SLCA and the most important ones,

as they establish the pathway followed for the assessment to be realized. More precisely, the
goal defines what will be studied and why. Some of the questions that should be asked in this
stage are “why is this SLCA conducted? Who is it being done for or who will the audience be?
How do they intend to use the results?”. However, probably the crucial question is “are there
any places, or processes in the production chain that have a negative social impact (or impacts
that may be improved), if so, who are the victims, where in the chain does it occur and how

might it be addressed?”.

Scope Definition
The scope aims at defining the most practical aspects of the assessment; thus, it describes the

product and its limits, the part of the life cycle that will be assessed, the stakeholders involved,
the categories and subcategories to include and the data needed for the realization of the study.
Key features of the scope are the functional unit, meaning the function of the product studied,
as well as the system’s boundaries. Also, the type of information needed is defined so that the

data collection will be realised in the next phase of the assessment.

Life Cycle Inventory Analysis
The second phase of the SLCA includes the collection and validation of the data and the

identification of the hotspots. Regarding the data, they can be generic and/or site- specific. The
generic data are useful as they can indicate quite early in the process the stages of the product’s
life cycle that are susceptible to negative impacts. However, SLCA is place- depended, as local
laws, economy and culture determine a product’s life cycle; therefore, it often highly
recommended to collect site- specific data as well. Combining both generic and site- specific
data leads to more reliable results that better represent the positive and negative impacts of the

system assessed.

Life Cycle Impact Assessment
In this phase of the SLCA the data are aggregated and related to the defined categories and

subcategories. Also, the analytical method that will be used is described.

Life Cycle Interpretation
The last phase of the SLCA refers to the interpretation of the results and to the description of

the conclusions. Parts of this phase are the identification of the crucial issues, the evaluation of

LIFE-F4F 8



Action C1. Monitoring of the impact of the project actions
Deliverable C.1.5: Assessment of the project’s socio- economic impacts

the assessment, meaning recognizing the limitations, the level of engagement the stakeholders
showed, as well as the proposal of specific recommendations that can potentially ameliorate the

product’s life cycle, but also the development of the assessment.
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Implementation of SLCA on LIFE F4F

Goal and Scope
The goal of the assessment is to identify the potential socio- economic impacts of the European

pilot program LIFE F4F. Hence, this assessment is conducted in order to locate and describe
the potential weaknesses and strengths of the unit’s recycling process. The recording and
analysis of the potential impacts will contribute to the future decision making, given that the
aim of this pilot project is to implement the recycling process to a larger scale. Hence, the
outcomes of this assessment will be available to the partners responsible for this project, to the
stakeholders involved, as well as to the civil society.

The scope of the study is to assess the life cycle of the project’s process, emphasizing at the

pilot-scale unit where the sorting and the solar drying takes place.

Functional Unit
The functional unit for this SLCA is the 3.000 tonnes feed component per year that the pilot-

scale unit is expected to produce, according to the business plan. Thus, in this study, the socio-
economic impacts arising from the production of 3.000 tonnes per year of feed through the

recycling process of food waste collected from the hospitality sector are explored.

System Boundaries
The study follows the production process of feed from food waste collected from the

collaborating 5- and 4-stars hotels located in Heraklion and Hersonissos, two highly touristic
areas in the Prefecture of Heraklion, in Crete. This process is realized within the unit that has
been designed and constructed for the pilot program in the vicinity of Nea Alikarnassos, also
located in the Prefecture of Heraklion.

The process is developed in the following stages:

Stage 1

A refrigerated truck collects food waste from the collaborating 5 and 4- star hotels and disposes
it at the unit.

Stage 2

The waste is positioned on a belt conveyor where the hand sorting is realized. During this stage
all the liquids present in the waste are removed and thus, the final product is solid, hand sorted
waste. The residual is transported to the nearby Waste Pre- processing Unit, after weighing it.
Stage 3

The solid waste is channelled to a funnel that leads it to a blender where a pulp is created.
Stage 4

A pump pushes the pulp to the drying cells, which are located in the greenhouse of the unit.
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Stage 5

The organic pulp is deposited to an inox basin where it is stirred until its moisture is
decreased up to 6 -10%.

Stage 6

The last stage includes emptying the cells and the storing of the final product into big bags

before it is transported to the rest actors of the value chain.

o o o o o o Em o o =S

Figure 2. The system boundaries of this study

Stakeholder categories
The stakeholder categories that will be included in this study are the following:

Local Community
For the case of the FAF pilot program, the local community is considered to be the Prefecture

of Heraklion in Crete, where the unit is located, as well as the collaborating hotels and the rest

of the hospitality services.

Society
This stakeholder refers to the Greek society in a national level. Although the production system

under investigation is realised in a pilot scale, it is also feasible to be realised as a potential

process in regional or national level.

Workers

The workers studied in this assessment work in the different stages of the production system,
including the drivers of the refrigerated tracks and the administration officers.
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Consumers
The consumers that will be included in this study are the ones who receive the final product,

meaning the feed. These are considered to be the stockbreeders located in the island of Crete,
as well as pet owners of company animals, such as dogs and cats and also, the furry animals’

growers and pet feed producers.

Value chain actors
The value chain actors include the hoteliers, the catering and the retailer that collaborate with

this European pilot program and generally the hospitality sector.

Categories, SUBCATEGORIES, and Indicators
In this section, the categories, subcategories, and indicators for each stakeholder are presented.

The determination of the categories, subcategories and indicators that are used in this

assessment was based primarily on the Guidelines of the UNEP/SETAC, as well as on the

specific

Table 1. The subcate

Workers (in the unit)

Subcategory Indicator Data type
Working hours (without transportation) Quantitative
Working Changes at the schedules Quantitative
Conditions Cost of transportation Quantitative
Time of transportation Quantitative

Presence of contract Qualitative

Working Rights . . L.

Compliance with the contract agreement Qualitative

Compliance with agreed working hours Qualitative

Compliance with the agreed payment Qualitative

Freedom to associate Qualitative
Social benefits Qualitative/

Quantitative

Social security

Qualitative/
Quantitative

% of each sex occupied in the unit

Quantitative

Health and

Provision of special equipment

Qualitative

Info-session for the use of special equipment

Qualitative
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Workers (in the unit)

Security

Info- session for the probable danger

Qualitative

Satisfaction

Employment opportunities

Qualitative/
Quantitative

Training

Qualitative/
Quantitative

Table 2. The subcategories and indicators used for the stakeholder category “local

community”’ Local Communi
Local Community

action

Subcategory Indicator Data type
Accessibility to the action Qualitative

Transparency . . I
Informative campaign before the launch of the | Qualitative

Participation

Number of local stakeholders participating to
the action

Quantitative

Trust Trust towards the involved actors Qualitative

Number of new jobs for locals directly related | Quantitative
Occupation to the aCtlon
Number of new jobs for locals indirectly Quantitative
related to the action

New public constructions related to the action | Qualitative/
Quantitative

Quality of life Amelioration of the road network Qualitative/
Quantitative

Amelioration of the landscape Qualitative

Amelioration of public health Qualitative/

Quantitative
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Table 3. The Subcateiories and indicators used ior the stakeholder cateioi “societi ”

Subcategory

Indicator

Data type

Waste Management

Changes of the food waste quantities diverted
from being illegally disposed

Quantitative

Changes of the food waste quantities diverted
from being buried

Quantitative

Policies

waste

Employment Total number of new job opportunities when | Quantitative
implemented in a national level
Awareness Organization of educational events raising Qualitative
awareness related to food waste
Governance and Agreement with EU policies regarding food | Qualitative/

Quantitative

Table 4. The Subcateiories and indicators used ior the stakeholder cateioi “consumer’”’

Subcategory Indicator Data type
Affordability Quantitative

Choice Accessibility Qualitative

Labels Qualitative

Traceability Qualitative

Satisfaction Overall satisfaction Qualitative
Health and Safety | Safety for humans and cattle Qualitative/

Quantitative
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2

Table 5. The subcategories and indicators used for the stakeholder category “hotels

Hotels (Value Chain Actors)

Subcategory Indicator Data type
Additional commercial profits for the Qualitative/
company Quantitative

o Cost reduction of waste management Quialitative/
Efficiency Quantitative
Additional non- commercial profits (i.e., Qualitative/
subsidies) Quantitative
Expansion of hotels’ | Number of new clients due to the green Qualitative/
target groups practices Quantitative
Spill over effect | Adoption and implementation of green Qualitative/
practices in another sector of the hotel’s Quantitative

function

Data collection
As it has been already underlined, SLCA is place- depended, meaning that the geographical

component determines the outcomes of the assessment. For that reason, it is highly
recommended to combine both generic and site- specific data, aiming for the best and most
representative result. However, collecting site- specific data can be a challenging process, as
multiple complications might arise. In the case of the FAF pilot program, the data used for the
assessment are mainly generic data, extracted from international and national databases
provided online by institutions and organizations such as the Hellenic Statistical Authority
(ELSTAT) and the statistical office of Europe (EUROSTAT). For the stakeholder categories
“workers” and “consumers”, two different questionnaires were distributed to each group,
aiming at understating the advantages and disadvantages of the production process and the final
product, as well at exploring any limitations and other socio- economic issues related to the
production process. Additionally, academic literature was used related to issues such as the
production of feed from food waste and the function of food recycling centres. The conduction
of an in-situ research was not possible due to several limitations, including the COVID- 19
pandemic that hindered part of the assessment. Besides the limitations imposed by COVID- 19,
it is important to mention that some of the databases are not currently updated, hence there is
an error in the numbers used, nevertheless, the overall outcomes are considered to be

representative.

LIFE-FAF 15



Action C1. Monitoring of the impact of the project actions
Deliverable C.1.5: Assessment of the project’s socio- economic impacts

LIFE Cycle Inventory analysis
This section includes the data collection that relates to the characteristics of the study area,

meaning the Prefecture of Heraklion, as well as to the unit and its function. Additionally,

information related to the involved stakeholders are also presented.

Unit Location
The unit under study is located in Nea Alikarnassos, which is less than 5km far from the city

centre of Heraklion. Based on information retrieved from the official website of the Iraklio
Urban Buses, the access to the unit can be realized by urban bus lines of zone A, as for example
bus number 7 that follows the itinerary Giofiro - Prassa — Amnissos. The price for one itinerary
is 1,10€, while a monthly bus card costs 60,00€. Time wise, the itinerary does not take more
than half an hour and the frequency of buses does not exceed 10 minutes.

Local Community
Crete is the largest island of Greece, and the Prefecture of Heraklion is one of the most

populated areas of Greece. According to the census of 2011, the total population of Greece was
10.816.286 and the total population of Crete was 591.772, while in the Prefecture of Heraklion
304.000 people were counted®. Regarding local economy, the two most important economic
sectors are agriculture and tourism. In the Prefecture of Heraklion there are 885 hotel units with
more than 76.000 beds, while the number of visitors in 2018 exceeded 5000 (INSETE, 2020).
The work force of this sector reached 38.855 in 2018. Agriculture is also a crucial sector for the
Prefecture as it occupies 82.000 persons from the total of 166.688 employed persons based on
data from 20168°. Especially for feed producers, data from 2011 show that the total number in
the Prefecture of Heraklion was 624, which is less than the 1% of the total number of feed

producers of Greece?.

Workers
As it has been already mentioned, most of the employed persons in Crete are occupied in the

sectors of tourism and agriculture, while unemployment was 17,3% in 2020. According to the

Business Plan for a full-scale unit, 12 workers would have been hired in the following positions:

Table 6. Number of workers in the pilot unit by position
Position Number of employees

Sorting 2

Drying 2
Pasteurizing 3
Packaging 2
Transportation (drivers) 2
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Administration 1

Total 12
The annual cost for this number of employees is estimated to 156.672,00 euros.

Value Chain Actors: Hotels
The hotels participating in the action are presented in Table 7.
Table 7. Collaborating hotels and the generated quantity food waste

Daily quantity
of food waste

Number of Monthly quantity

Category

beds of food waste (kg)

Apollonia Beach

Aot & St 5 671 336 10.065
ﬁg?eil'a Allantis 4 201 115 3.450
Olive Green 4* 100 26 780
ggesto""rt'v'a”s Beach 5 1078 539 16.170
Santa Marina 4 398 199 5.970
Galaxy Hotel 4 234 59,5 1.785
Society

Greece is one of the old members of EU and it went through an economic and social crisis since
2010 that still affects many Greeks. According to recent data retrieved from ELSTAT, the
unemployment rate is 13,9%, affecting mainly young people, while 28,9% of the total
population is exposed to the risk of poverty. Greece is also an important producer of food waste.
Based on a recent report from UN, Greece is the EU country with the highest food waste
production, as it reaches the large amount of 142kg/inh/yr. Food waste has related to multiple
environmental, but also socio- economic impacts; high production of GHG, land degradation,
water shortages and a cost reaching up to $1trillion per year is the result of food waste and food
loss (Ambeliotis, 2017).

Consumers
The consumers of this product are separated in two groups: the stockbreeders and the

companion pet owners. Regarding stockbreeders, according to data from 2009, in the Prefecture
of Heraklion there are in total 1.641 cattle, 453.093 sheep, 188.270 goats and 12.597 pigs.
However, regarding owners of companion animals, there are not specific data for the area;

besides that, it is a fact that Greece is facing a serious issue with stray cats and dogs, which are
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often fed with animal feed by citizens, without being owned by someone. Therefore, it is not

possible to define how many animals will be fed by the product or how many people will be
interested in the product.
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Life Cycle Impact Assessment
Impact categories, SUBCATEGORIES, and indicators

Local Community
a) Transparency

Information about the pilot LIFE FAF project, its evolution and the deliverables can be fully
accessed by everyone on the website of the project. Hence, it is a fully transparent and
accessible action to the locals and to every other citizen interested in this specific approach of
waste management.

b) Participation
The participation to the pilot program is satisfying as the unit is still rather small and it would
not have been possible to manage the food waste of every 5- and 4-star hotel of the area.

c) Trust
According to the Standard Eurobarometer 94 of winter 2020/2021, the majority of Greeks
claims not to trust both the EU and the national government. Thus, there is a high chance that
the civil society might not show the necessary trust to this pilot program, however, as it is a
transparent project with specific outcomes these trust issues can be overcome through adequate
informative sessions and awareness actions.

d) Awareness

The function of the unit has been covered by the local media, informing locals about the goal
of the project and about the participation of the local stakeholders involved. However, the
events that have taken place have been addressed mainly to the partners involved or to

people/organizations related to waste management issues.

e) Job opportunities
As it has been mentioned, the pilot program has created 12 new job opportunities. Based on
data from the INSETE (2019), there are in total 393 5-star and 4-star hotels in the island of
Crete. In case this pilot program is implemented in the whole island, it is expected that

approximately 1179 new jobs will be created.

Workers

The data used in this study to extract information related to the working conditions in the Solar
Drying/Pasteurizing Unit have been retrieved by ELSTAT and EUROSTAT. EUROSTAT has
developed 68 indicators on seven dimensions (Figure 3) exploring labour conditions as seen

from the employees’ perspective.
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Safety at work

Child labour and Falr treatment of
forced labour employment

1
SAFETY AND
ETHICS OF
EMPLOYMENT

2 Income from
INCOME AND employment
BENEFITS FROM
EMPLOYMENT Non-wage pecuniary
benefits

QUALITY OF Working hours
EMPLOYMENT 3
SKILLS B S \WORKING HOURS  Working time
DEVELOPMENT ANDBALANCING | arrangements

WORK AND
AND TRAINING NON-WORKING Balancing workand

non-werking life

SQCIAL
DIALOGUE

Figure 3. The dimensions of quality of employment according to EUROSTAT (2021)

More specifically, the dimensions covered by the EUROSTAT are Safety and Ethics of
Employment, Income, and benefits from employment, Working time and work-life balance,
Security of employment and social protection, social dialogue, skills development and training,
Employment- related relationships and work motivation. Overall, these dimensions are in
accordance with the impact categories proposed by the SLCA Guidelines.

In this assessment, four subcategories have been chosen for the stakeholder category “workers”.
In the following sector data will be provided for each subcategory and indicator, based on

generic data collected from the databases.

Health and Safety
a) Accidents at work

The most recent data of EUROSTAT regarding fatal work accidents are from 2007, including
the sectors of agriculture, electricity, gas and water supply, construction, retail trade, hotels and
restaurants, manufacturing, real estate, vehicle reparation, transport, and business activities.
According to this data, in 2007, 50 persons died because of an accident during work time. Data
from ELSTAT are more recent (2019), showing that in the sector of food processing a total
number of 65 persons had a work accident and only 2 of them took place in the island of Crete.
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Discrimination at work
According to EUROSTAT’s data from 2015, 9.8% of women in Greece have dealt with

phenomena of discrimination at work, while the percentage of men experiencing such situations
reaches 5.8%. The Gender Equality Index also shows the difference between men and women
regarding work; according to data from 2019, only the 33% of women in Greece have a full-

time job.

Training

Regarding the role of work to the personal development, the 51.4% of Greeks believes that their
job does help them improve their skills, based on EUROSTAT data from 2015.Additionally,
56.1% of employed Greeks claims that they can use their knowledge and skills to their current

job.

Working conditions
a) Transportation

The unit is located close to the city of Heraklion. If the workers of the unit live in the city, there
are three scenarios hypothesised regarding the cost of transportation:
e Private Vehicle
In case they use their own car to access the unit, the cost for their transportation depends
on the oil/gas prices and the vehicle used. On average, the price for the unleaded
gasoline in the Prefecture of Heraklion is 1,821€, which is among the most expensive
in Greece.
e Urban Bus
The urban bus line costs 1,10€ for each itinerary. Hence the cost for accessing work
five times per week is 48,4€ per month. In case the worker has a monthly transportation
card, then the cost reaches 60€ including the access to work.
e Company Bus
In that scenario there is no cost for the people working in the unit as the transportation
cost is covered by the company.
Something that must be considered regarding transportation to the unit is the fact that Crete has
above average percentage of fatal car accidents (ELSTAT, 2021), hence, the risk of been
transported to work by a private vehicle is higher than using a company or urban bus.
b) Security
All the employees of the unit are under contracts that include, of course, their health insurance,
while they are regularly paid given the nature of the program.

c) Satisfaction
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According to the Standard Eurobarometer 94 of winter 2020/2021, Greeks are overall satisfied
with their job situation as the 90% of the participants in this research claim to feel “good” or
“not bad”.

Besides the aforementioned information, retrieved from the national and international databases,
a questionnaire was distributed to the employees of the unit, covering the same subcategories
through 31 questions, that also refer to the demographics of the sample.

The questionnaire was completed by the 8 employees, which worked in the FAF pilot unit at
different periods of the implementation of the project.

According to the answers provided, the majority of the employees are men (6) and the dominant
age group is from 25 to 29, with only one employee being at the age group of 30-44. One
participant has completed the primary level of education, seven out of the 8 participants have
completed the secondary education or/and have attended a vocational training. Two participants
hold a university degree, while one also holds a master’s degree. Most of the employees (5)
work at the collection and the sorting of the waste, one is the driver of the refrigerated truck
and two are responsible for the operation of the unit. The working experience of the staff in the
field of waste management and process does not exceed 10 years, but one participant has been
working in this field for 10 to 15 years. Only three employees claimed that they used to work
in a different field before being hired in their current position.

Regarding working hours, 5 participants work foul time and 3 part time, meaning that they do
not exceed the amount of 20 hours/week. Among the participants, 3 mentioned that they work
often overtime, while the rest 5 rarely; nevertheless, all the employees claim that they consider
the total amount of time they spend for work, including commuting, as normal.

In the subcategory “Health and Safety”, the participants were asked about their exposure to
pollutants. 50% of them claim to be exposed to pollutants during approximately half of their
working time, three of them claim to never or almost never be exposed, while only one em-
ployee is exposed to pollutants during the whole working time. Despite that, all the employees
agreed that special equipment is provided, with all of them being well (2) or very well (6)
informed about health and safety issues related to their work at the unit. In the question “How
often do accidents at work occur in your workplace?”, the majority answered “never” and only
one participant claimed that very rarely accidents do occur.

All of the employees that completed the questionnaire work under a fixed- term contract, and
at the same time all of them agreed that the contract’s agreements are respected, and social
security is provided. More specifically, at the questions “Are the terms of the contracts
respected?” and “Is social security provided?”, all chose to answer “Yes”. Also, the employees
are apparently uninformed regarding their right to freedom of association and collective

bargaining.
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As it has been already mentioned, the unit is located close to the city of Heraklion, hence, the
employees of the unit were asked about their commuting. All of them use a privately owned
car to access the unit, while for half of the participants the transportation cost does not exceed
the amount of €2,0. Overall, the cost of transportation does not seem to be more than €3,0 and
all the participants are satisfied with it. According to them, the employers do not offer the option
of company vehicle, nor any other type of benefit, such as a free lunch; however, 7 out of 8
participants state their satisfaction regarding the working conditions. Additionally, 75% of the
participants claim that the income they receive covers all their needs and two participants also

believe that his job has contributed to the amelioration of their life.

Value chain actors
Hospitality sector

As it has been already mentioned, several hotels are collaborating with the program;
additionally, one catering service is also part of the pilot program, as well as several
supermarkets.

During the past decades, it has become common for hotels to adopt green practices as an effort
to prove their responsibility towards environmental issues, given that tourism and hospitality
sectors have been related to environmental issues, while they are also highly influenced by
environmental degradation (Wang, 2012). These practices vary, from water conservation to
reducing energy consumption and improving waste management (Han et al. 2018; Merli et al.
2019). Thus, the action of collecting and managing food waste through the LIFE F4F pilot
program can be considered as a green practice that promotes sustainability.

These change towards green practices can potentially help hotels financially in different ways.
Reducing or better managing the consumption of resources has a financial impact on hotels,
given that operational costs decrease. Besides that, research has shown that promoting
sustainable solutions creates a green profile that is appreciated by costumers (Yixui et al. 2017).
In fact, Merli et al. (2019) and Han et al (2018) proved that there is indeed a correlation between
customers’ satisfaction and green practices, while loyalty and revisit are also related to this
environmental responsibility hotels show. This attitude might be enhanced in the case of the
F4F as it is part of the collaboration contract to offer to hotel customers the option to visit the
unit and observe the process.

Chan et al (2014) explored another positive outcome as they showed that the green practices
implemented by hotels increases the environmental awareness and concern among employees,
which further influences their behaviour toward such issues. Therefore, by choosing to
participate to a pilot program like LIFE F4F, hotels create a spill- over effect regarding

environmental sensitisation.
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Society
As it has been already mentioned, Greece is the largest food waste producer of EU. The

implementation of this project in a larger scale could change the landscape of waste production
and management of Greece, given that it is a highly popular tourist destination with almost
400.000 beds been available in 5- and 4-star hotels every year. More specifically, according to
INSETE (2019) there are 2108 5- and 4-star hotels in Greece. Based on the data collected by
the implementation of the pilot program in Crete, it was extrapolated that the amount of waste
nationally by these hotels reaches up to 16.122tn/moth (193.463 t/y). From this amount of food
waste, almost 60.000 tonnes of feed can be produced annually, meaning that the 20% of the
total food waste produced by the hospitality sector (Lazaridi et al, 2019) will be channelled into
reuse instead of disposal. Hence, by implementing this project in a national level scale, Greece
can start reaching the EU goals. Additionally, based on the needs of the pilot unit, it has been
calculated that approximately 6.350 new jobs will be created.

Consumers
Regarding consumers, a questionnaire including 11 closed-ended questions (Table 8) was

developed and distributed to potential consumers, aiming at exploring their views and opinions
regarding this product. The questionnaire was completed by 246 consumers in total, from which
the 16% owns a dog, the 14% a cat, while the majority (64%) does not own a pet. Also, almost
all the participants follow a non- vegetarian/ non- vegan diet, meaning that they do consume
meat and animal products such as milk and eggs.

Table 8 The questions asked to consumers regarding the production and use of the produced
animal feed

Number Question
1 How do you rate the use of food residues in animal nutrition?

Which animal species could you imagine receiving food residues as a

2 component of animal feed?

How do you rate the use of food residues as a component of animal feed

£ in the context of environmental protection?

4 Would you buy a commercial petfood, which includes food residues, for
your dog/cat?
Would you buy meat or other products (e.g., eggs, milk products) from

5 farms animals, which receive food residues as a component of animal
feed?

5 Which type of food residues could you imagine to be a component of
animal feed?

; How do you rate the hygiene of animal feed which includes food
residues?

8 At the moment, the food residues are exclusively collected in hotels.
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Could you imagine also other sources of supply?

9 Do you have a pet?
10 Do you eat meat or other animal- derived products?
11 Do you think that we waste too much food?

According to the answers given in this questionnaire, 42% of the participants find themselves
sceptical towards the use of food residues in animal nutrition as they consider it either “risky”
either “with pros and cons”. Only a 32% is positive, characterising it as “without problems”.
There is also a relatively high percentage (27%) that expressed their ignorance about the issue,

choosing the answer “I don’t know”.

Nevertheless, the majority (44%) believes that the most adequate animal to receive such a feed
product is the pig, while 25% referred to cats and dogs and 15% to fur- bearing animals, which
also includes the pets, reaching a total of 40%. Despite this, 41% would not buy such a petfood
for their dog or cat, yet there is an indecisive 22%. Hence, only the 36% would for sure buy

this product for their pets (Figure 4).

Q4: Would you buy a commercial petfood, which includes food
residues, for your dog/ cat?

50%
45%
40% 41%
35%
30%
25%
20% 22%
15%
10%

5%

0%

36%

Yes No | don't know

7 Figure 4. The percentage of participants that would buy the unit’s product or a similar one 7

Probably this answer can be explained by the view people have on the hygiene of the feed that
includes food waste; more specifically, 42% of the participants claim that the hygiene of the
product seems “bad” or “risky”, meaning that they find it dirty, or they just do not trust the
safety of the product. Again, only the 32% considers it good, while the 27% answered “I don’t
know”. However, when asked if they would buy meat or other products from farm animals that
receive food residues as a component of animal feed, the larger part of the participants (67%)
answered “yes”, which indicates that they would buy products produced by animals that

consume such feed. Regarding the food waste that is used as a component for the animal feed,
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most participants 36% imagine to be bakery products, followed by 32% who believe fruits and
vegetables are primarily used. Additionally, 18% chose the option “meat” and 14% thinks that
the components are products such as noodles, rice and potatoes. When asked about the source
of the food waste provided for the feed production, the participants think that supermarkets
should also be a source (36%), followed by restaurants and cafes (28%), weekly market (25%)
and bakeries (11%). Finally, at the question related to the amount of food waste we produce,
48% agreed that we waste too much food, the 29% disagreed by giving a “No” as an answer,
while the 21% expressed their ignorance about this issue.

Animal growers and feed producers
Several semi-structured interviews were contacted with furry animals’ growers, aiming at

exploring their views and opinions regarding the product. The views of the furry animals’
growers were especially positive for the use of the product, particularly in times of increased
prices of feed, due to elevated energy and transportation costs. It was noted though that the use
of the product was dependent almost solely from the actions of the feed production industry.
They also noted that despite the extensive experiments with broilers, pigs, dogs and cats, no
experiments were contacted with furry animals (not included in the proposal). This is something
that it needs to be remedied in the future.

Despite any furry animals’ growers and pet feed producers cost savings and the fact that more
efficient conversion rates may be achievable as well as the fact that processed food waste (PFW)
feed components are likely to be relatively cheaper (or even subsidised, meaning that
production costs could be reduced), processed food residuals by the F4F process is more likely
to have lower conversion ratios. Consequently, processed food residuals feeding will almost
certainly require an additional feeding period (in fact, as suggested in Westeddorf (2000), up to
40-50 percent additional feeding period may be necessary) or lower substitution of feed.
Consequently, producers who implement a processed feed residuals feeding regime are likely
going to incur additional costs, some of which are actually incurred (using of infrastructure,
additional labour, etc.) as well as significant opportunity costs (which can be considered as the
cost of the sacrifice related to conventional feed). The first opportunity cost relates to the
physical opportunity cost, or revenue foregone, associated with the inability to restock. This
arises because there is an effective constraint on production output (in terms of numbers of
livestock). This has obvious implications for enterprise gross margins (i.e., the gross income
(before accounting for fixed costs) from a single unit of head for livestock). Alongside this,
there will be financial opportunity costs of resources used in production, that is, the financial
charges on capital tied up in buildings and equipment or implicitly incurred through the
foregone interest on capital tied up in currently owned buildings (i.e., with livestock taking
longer to rear, the buildings and other resources are tied up, preventing restocking, which

represents an opportunity cost).
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As alluded to above, there is a direct link between margins and the level of the opportunity
costs. Other things being equal the higher the opportunity cost, the lower the resulting margins.
It is important to also bear in mind that the net margin depends on the relative price of PFW
products. The adoption of processed feed residuals is warranted especially when the price of
processed feed residuals products is relatively cheap. However, even if feed derived from
processed food residuals is fully subsidised (i.e., available to producers at zero cost) the use of
these feed components are only desirable if the opportunity costs do not excessively increase
the total cost. If the costs of processed feed residuals products are the same as conventional
feed, then the enterprise will be less profitable compared to conventional feed, due to the almost
certainly increased (physical and capital) opportunity costs - which stems from the inferior
conversion ratios associated with processed feed residuals feed. The adoption of processed food
residuals as feed is, therefore, also dependent on the extent of the magnitude of the costs.

The transportation costs (including the negative externalities such as unwanted noise and
vibration) of food waste is a further factor requiring consideration. However, irrespective of
whether the food waste is destined for landfill or feed component, as described in Spinelli and
Corso (2000), there is likely to be no net increase in transportation costs. Therefore, the
reasonable assumption was made that the transportation costs are the same under both options,
meaning that, from a cost-benefit analysis perspective, it is not a relevant cost (i.e., the net

difference will be the same whether it is included or not).

Life Cycle Interpretation

The last phase of the Social Life Cycle Assessment is about drawing conclusions regarding the
studied product.

Firstly, regarding local community, it is expected that the unit will contribute to the
amelioration of waste management, leading to the solution of environmental and socio-
economic issues related to the illegal or ineffective waste disposal. This is a rather important
step, given that Crete is the largest island of Greece, among the most populated islands that
increases its population seasonally due to the tourist industry. This seasonal difference requires
the presence of such units. Additionally, a new industry can also contribute to the economy of
scale of the island. Especially when taking into account the plans for constructing a Circular
Economy Park in Heraklion, something that can function not only as an effort to reduce waste,
but also as an attraction for locals, tourists and scientists.

The work force of the area is also positively affected as the presence of the unit functions as a
new job opportunity in a new sector characterized by technological innovation and ecological
approach. Basically, it offers a new option to locals who are not involved in the most popular

sectors, agriculture, and tourism. The construction of more units in the island can become the
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reason for locals to develop new skills and even services or industries related to the unit’s
processes and products.

From the workers’ perspective, as this was expressed through the answers to the questionnaire,
working at the unit seems to be overall satisfactory. The majority of the employees are content
with their salaries, the cost of transportation and the working conditions; however, there are
some interesting observations. It is rather interesting the fact that the participants were not fully
aware of their contracts’ terms and the extent to which these terms are implemented and re-
spected. Similarly, the lack of information regarding the right to freedom of association and
collective bargaining is something that should be taken into account. Despite these issues, the
function of this unit has contributed to the employment of young local people of an age group
that is highly affected by unemployment, which is a rather promising outcome.

Regarding the hotels and the rest of the local companies collaborating with the project, it has
become clear that the participation to the project has a positive impact on them in multiple
ways. The most important aspect is the spill over effect such actions have not only towards the
company itself, but also towards the rest of the society. By choosing to implement a green
practice, these companies cultivate an ethical profile, that does attract a relatable target group
of people. Additionally, citizens and employees who might not have any input about the
importance of waste management, get informed and possibly develop a new environmental
behaviour. The financial impacts are not expected to be as direct as it would be if a different
practice had been adopted i.e., reducing energy consumption, however, by enlarging the pool
of costumers and by building a relation based on loyalty, a positive financial impact is expected.
Animal growers and feed producers are likely that they may become increasingly attracted to
seek to use food waste as feed as the price of conventional arable based animal feeds increase.
An important factor is the feeding conversion rate (i.e., the ratio between the weight of food
waste and weight gain) of the food waste. Producers will be willing to pay a significantly lower
price for food waste that is of a low feeding value. Associated with this, the proportion of
producers who will switch to food waste products is related to the relative price and feeding
value. At very low feeding values, it is shown that very few producers will be better off using
food waste unless it is subsidised.

Therefore, the link between opportunity costs (which can be considered as the loss associated
with not using conventional feed, e.g., if nutritional value is low longer feeding periods may be
required) and the use of food waste is explored. There are clear indications that the use of food
waste as animal feed is only justified when the price of food waste products is relatively low.
In fact, even if the food waste feed is fully subsidised (i.e., available to producers at zero cost)
the use of these feed products is only profitable if the opportunity costs do not increase the total

cost by more than around 10 per cent. If feed derived from food waste costs the same as
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conventional feed, then the enterprise is shown to be less profitable, due to the opportunity
costs.

Of course, the impact of the unit can affect Greek society in total in case it is realised as a
project in a national or regional scale. The most important aspect is the reduction of food waste,
a huge problem for Greek society, as it has been already mentioned. Food waste has been related
to multiple environmental and socioeconomic impacts, which can be reduced through such an
action.

Finally, the opinions and views of the consumers were investigated, revealing some important
aspects that need to be managed for this pilot program to succeed, especially when applied in a
larger scale. The main outcomes of the research on the consumers are that there is a rather large
number of people who are not in a position of providing clear answers related to the production
and use of the animal feed, as well as to the waste produced in general. In fact, almost in every
question there was a stable percentage (20-30%) who chose the answer “I don’t know”.

This shows that there is a lack of knowledge regarding food waste and food waste recycling/
reuse. As a result, apparently the necessity for such products and processes is not clear to the
consumers, while the trust to the product is quite limited as many of them would not buy it for
their pets.
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ANNEX 1. EpwtnuatoAoyLo rpo¢ tous Epyaldougvouc tng mAoTikig
povadac F4F

Epotpatoroyro npog toug Epyalopévovg g
Movaodog EneCepyaciog Tpogik@dv Arofaqtov

To otoyeio mov Ba cvAleyBovv, Ba ypnowomombodv ot perétn tov Kowwvikng
A&oloynong tov Kdxkhov Zong, n onoio mpaypatonoleital 6to mAaicto vAomoinong
tov Evponaikod ‘Epyov LIFE F4F (LIFE15 ENV/GR/000257).

2tox0G tov €épyov eivar M aflomoinon TOV TPOPIK®V OTOPAATOV TOVL TOUEN TNG
o&eviag péom g mapaywyns Lwotpoenc. o meprocdtepeg mAnpopopieg oyeTIKd
e o £pyo pmopeite vo emokebeite v 1otooelida Tov pyov https://life-f4f.gr/.

[N v e€ayyn opOdV EKTIUNCEMVY KOl AGPAADY GUUTEPUCUATMV, ELVOL CNUOVTIKO VO
amovtnBovv OAeC o1 epOTHGELS e G5O TO dLVATOV peyoluTEPN aKpifeta.

Oleg ov minpo@opiec kKol TO oTOVELD E€lvol OGVOTNPA EUTGTEVTIKG KoL
GUYKEVTPAVOVTUL KOl avaivovTal cop@ova pe Tov I'eviké Kavoviopé Ilpootaciog
Agdopévov.
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OEMA: IIEPII'PA®IKA XTATIETIKA XTOIXEIA

1.

dvAo
IMvvaiko
Avtpog
Al\o

Hl o
<20

20-24
25-29
30-44
45 - 64
65<

Exmaidevon

[Mpwtofaduia

Agvtepofadua — Enayyelpotikn Exnaidevon
TpiroPdaOpia

Metamtoylakdc tithog

Awaxtopikdg Tithog

®¢on gpyaciog otn Movdado Hiakng Expavong [XopmAnpmon kevo |

Epyaciaxn epumepio otov 1010 Topén
<5 ypdvio

5 -10 ypoévia

10 - 15 ypovia,

>15 ypbdvia

[Ipwv mpooineBeite yia T cvykekpiuévn Béom epyacioc:
Etyate kdpta avepyiog

Epyaldcactav o avdroyn B€on oe GAAN etoupeio
Epyaldécactav o€ dapopetikd avtikeipevo

OEMA: QPEX EPTAXIAX

1. Tlooeg dpeg epydleote v efdopdda;
[TAYpec mpaplo
Mepikn anacyoinon

Av anavtioete « Mepki ATacyOAM|61», CNUELOCTE TOV aplLd POV epyaciog ava

efoopdoa

2. TI6c0 ouyvd Soviedete vIepmpPIEG;
[Toté
Xrévia
Xoyva
[ToAV cuyva
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3.

To 6hVOAO TV ®PDOV TOL ATOLTOVVTOL LEGO GTNV NUEPO. Y10, TNV
gpyocia pLov (dpeg dOVAELNS + ¥pdvog petaxivnong) etvat:
IToAv Atyeg

Alyeg

Kovovikég

[ToAAég

[Tapa moAAEG

OEMA: YI'IEINH KAI AX®AAEIA (XTHN EPTAXIA)

1.

>ty gpyacio cog moTeHeTE OTL eKTIOEGTE G SAPOPES LOPPES POTTOV;
[Toté

2xedov ToTé

[Tepimov o piom ddpketa

Zxedov kb’ OAn ™ didpkela

Kaf’ 6An ™ dudpkela

[Mopéyeton £101KOG EEOTMGUOC OTOUIKNG TpOocTaciog Onote yperaletar;
Na
Ox

Xpnowonoteite Tov eE0MAMGO dtav omotteital;
[Toté

Mepucéc popéc

2yxedoV mavTaL

[Tévra

[1660 Kahd TANpo@opnuévos/m Ba Aéyate 0Tt €loTe GOV 0LPOPE TOVG
KtvoOvoug Kot Tt OEpato ac@aAEiag 6Tov Ydpo EPYOcios Gogs;
KaB6riov mAnpopopnpévog

Oyt tohd KaAd TANPOQOPMULEVOS

KoaAd mAinpopopnpévog

[ToAV Kohd TANpOPOPTUEVOS

"Exovv ocupufet epyotikd atuynpato 6Tov yOpo £pyaciog 6og;
Naw

O

Agv yvopilo

[1660 cuyva cuuPaivovy EPYUTIKA OTLYNLOTA GTOV XDPO EPYACIOG
G0G;

[Toté

[ToAb ondvia

Xrévia

Xoyva

[ToAV cuyva

Agv yvopilo
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OEMA: EPAXIAKA AIKAIQMATA
1. Tueidovg cOpuPaon €xerte;

Aopictov ypovov
Opiopévov ypdvou
[Ipocwpivi copPaon
Yvotuo padnteiog
Kapio cdppoaon
Agv Anavto

2. Ymapyetn dvvordtnra dnpovpyiog copoteion?
Nat
On
Aev yvopilo

3. Tivovton mpocAnyels and Kovovikd gvmadeic opnddsc;
Nat
O
Agv yvopilom

4. Tnpovvtat ot 6pot TV GVUPAcEDV;
Na
O
Aev yvopilo

5. Tlopéyetor Kowvmvikn acedAion;
Nat
On
Agv yvopilom

OEMA: ITAPOXEY/ XYNOHKEX
1. Tlowo givar To KOP10 HEGO PETOKIVIOTNG TTOV YPNGLULOTOLEITON Y10, TN
LETOKIVNOT) GOG TPOS KOl Atd TOV YDPO EPYACIAG GOG;
IX
Aswopopeio
AMO [ZOUTANPDOOTE] +venvveeneeeeeiieeiiaaeeennanns

2. Tlow &ivor 10 KOGTOG TOL OTOLTEITAL Y10l TNV LETOKIVNON COG Ao Kot
Tcpog tov Xd)po 8pya6{‘ag Gag; [Zvun)\’ﬁp(’ocn KSVOl’)] (R R R R R R ERRRRREREE]

3. Eiote wavomompévog/n e 10 KOGTOG PHETAKIVIONG;
Kaforov woavorompévog/m
Oyt moAd kavorompévoe/n
Ikavomompévog/n
[ToA wavomompévog/n

4. TIpooceépovtol EMTAEOV TOPOYEG GO TOV EPYOSOTN GOG;
N
O

5. Av vai, o1 TapoyES TOL TPOGPEPOVTAL Efvat
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Awpedv petaxivnon tpog v epyocio
Awpedv oition
AAO [ZOUTANPDOOTE] +vovvvereeeieane e,

Eiote wavomomuévog/n pe Tig GLVONKES GTOV YDPO EPYUCING GO
Kaf6Aiov wkovomoinpévog/m

Oy moAd kavomoimpévog/n

Ikovomompévog/m

[ToAV wavomomuévos/n

OEMA: KAOGHMEPINH ZQH/ ITPOXQIIIKH IKANOIIOIHXH

[MopoakaAd COUTANPAOGTE TOV TOPAKAT® TIVOKOL

1 = Aww@ove ardérvto

2 = AlQove

3 = Eipm ovdétepoc/n

4 =Zopeovo

5 = Zopoove ardrota

To £1660MUA LoV IKOVOTIOLEL TIG AVAYKES LoV

Me ™ dovAreld avt Exel Pertiwbdel o eninedo

Cong pov

Me ™ dovAield avt) vidBw 6Tt cuuPdAim
otV Kowvavio/ vidbm nom tkavoroinon

[Totedm mmg ot N dovAeld Oa cupPaiiet
GTNV EMAYYEALATIKY] OV GTAO100pOopia

H doviewd avtn pe éxet kbver va aAAGE® TG
ouvnOeleg Lov OGOV aPOoPA TNV dlaeipion TV
AmOPANTOV TOV TOPAY® 0 1010G
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ANNEX 2. EpwtnuatoAoyia Atayvwotikric Epeuvac - KatavaAwtég

Q XAPOKONEIO NANENIZTHMIO

LIFE15 ENV/GR/000257
LIFE-FAF (Food for Feed)

To epwinuatoAdylo TmouU akolouBei, ekmovnBnke oT0 TMAAICIO TOU EUPWTOIKOU
npoypappartog LIFE: «Food for Feed: An Innovative Process for Transforming Hotels’ Food
Wastes into Animal Feed». (Kawotopog Alepyaocia ylo t MeTatpomny Twv ZEVOSOXELOKWV
AmnoBAntwy Tpodwv o Zwotpodn, LIFE-FAF).

210 MPOYPOULO QUTO CUMUETEXOUV 0 Eviaiog ZUvSeopog Alaxeiplong Amopplupdtwy Kpntng
(E.2.A.AK.), To Mewmnovikd Mavemotiuo ABnvwv, To Xopokormelo Mavemniotiuio, to Freie
Universitat Berlin (EAe0Bgpo Mavemiotrpo tou BepoAivou) kat to TexvoAoylkd EKMaLSEUTIKO
16pupa (TEI) KpAtng (onfuepa, EAANVIKO Meooyelako MavemniotnLo).

To €pyo (project) Food4feed, mou xpnuatodoteital and tnv Eupwnaiki Evwon (LIFE15
ENV/GR/000257), éxeL w¢ kUplo otoxo tnv aflormoinon UMOASIUpdTwY Tpodipwy amd
katootnuata pallkng sotiaong (Eevodoxeia, sotiatopla) yia mapaywyr {wotpodng mou
npoopiletal yia dtatpodn {wwv cuvtpodlac (okVAoL, YATEG), youvopopwv Kol EVOEXOUEVWG
TIOPAYWYLKWY LOVOYaOTPIKWYV (Xoipot, mtnva) oto péANov.

To €pyo ulomoleitat otnv Kprtn, 6mou cuAAéyovtal Ta UTIOAEippOTa TPOodiHwY (Aaxavika,
dpouta, Tupapilkd, Pwuld, YAUKA, Tupld, Almn, €Aala, KpEata) amod KOATMOLEG HEYAAES
EevoboyeLaKES LOVASEC Kol LETADEPOVTAL OTLG EYKOTAOTATELG TOU £pYoU yLa StaAoyr), EAeyxo
(wg mpog tn ouvBeon, XNUKNA cloTACH, KUIKPORLAKO dopTio, pukoToEiveg, avTdLaltnTKoUg
TAPAYOVTEG K.A.) KOl ENpavon o€ €L8LKN KATAOKEUN ME aflomoinon Tng NALAKNAG eVEPYELAG
(dwtoPoAtaikad).

To UALKO (mpoidv) tou poKUTTEL Elval TTAOUGLO OE MPWTEIVEC KAl Autapég ouaieg (mepito 22%
Kal 24% o€ €npn Baon avtiotowa) kat eival amdAuta acdaleg yla SLatpodr) CUYKEKPLUEVWV
eldwv {wwv cludwva Pe TNV LoxVouoa vopobeaoia.

MeVIKOTEPQ, TA UTIOAEIUOTA OLUTA AVEPXOVTAL O XIALASEC TOVOUG KOl amoTeAoUV ApLoTn TNy
EVEPYELAG, TIPWTEIVWV KoLl AOLTTWV OPpEMTIKWY oUOTATIKWV yLa Statpodn Twv {wwv. Me To £€pyo
QUTO, ota MAaoLo TNG KUKALKAG olkovouiag, Ba aflomotnBouv pe achaiela kot Oa meploplotel
n emBapuvon tou TePIPBAANOVTOC TToU YIVETAL PE TNV amoppuf Toug.

Y10 mAaiclo oAokAnpwong tou £pyou Ba evbladepdUaoTaV Yyl TV YVWHUN TWV TOALTWV
(KOTOVOAWTWY, OXETIKWVY EMOYYEALOTLWV KOL ETIXELPNUATIWV K.A.) 600V adopd otnv LE€a Kat
OTOV OTOXO Tou £pyou. NapakaloUpe Aoutdv onwe Sltabéoete Aiyo amd Tov Xpovo oag yla T
OUUTTANPWON ToU akoAouBou epwtnuatoloyiou.

H epeuvntikr opdda tou Food4feed
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To €pyo FA4F (https://life-f4f.gr/en/) mou xpnuatodoteital and tnv Evpwnaikn évwon £XeL
oTOX0 va afLoAoyrosL av ta UNtoAsippata tpodpwv anod evodoyxeia pnopolv va anoteAé-
oouv cuoTtatiko {wotpodwv (0€ MOGOOTO CUUHUETOXNG 5-15%).

Oa B£Aapie va EEPOUNE TN YVWLLN OAC VLA TNV LBEA KOL TO 0TOX0 Tou £pyou. Na to Adyo auto
SNULOUPYNCAHE TO TAPAKATW GUVIOMO EPWTNIATOAGYLO, EKTLLWVTOC LOLAITEPQ TN CULLUE-
TOXN OO0 GTNV ATAVTINOT TOU (TOpXKOAOULUE ATAWC KAVTE QPLOTEPO KALK OTO QVXAOYO KOUTAKI,
n avaipeaon yivetat ue tov iblo Tpormno).

1) Nwg BaBuoloyeite Tn XpNoLLONOiNON TWV UNOAEMUATWY Tpodwv otn Statpodrn Twv
{wwv?

Oywpic mpoBAiuata  Clemikivéuvn [Cléxel BeTika KoL ApVNTIKA

ée yvwpilw

2) Nowa €idn {wwv dpavtaleote 6Tl Oa pnopoloav va Katavalwoouv tpodr) otnv onoia
€Xouv xpnoionon0et untoAsippara tpodpwv anod evodoxeia?

Mrmopeite va SWOETE MEPLOCOTEPEG TNG UIOC ATTAVTHOELC

Clyateg kot okOAoL [CIyoipot Clyouvodopa Lwa Cntnva

3) Nwg BaBpoloyeite tn XpNoLuonoinon Twv UNOAELLRATWY Tpodwv Twv {Evodoxeiwv ota
oltnpéota twv {wwv Aappdavovtag urtoyn thv npoctaocia tov neptfaiiovtog?
Oonuavtikn [ aoxetn O pétpla 1 8ev yvwpilw

4) Oa ayopalote po eUoptkn Tpodn yLa Katokidia cuvtpodLdg (yateg- okOAoUG) ou me-
PLEXEL UTtOAELLaTa TPpOod WV yLa TO KATOWKISL0 cag?
Cvau O oxt [ 8ev yvwpilw

5) @a ayopdlarte npoiovia {wKAG MPoEAsuon (M.X. KPEAG, Auyd, YOAOKTOKOMLKA) Qo pia
KTnvotpodLK povada otnv onoia ta {wa StatpEdovtal LE OLTNPEGLO OTO OMOI0 CUMETE-
Xouv unoAsippata tpodpwv evodoxeiwv?

Clvai Cloxt Oéev yvwpilw

6) Moto €idog unmoAsippatwy dpavrtaleote OtL Oa pnopolos va Xpnopuonoin0ei ota otnpé-
oL Twv {wwv?

Mrmopeite va SWOETE MEPLOCOTEPEC TNG UIOC ATTAVTHOELG

Cdpouta kat Aoyovikd Okpéag JCupapika, matdteg, pulL

Oypwuid, prokota

7) Nwg BaBpoloyeite TV VyLEWVH TWV {woTpod WV MOU NMEPLEXOUV UTOAeippata tpodwv Ee-
vodoyxeiwv?
OkaAn Okakn Clemukivéuvn Oéev yvwpilw

8) Npog to mapwv cuAAéyovral UTtoAsippata Tpodwv AoKAELOTIKA HOvo anod Eevodoxeia.
Mnopeite va pavtooteite ko GANEG TNYEG TETOLWV UTTOAELPUATWY?
Mrmopeite va SWOETE MEPLOCOTEPEC TN G ULOG ATTAVTHOELC

Oeotiotdpla, TaBépveg, kade Odolpvol CIAaikécg ayopEg
Osupermarkets

9) ‘Exete katolkidia {wa?
Mropeite va SWOETE MEPLOCOTEPEG TNG UIOC ATTAVTHOELS
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CokoAo Cyara OaA\a Cloxu

10) ‘Exete £0€i N N OKOYEVELQ OOG KTNVOTPODLKNA Hovada?
Mropeite va SWOETE MEPLOCOTEPEC TN ULOG ATTAVTHOELC
Lntnva Llxoipoug 1 youvodopa {wa Loyt

11) KatavaAwvete {wikng npoéAeuong ktnvotpodikd npoiovia (kpag, avyd, yoAaKToKo-
MHka)?
O vau O oxt (vegan) 1 pepka (vegetarian)

12) Motevetan 6Tl onataAdpe MoAAd tpodLua?
O vat O oxt [ dev yvwpilw

13) Oa anodacifote vo XpnOLLOTIOLOETE T UTIOAEL ot Tpodrg Twv EEvodoxeiwv wg ou-
otatiko tpodng yia katotkidia {wa (yateg-okUAoug)? (Mavo ywa Blopnxavieg mapaywyng
pet food).

O vat 1 ox O 8ev yvwpilw

14) Oa anodaoilate va XpNOLLOTOLACETE TA UNOAEipaTa Tpod G TV EEVOSOXEIWV WG oU-
otatiko {wotpodwv ya apaywylkd {wa (r.x. xoipoug -rttnva)? (Movo yia Blopnxavieg
{wotpodwv).

O vat 1 ox 1 8ev ywwpllw
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