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INTRODUCTION

The most successful recycling method for packaging and organics
is considered to be the separation at the source.

Forms of application of this method are:

Curbside Collection (typical in Greece)
Door to door collection (ltaly, Spain)

Collection at Green points or drop-off systems (Europe)

vV v v Vv

Collection of materials from special categories of sources of
origin (Industrial, craft, mass catering) , and by particular
population groups (Schools, Campuses)

» Other systems (home and community composting)

Cliclenionniciteicssl Citizens' participation
(participation rate)
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Curbside recyclable collection scheme

The most typical recyclable collection systems worl
implements different colored bins for each of the different
dry recyclables and organics/biowastes

ADVANTAGES

» Flexible for users

» Does not require much experience or training
DISADVANTAGES

» Requires the permanent presence of containers in public place
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Curbside system with an
access key




Door to door solid waste recyclable

collection scheme

Residents place their recyclables in special bins on specific days
and hours to be collected by special vehicles

ADVANTAGES

» Quality control of recyclable materials

» Higher recovery rates &

» No requirement to place permanent containers in public places

DISADVANTAGES

» Requirement for increased equipment-staff

» Organized collection day planning

SITUATION IN EUROPE

» It has been successfully implemented in Central Europe
(Italy, Germany)

» Not implemented in Greece (pilot system in Chalandri).

» It is thought to highly increase citizens’ participation rate in re
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Green points — Drop-off points

Residents bring their own recyclables by car to specific locations

ADVANTAGES

» No municipality collection
» It is directed towards conscientious citizens
DISADVANTAGES

» Participation rate?
SITUATION IN EUROPE

» Popular in parts in Europe
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SCOPE OF THE STUDY

» Social study

» Investigation of the factors that affect recycling
the citizens’ intentions to participate in a dod
door collection program

» Correlate potential influential factors (va
economic and socio-demographic factors) wi
intention to recycle and willingness to pay (W
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METHODOLOGY

First section

Nine (9) closed-ended questions to examine the degree of public pé
in recycling and to elicit respondents beliefs and attitudes towarc
and to explore their recycling behavior.

Second section

Two (2) questions designed to record the attitude towards recycling
explore the recycling behavior .

Third section

Seven (7) closed-ended questions to investigate the willingness to
participate in a door-to- door recyclable collection program (and hom
composting program for organics), as well as the willingness to pay
recycling programs and their agreement with “pay as you throw sy

Fourth section

Economic and social-demographic information of respondents (ge
occupa’;lon income, number of family members, type of reside
religion).
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RESULTS AND DISCUSSION




Economic and socio-demographic factors
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STATISTICAL ANALYSIS
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Satisfaction over the existing
recycling system

Distance for disposal of recyclables




STATISTICAL ANALYSIS
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STATISTICAL ANALYSIS
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STATISTICAL ANALYSIS
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STATISTICAL ANALYSIS
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CONCLUSIONS

» The individuals who were bothered from the current recycling system
willing to participate in a door to door collection (and home composting
organics).

» The individuals who had a university degree were more willing to particif
door to door collection program. *

» The individuals who had adopted positive attitude on recycling issues wer
willing to participate in a door to door collection and home composting pro

» The individuals who were aware of the operation and utility of a waste recy
were found to recycle in a higher frequency (more components and higher r
separated) compared to the ones that were not.

» The individuals who considered the access distance to the waste recycling i
non-satisfactory, recycled with a smaller frequency compared to the ones
consider it satisfactory.

In particular, the ones that could walk to a distance greater than 100 m
of their recyclables, recycled to a higher extent (larger number of recyc
components) compared to the ones that could not walk higher distance

The individuals who claimed that they have positive attitude towards
wa§tea, recycled to a higher degree compared to the ones that had a
attituae




CONCLUSIONS (conr)

» The individuals who had a basic university degree recycle to a highe
compared to the ones that had a high school education or lower. In a
those who were over thirty years old recycled to a higher degree tha
younger ones.

» The individuals who had an annual income over €21000 recycled to a
degree compared to the ones with a lesser income.

» The individuals who declared that are Christian Orthodox recycled to a h
degree compared to individuals that declared to follow the Islamic reli
However, this finding may not be attributed to religious orientations, si
Muslim individuals in this study had an average income lower than €210
an average education at the level of high school or lower.
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