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1. General Questions 
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ARE YOU OVERALL SATISFIED WITH THE CITIZENS’ 
PANEL? (N=137)
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DO YOU THINK THAT YOU 
HAD ENOUGH TIME DURING THE SESSIONS TO 

DISCUSS THE TOPIC AND DEVELOP IDEAS? (N=137)
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WHAT DO YOU THINK ABOUT THE BALANCE 
BETWEEN TIME SPENT IN PLENARIES AND TIME 

SPENT IN WORKING GROUPS? (N=137)
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WHAT DO YOU THINK ABOUT THE OVERALL 

NUMBER OF CITIZENS (150)? (N=137)
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DO YOU THINK THAT THE CITIZENS’ PANEL 
REPRESENTED THE WHOLE SOCIETY? (N=137)
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people with a low level of education

young people

POC/migrants

people with functional diversity (e.g. Down, Asperger,
Autism etc.)

refugees

homeless people

LGBT people

women between 40 and 50

citizens with more expertise

QUALITATIVE FEEDBACK: WHICH SOCIETAL GROUP 
OR PERSPECTIVE DID YOU MISS? 

No. of Mentions
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DO YOU BELIEVE THAT THE RECOMMENDATIONS OF 
THE CITIZENS’ PANEL WILL HAVE AN IMPACT? 

(N=136)



 

 

 

Word Cloud generated from all qualitative feedback on the question “How would you describe your experience 
in the citizens' panel in one sentence?” 

0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15

unique experience

informative, educational, enriching

meeting and exchanging with other EU citizens

honour, pride, being part of something important

better understanding of EU

building EU identity

great organisation

demanding, intensive, hard work

acquire a taste for more participation

QUALITATIVE FEEDBACK: HOW WOULD YOU 
DESCRIBE YOUR EXPERIENCE IN THE CITIZENS' PANEL 

IN ONE SENTENCE? 

No. of Mentions



2. Information and Experts 
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THE INFORMATION KIT 

The information kit was easy to understand. (N=136)

The information kit was well-balanced. (N=134)

The information kit was useful for the preparation of the session. (N=130)
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infokit should be sent earlier

infokit should generally be more extensive and detailed

infokit should include more factual data and statistics

infokit should include existing measures in individual EU…

infokit should include data differentiated by country

more information about less developed EU member…

more additional resources and information

more visual data as opposed to text

more transparency about origin of data

QUALITATIVE FEEDBACK: DO YOU HAVE ANY 
SUGGESTIONS REGARDING HOW WE CAN IMPROVE 

THE INFORMATION KIT, THE EXPERT INPUTS AND THE 
FACT-CHECKING ANSWERS?

No. of Mentions



 

 

 

 

6
1

%

3
1

%

7
%

1
%

0
%

4
8

%

3
3

%

1
1

%

7
%

1
%

5
7

%

3
3

%

7
%

3
%

0
%

I  S T R O N G L Y  A G R E E  I  S O M E W H A T  
A G R E E

I  N E I T H E R  A G R E E  
N O R  D I S A G R E E

I  S O M E W H A T  
D I S A G R E E

I  S T R O N G L Y  
D I S A G R E E

THE INPUT OF THE SPEAKERS

The input of the speakers was easy to understand. (N=134)

The input of the speakers was well-balanced. (N=133)

The input of the speakers was useful for the working group discussions. (N=132)
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more interaction between citizens and experts

experts should have been more present in the working
groups

Number and diversity of experts should be higher

selection of experts seemed biased

more specific and concise answers during Q&A

collect citizens' input before experts' presentations

experts should have better pedagogical skills

expertsdid not seem completely neutral

QUALITATIVE FEEDBACK: DO YOU HAVE ANY 
SUGGESTIONS REGARDING HOW WE CAN IMPROVE 

THE EXPERT INPUT?

No. of Mentions
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THE ANSWERS TO THE FACT-CHECKING QUESTIONS

The answers to the fact-checking questions were easy to understand. (N=136)

The answers to the fact-checking questions were well-balanced. (N=133)

The answers to the fact-checking questions were useful for progressing in the discussions. (N=132)
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fact-checking was not satisfactory

fact-checking was too slow

QUALITATIVE FEEDBACK: DO YOU HAVE ANY 
SUGGESTIONS REGARDING HOW WE CAN IMPROVE 

THE FACT-CHECKING ANSWERS?

No. of Mentions



3. Working Groups 
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THE DISCUSSIONS IN THE WORKING GROUP

In the working group discussions, I felt very respected. (N=135)

In the working group discussions, I have learned a lot. (N=134)

In the working group discussions, my opinion made a difference. (N=134)

In the working group discussions, I've had an influence on the recommendations. (N=132)
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Translations should be improved (e.g. Deepl)

more time for working group discussions to enable fruitful
exchange

more national diversity of citizens in a working group, not
just neighboiing countries

involve experts more and earlier in working groups

form even smaller subgroups within the working groups

negative impact of need to narrow down discussions to 2
ideas

work on the same ideas/recommendations throughout
session, instead of shuffling around

enable exchange between working groups working on
similar topics

use graphic tools/representation to visualise the
discussion

QUALITATIVE FEEDBACK: DO YOU HAVE ANY 
SUGGESTIONS REGARDING HOW WE CAN IMPROVE 

THE WORKING GROUP DISCUSSIONS?

No. of Mentions
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THE DISCUSSIONS IN THE WORKING GROUP

In the working group, I felt very respected.

In the working group, I have learned a lot.

In the working group discussions, my opinion made a difference.

In the working group, I've had an influence on the recommendations.
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FACILITATOR OF WORKING GROUP

The facilitatorof my working group was fair. (N=137)

The facilitator of my working group was neutral. (N=133)

The facilitator of my working group was helpful. (N=135)

The facilitator of my working group made sure that everyone had a say. (N=134)
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greater efforts to involve more passive participants

enforce stricter rules for speaking

keep the same facilitator throughout session

more group building exercises/games

QUALITATIVE FEEDBACK: DO YOU HAVE ANY 
SUGGESTIONS REGARDING HOW WE CAN IMPROVE 

THE FACILITATION OF WORKING GROUP 
DISCUSSIONS?

No. of Mentions
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THE OTHER CITIZENS IN THE WORKING GROUP

The other citizens expressed views that were different from my own views. (N=136)

The other citizens provided good arguments for their opinions. (N=135)

The other citizens were willing to find compromise. (N=133)

The other citizens all had a similarly strong influence on the recommendations. (N=132)
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more sessions/in-person meetings

more time in working groups instead of plenary

preference for in-person instead of online sessions

more time to think

more time to discuss controversies and conflicts

more time to vote on recommendations

more direct interaction

problem framing too fragmented

start sessions later to increase capacity to focus

QUALITATIVE FEEDBACK CONCERNING DESIGN OF 
PARTICIPATORY PROCESS AND METHODOLOGY
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4. Attitudes 
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HAS YOUR KNOWLEDGE ABOUT FOOD WASTE 
INCREASED DURING THE CITIZENS' PANEL? (N=136)
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HAS YOUR OPINION TOWARDS FOOD WASTE 
CHANGED DURING THE CITIZENS' PANEL? (N=137)

Yes, totally Yes, somewhat Not really No, not at all
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DO YOU NOW FEEL MORE COMPETENT IN POLITICAL 
MATTERS THAN BEFORE THE CITIZENS' PANEL? 

(N=137)
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HAS YOUR VIEW ON THE EUROPEAN UNION 
CHANGED DURING THE CITIZENS' PANEL? (N=137)



5. Miscellaneous 
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better public communicationon ECPs

more participatory processes like the ECPs

more and better communicated follow-ups after sessions

lack of (good) vegetarian/vegan food options

normal dinners to sit down and talk

time for tourism / guided tours of EU institutions

more spare time to connect with other participants

headsets should be delivered to participants' homes
earlier

QUALITATIVE FEEDBACK CONCERNING OTHER ISSUES

No. of Mentions

“It was amazing to cooperate with people from all over the EU and see the vast majority is 

interested and is trying to find the right way to improve the situation with food waste.” 

 

Lucie, 40, Czech Republic 


