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[bookmark: _Toc164182228]Introduction
The City of Melbourne food policy – Food City – provided an overarching vision and framework that guided coordinated action and decision-making to improve Melbourne’s food system. The policy aimed to improve people's health and wellbeing by promoting a food system that is secure, healthy, sustainable, thriving, and socially inclusive. Food City was the first policy of its type developed by local government in Australia and was endorsed by Council in June 2012.
In 2022, City of Melbourne resolved to refresh Food City in recognition of challenges such as extreme weather, global events (including the Pandemic), and the rising cost of living. These challenges demonstrated the fragility of the Australian, Victorian and Melbourne food systems and the need for a more coordinated and localised approach to food. In November 2022, City of Melbourne recruited Sustain: The Australian Food Network to engage national and international experts, food relief organisations, City of Melbourne staff and executives, and the Victorian Government to better understand current demands on our local food system. This included what is required to support and promote a food system that is secure, healthy, fair, sustainable, thriving, and socially inclusive. 
In March 2023, a draft of the refreshed food policy was shared with community to test the ideas captured. The document was refined further and was presented to the Future Melbourne Committee in December 2023.  Councillors approved the draft for a second consultation, which was conducted in March 2024 and is the focus of this report.
The aim of the March 2024 community engagement was to capture insights and determine if the draft FOOD CITY 2024-24 (draft food policy hereafter) reflected the needs and views of the community. 
The following six priorities within the draft food policy were used to analyse public responses:
1. Food Justice
2. Healthy food environments
3. Celebrating diverse food cultures
4. A sustainable and resilient food system
5. A thriving local food economy
6. An edible city
Specifically, the community were asked if the content of the policy was easy to understand, to point out terms that were unclear, and to inform us if there was anything missing in the policy.  
City of Melbourne wants its refreshed food policy, FOOD CITY 2024-2034, to provide good food for all now and into the future. 


[bookmark: _Toc164182229]High level insights

Importance of priorities in the draft food policy to participants 
· To help understand the perspective of participants, the first survey question asked participants to indicate the importance of the 6 priorities. 
· ‘A sustainable and resilient food system’ was ‘very important’ or ‘important’ to 94% of participants, followed by 
· A thriving local food economy (93%)
· Celebrating diverse food cultures (89%)
· Food justice: Good food for all (86%)
· Healthy food environments (85%)
· An edible city (84%)

What was missing from FOOD CITY 2024-34?
· The survey asked participants if they would add anything to the draft food policy – 61% of participants selected ‘no’, and 39% selected ‘yes’. 
· Participants who selected ‘yes’ were asked what they would add. Most suggested additions related to Priority 5: A thriving local food economy (33 comments). 
· The most discussed subtheme was how the draft policy addressed food producers and vendors (18 comments). A common request here was for enhanced support for food-based businesses.
· Food literacy was the second most commented on subtheme overall (11 comments). General sentiment included that public food education programs and campaigns could be extended.
· Food waste (10 comments) and community gardens (10 comments) were the third most popular subthemes equally. The common sentiment was for the draft policy to go further to enhance food waste management and recycling systems, and to extend the removal of red tape to allow for even more edible public green spaces.

What was hard to understand in the draft food policy?
· The survey asked participants if they found anything in the draft food policy hard to understand. 89% of participants responded ‘no’ and 11% participants responded ‘yes’. 
· Key terms that participants felt needed clarifying in the draft policy included ‘food’, ‘healthy’, ‘health food’, ‘community’, ‘food bowl’ and ‘edible’.
· Responses around the overall clarity of the draft policy (10 comments) included suggestions for clearer differentiation between priorities and articulation of how the policy could be measured. 
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[bookmark: _Toc164182231]Background 
In 2012, the City of Melbourne became the first local government in Australia to develop and adopt a Food Policy (Food City).  
In March 2023, City of Melbourne developed a refreshed food policy and shared a summary with the community to test and seek feedback on the draft food policy themes. A summary of this first engagement is available on Participate Melbourne. 
At that time, City of Melbourne also invited community members to consider ideas for the vision of a future food city. This included their feedback on how it could become the greatest ‘food city’ in the world. These initial ideas were integrated and used to formulate a vision for CoM’s food policy and are reflected in the current draft FOOD CITY 2024-34.
City of Melbourne also engaged consultants KANTAR Public to facilitate an online forum and in-depth interviews with community members who bring lived experience of food insecurity. Engagement at that time included:
44 survey participants
18 ideas on the ideas wall
2 in-depth interviews
3-day online discussion boards
City of Melbourne also engaged the Wurundjeri Woi Wurrung Cultural Heritage Aboriginal Corporation on the development of the refreshed Food City Policy.
Please note that since the first community consultation (March 2023), the use of policy themes has changed and these are now known as policy priorities in the second consultation conducted in March 2024. 
In addition, Council undertook research to better understand the issue of food insecurity in the municipality. Consultation with the community on the Council Plan 2021 – 2025 identified food security as a key focus area. The findings revealed the issue of food insecurity as a rapidly growing public health issue, with the proportion of residents who reported experiencing food insecurity increasing from 26% in 2019 to 33% in 2020 and 2021.  This research led to the development of Melbourne’s community food relief plan: Community Food Relief 2021–2025: Planning for food secure city. The development of the food relief plan, together with the food policy, demonstrates Council’s commitment to better support the community’s access to good food. City of Melbourne’s Major Initiative 40 also sets a clear target to “develop and deliver initiatives and programs that will provide food relief to vulnerable members of our community and improve local food production by supporting communities to grow their own food.”
Data taken from City of Melbourne Community Indicators Survey 2022 and 2023 continues to indicate that over 30% of residents experienced food insecurity and only 4% of adults consumed the minimum recommended daily serves of fruit and vegetable. 
Multiple other Council strategies and plans interact across the breadth of the local food system:
Waste and Resource Recover Strategy 2030
Climate Change Mitigation Strategy 2050
Inclusive Melbourne Strategy 2022–2032
Neighborhood Development Plans 
Urban Forest Strategy Making a Great City Greener 2012–2032
United Nations Sustainable Development Goals City of Melbourne Voluntary Local Review 2022
This project has embraced an inclusive approach to engagement to ensure the Council hears from a diverse cross-section of the community. 
[bookmark: _Toc164182232]Objectives
The objectives of the 2024 community engagement were: 
To ensure the refreshed FOOD CITY 2024-2034 policy reflects the diverse needs and aspirations of CoM communities.
To ensure the policy is relevant to CoM community.
To help produce a policy that community trust will address the creation of a healthy, sustainable, resilient, thriving, and equitable food system.
The method used to review and report on the findings of the second community consultation (March 2024) included:  
Reviewing the feedback provided through the Participate Melbourne survey and any email submissions.
Identifying and analysing themes that emerge from responses, in particular, responses around what may be missing in the draft food policy which included words or terms participants found difficult to understand in relation to the priorities listed in the draft food policy.
[bookmark: _Toc164182233]Engagement and reach
Community engagement period
The engagement was open from Monday 12 February to Friday 15 March, 2024.
Community engagement approach 
An online survey on Participate Melbourne was the primary data collection method. City of Melbourne also received one email submission during the consultation period. 
City of Melbourne promoted the survey through a number of methods including: 
· a Participate Melbourne page (which received 4,513 page views during the consultation period) 
· City of Melbourne Social Media Channels 
· City of Melbourne community services and networks
· inclusion in monthly email (February 2024) to Participate Melbourne newsletter subscribers (97 clicks) 
· distribution of promotional postcards at pop up events held for City of Melbourne’s major Neighborhood Survey 2024 consultation 
· direct email to networks such as Queen Victoria Market
· promotion at Food Bank events 
· posters displayed in libraries across Melbourne
Participants
273 Online survey responses and 1 email submission received. 
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[bookmark: _Toc129168485][bookmark: _Toc164182235]Quantitative analysis
Frequency analysis has been completed for all quantitative questions across the survey.
Results are presented in charts and are accompanied by descriptions of results. Charts are interspersed throughout the presentation of qualitative results in a manner that follows the flow of questioning seen in the original survey. 
[bookmark: _Toc129168486][bookmark: _Toc164182236]Qualitative analysis
All written feedback has been read and analysed (coded) by Global Research analysts. This included written responses to all free-text (open-ended) questions in the survey. 
To give a clear and consistent indication of the number of comments received on each topic, the following key has been used to describe the relative number of comments on each topic:
	Key for comment numbers

	2 comments
	A couple

	3 comments
	A few

	4 - 7 comments
	A small number

	8 - 14 comments
	Several 

	15 - 24 comments
	A moderate number

	25 - 49 comments
	A considerable number 

	50 - 74 comments
	A substantial number

	75 - 99 comments
	A sizeable number

	100 - 149 comments
	A large number 











Participant comments are included throughout this report to illustrate their direct sentiments about issues. Comments have been inserted verbatim, however grammatical errors or spelling mistakes have been corrected where this did not change the meaning or content of the comment.




Results
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[bookmark: _Toc164182238]Overview 

The FOOD CITY 2024-2034 survey included three main questions prior to demographic questions: 
· How important are the priorities to you? 
· Would you add anything to the draft food policy? (and if yes, what woud you add?)
· Did you find anything hard to understand in the draft food policy? (and if yes, what was hard to understand?)

[bookmark: _Toc164182239]Importance of food priorities
Between 269 and 271 participants provided a response to each of the priorities

	Category
	Very Important 
	Important
	Not Important
	Undecided 

	Food justice: good food for all
	65%
	21%
	11%
	3%

	Healthy food environments
	63%
	22%
	10%
	6%

	Celebrating diverse food cultures
	58%
	31%
	6%
	5%

	A sustainable and resilient food system
	75%
	19%
	3%
	3%

	A thriving food economy 
	68%
	25%
	2%
	4%

	An edible city
	62%
	22%
	6%
	1%



Findings
Of the six policy areas:
· Priority 4: A sustainable and resilient food system was considered important by the highest percentage of participants (94%) - 75% of participants identifying it as ‘very important’ and 19% ‘important’.
· Priority 5: A thriving local food economy was considered important by the second highest percentage of participants (93%) - 68% of participants identifying it as ‘very important’ and 25% ‘important’.
· Priority 6: An edible city was considered important by the lowest percentage of participants (84%) - 62% of participants identifying it as ‘very important’ and 22% ‘important’.
· Priority 1: Food justice: good food for all and Priority 2: Healthy food environments received the highest percentage of ‘not important’ ratings by participants (11% and 10% respectively).
· Priority 3: Celebrating diverse food cultures was considered the third highest percentage of important by participants (89%) – 58% of participants considered it as ‘very important’ and 31% ‘important’. 

Analysis was also completed for sub-populations of the sample:
· Gender: A higher proportion of females (94%) than males (76%) considered Priority 1: Food justice: good for all important, compared to the total population (86%). There was less than 5% difference for all other priorities.
· Living status: Those who owned their own home were less likely to consider Priority 1: Food justice: good for all (79%) and Priority 6: An edible city (75%) as important, compared to the total survey population (86% and 84% respectively). There was minimal difference between other living status groups and the total survey population for other priorities.
· Identity (Aboriginal, Torres Strait Islander, Person with a disability, Carer, LGBTIQ+, Speak a language other than English at home, Born overseas, International student): 
· People with a disability were more likely to consider these priorities important than all participants:
· Priority 1: Food justice: good food for all – 96% (compared to 86% of all participants)
· Priority 2: Healthy food environments – 96% (compared to 85% of all participants)
· People who speak a second language at home were more likely to consider these priorities important than all participants:
· Priority 1: Food justice: good food for all – 98% (compared to 86% of all participants)
· Priority 2: Healthy food environments – 95% (compared to 85% of all participants)
· Priority 6: An edible city – 95% (compared to 84% of all participants)
· People born overseas were more likely to consider these priorities important than all participants:
· Priority 2: Healthy food environments – 91% (compared to 85% of all participants)
and less likely to consider these priorities important than all participants:
· Priority 3: Celebrating diverse food cultures – 75% (compared to 89% of all participants)
· Carers were less likely to consider these priorities important than all participants:
· Priority 3: Celebrating diverse food cultures – 82% (compared to 89% of all participants)
· Priority 5: A thriving local food economy – 88% (compared to 94% of all participants)

[bookmark: _Toc164182240]Any additional comments to be included?

Note: 264 participants responded to this question.
Findings
· The majority of participants (61%) did not want to add anything to the Draft Food Policy. 39% selected that they would make additions. 
Analysis was also completed for subpopulations of the sample:
· Gender: There was very little difference between males’ and females’ opinions on this measure (62% of females and 63% of males didn’t want anything changed).
· Living status: Participants who owned their own home were slightly more likely to want to add something to the draft food policy (44%, or 23 people). While very small in number (only six participants in each respective group), participants who rent in public or community housing or occupy their accommodation rent free were more likely to not want to add anything (75%).
· Identity (Aboriginal, Torres Strait Islander, Person with a disability, Carer, LGBTQIA+, Speak a language other than English at home, Born overseas, International student): There was little difference between these groups and the total survey population.

Analysis of participant comments
Comments made by those who responded ‘yes’ when asked if they would like to add anything to the draft food policy were analysed according to the FOOD CITY 2024-34’s six priority areas – 1. Food Justice: good food for all; 2. Healthy food environments; 3. Celebrating diverse food cultures; 4. A sustainable and resilient food system; 5. A thriving local food economy; and 6. An edible city. Another category was created under ‘Other’ for any comments that did not fit into these priority areas. Within each priority area there were subthemes that emerged, with analysis of these explored below.


The six priorities, in order of overall prominence within participant descriptions of what they would add, are as follows (with subthemes noted): 
· A thriving local economy (34 comments total) 
· Local Producers and vendors (19) 
· Supermarkets (8)
· Outdoor eating environments (6) 
· Other (1) 
· An edible city (22 comments total) 
· Public food literacy (11)
· Community gardens (10) 
· Other (1) 
· Healthy food environments (22 comments total)
· ‘Unhealthy’ food (8) 
· Food safety and hygiene (5) 
· Breastfeeding (4)
· Inclusive food offerings (3) 
· Promotion of specific diets (3) 
· A sustainable and resilient food system (20 comments total)
· Food waste (10) 
· Climate impacts (7)
· Other (5)
· Food justice (18 comments total) 
· Food insecurity issues (6) 
· Food relief services (5) 
· Disabled people (3) 
· Animal rights (2) 
· Other (3 comments) 
· Celebrating diverse food cultures (9 comments total)

There were eight comments that did not relate specifically to any one priority, forming an ‘Other’ category. These comments included one subtheme, Council’s role in developing a food city (4 comments), and four other comments that were not categorised into any other theme or subtheme. 
City of Melbourne acknowledges that some of the suggested additions to the draft policy within participant comments may be indirectly present in the policy. In these instances, participant feedback indicates certain components of the draft policy should be clearer or more explicit. 
Additionally, City of Melbourne acknowledges some comments pertain to considerations and perspectives outside the scope of this consultation. All themes within feedback from several or more participant comments are presented here for completeness and transparency. 


[bookmark: _Toc164182241][bookmark: _GoBack]A THRIVING LOCAL FOOD ECONOMY 
34 comments total
A considerable number of comments related to Priority 5: A thriving local food economy. The subthemes that emerged here included ‘Food producers and vendors’, ‘Supermarkets’, and ‘Outdoor eating environments’. 

Food Producers and Vendors – 19 comments
A moderate number of participants mentioned food producers and vendors when stating what is missing from the policy. 
Six comments advocated for increased business support to fulfil the policy, including through workforce development opportunities and financial support for farmers and business owners. Below are a few examples:  
“Encouraging entry into the workforce that delivers on these priorities.  This is a domain plagued by labour shortages, brain drain, and a lack of interest as a career path.  Without investment into the labour force, none of these other priorities can be delivered.” – male, 30-34 years, worker
“Businesses need to supported with subsidised rents in order to fulfill [SIC] the above needs.” – male, 35-39 years, business owner
Two comments called for emphasis on and maintenance of the Queen Victoria Market. 
One comment suggested the Council place a cap on food venues to allow vendors a ‘way out of the industry’, while another comment called for street food vendors to be allowed in the city. 
One comment requested that tax on ‘fancy restaurants’ be increased. Another comment questioned the inclusivity of the term ‘gourmet’, instead favouring ‘gastronomic’ as they felt this was less about ‘expensive restaurants’. 
One comment voiced opposition to the cosmetic standards imposed on food producers. Another comment urged for restaurants to provide better information on how their produce has been sourced, while a third proposed businesses be supported to embrace new technologies like vertical farming and rooftop gardens for the benefit of food security, space saving, and emissions reductions. 
One comment pointed out the policy should make reference to the need to improve safety for bike food delivery workers. 
A final comment called for greater emphasis on safety for ‘stall holders’, though did not clarify which stall holders. 

Supermarkets – 8 comments
Several comments called for the draft policy to address issues related to supermarket dominance. This included calls to stop major supermarket chains from price gouging, profiteering, dominating the market, and treating suppliers and producers unfairly. 
“Make price gouging by supermarkets and vendors illegal. The obscene profits made by so many companies and CEOs which were conveniently blamed on the pandemic is beyond criminal. Producers should be paid for their produce; customers should not be funding luxurious lifestyles of CEOs.” 
– female, 55-59 years, visitor
Two comments highlighted that innercity supermarkets had different prices to supermarkets in other areas. 
One comment called for education around supermarket price setting. 
One comment voiced criticisms of supermarkets for not taking responsibility for the food and packaging waste they create, with another comment proposed that supermarkets be made responsible for distributing food parcels. 


Outdoor eating environments – 6 comments
A few comments suggested expanding the draft policy to include outdoor eating areas. 
Four comments called for outdoor eating areas to be extended by way of closing some thoroughfares off to traffic, including Chinatown and Little Collins Street.
Three comments raised concerns over the cleaniliness of the CBD, which they stated needed to be addressed to enhance the appeal of eateries. The following comment highlights this: 
“What on earth are you doing? Rates, rubbish , roads- Your decisions on the food precinct at the end of Elizabeth St have been appalling. Businesses, many food operators - are waiting on the injection room location because whenever it is placed will kill the food places nearby- see Victoria St Abbotsford for shuttered businesses.” – male, 55-59 years, resident

Other – 1 comment
One comment, which did not fit in any other subtheme, requested the policy outline what the measures are for a thriving local food economy. 

An edible city
22 comments total
A moderate number of comments related to Priority 6: An edible city. Two subthemes emerged here – ‘Public food literacy’ and ‘Community gardens’.

Public food literacy – 11 comments 
Several comments suggested the policy’s food literacy component be extended. These included calls for specific education around nutritional information, food allergies, the role of home composting, low-cost food production and purchasing, food production as a career path, food preserving, and seasonality.  Below are are a few sample comments: 
“Public Education - information available in a variety of media, languages, platforms etc about food on different topics, such as seasonality, why big supermarkets cost so much, alternatives for shopping (local markets, co-ops) so to really broaden people's understanding of where one can access affordable fresh ethical foods.” – undisclosed gender, 30-34 years, visitor
“Explaining the nutritional guidelines to everyone in the community, in order to understand what “healthy” is and what is not. awareness campaigns of salt content in processed items as well as oil content, sugar and heavily processed goods.” – undisclosed gender and age, worker
“Education and communication of food landscape for the community.” – female, 30-34 years, worker

One comment called for capacity building around community leadership and participation in ‘food system work’.

Community gardens – 10 comments 
Several comments supported the policy going further in its coverage of community gardens.  
Seven comments encouraged the Council to remove barriers in order to allow edible gardens to be planted wherever there was underutilised public land. The following are a couple of indicative comments: 
“Community gardens everywhere, grow local, eat fresh and organic, a healthier and more connected community. There are many wonderful parks in Melb, lets use them more.” – female, 70-74 years, visitor
“More emphasis and importance placed on the value of community gardens and increasing access to land in the urban environment for food growing. It would be good to see it noted that a full policy review be conducted in order to better enable community gardens, verge gardens and the growing of food in public spaces without the red tape that often hinders these projects.” – female, 45-49 years, undisclosed connection to CoM
One of these comments also proposed Council funding for community garden and at-home composting initiatives: 
“There is so much lazy land in our city that should be used. Council should facilitate partnerships between those looking to establish gardens and those with available land. Council could also provide small grants to get people started (raised beds, compost bins). I'd love an annual allowance of compost per household with a green bin (maybe a metre?) to get people started. No more bags from Bunnings!” – male, 30-34 years, worker
One participant was in two minds about how the policy would enhance community gardens: 
“I'm torn. On one hand, it's an ambitious policy, touching on several points that are out of Melbourne Council's direct control (particularly in regard to zoning, building standards, and protection of farmland). On the other hand, it doesn't go far enough - look at Singapore's "city in a garden" strategy and think about the greening of the CBD landscape, turning the more poorly maintained community gardens into actual productive mini-farms.” – male, 45-49 years, resident
One comment praised CoM for its work in this area so far: 
“I am really impressed by how COM has supported local food gardens and planted food trees in public areas in our community. There is still a scarcity of knowledge on how to raise and prepare indigenous plants.” – female, 45-49 years, resident

Other  – 1 comment 
One comment, which did not fit in any other subtheme, requested more specific details around how an edible city will be attained.

Healthy food environments
22 comments total
A moderate number of comments provided feedback that related to Priority 2: Healthy food environments. Five subthemes emerged from this, including ‘‘Unhealthy’ foods’, ‘Food safety and hygiene’, ‘Breastfeeding’, ‘Inclusive food offerings’, and ‘Promotion of specific diets’. 

‘Unhealthy’ foods – 9 comments
A small number of participants raised concerns over the proliferation of highly processed ‘junk’ and fast food in the city, and made calls for healthier options to be made more readily visible and available. 
One comment suggested Melbourne take example from London’s banning of junk food advertising on public transport. Another comment expressed the need to protect children from junk food advertising and called for sports clubs to elimate sponsorships from unhealthy food and beverage brands. 
One comment suggested the Council go further with its food contracts: 
“The Council needs to assert itself with the promotion and supply of healthy food (not just providing healthy options) in all its facilities and all the contracts it has control over for food supply. And it has to anticipate (and counter) the push back from junk food outlets KFC/MacDonalds etc and advertisers eg Coca Cola/Nestle etc etc” – male, 70-74 years, worker
One participant took the opportunity to praise the policy writers in relation to their addressing of ‘unhealthy’ foods: 
“Nothing to add, I clicked on this link to give me the opportunity to congratulate the drafters on their excellent work. All the priorities are priorities, though I specially acknowledge the importance oh[SIC]  healthy food environments and the documents recognition of ultra-processed foods as a relevant concept for assessing (un)healthiness (more valid than the flawed health stars approach).”  – male, undisclosed age and connection to CoM
One organisation supported the establishment of health food environments, as they are critical for enabling the community to prefer healthier food options. They felt there should be greater emphasis on environments that children use, such as public transport and areas near schools, not just Council facilities and the food industry. This submission had a particular focus on decreasing the impact of advertising which promotes the consumption of unhealthy processes foods. They provided evidence that reduced advertising around schools and public transport was supported by the community.

Food safety and hygiene – 5 comments 
A few comments suggested adjustments to the draft policy’s addressing of food health and safety. Three comments called for these standards to be intensified, with one stating: 
“Policy lacks any mention on food safety and hygiene standards/practices and importance of allergen management. Given the real risks of disease and death associated with physical, microbiological and chemical contaminants in food, this policy should also include advocacy for good food safety culture in business and the community. Encouraging training and education in food safety and regulations to ensure the safety of the community.” – male, 35-39 years, visitor

One participant expressed the opposite sentiment, stating that the food safety guidelines were ‘over the top’ and asking for a ‘more reasonable approach’. 
One participant expressed that improving food environments through stringent inspections was one of the only action points in the draft policy that the Council could realistically achieve. 

Breastfeeding – 4 comments
A few comments called for the draft policy to go further in addressing breastfeeding needs, with some making links to the health benefits of breastfeeding. Three comments called for the creation of signage and safe spaces for people to breastfeed, including the following: 
“I would be very clear about the link between breastfeeding support and a healthy food environment. From policies and resources for employees to spaces that are built to support the community members to breastfeed wherever they need. And signage that explicitly states that this is a breastfeeding friendly city.” – female, undisclosed age, worker

Inclusive food offerings – 3 comments
A small number of participants proposed that the policy be extended to cover the food related needs of those with intolerences, allergies, and medical conditions. For example:
“♿️ and consideration for medical requirements of diet”
– non-binary/gender diverse, 45-49 years, undisclosed connection to CoM

Promotion of specific diets – 3 comments
Three comments suggested the promotion of specific diets. One discussed the health benefits of a plant-based diet, while another emphased the benefits of alternative proteins. The third comment called for more emphasis on the benefits of a diverse diet: 
“There appears to be no focus on the quality of food available for all. A diet rich in diversity including 30 plants per week, fibre and fermented foods will improve gut micro biome and thus improve the metabolic health of many. I would propose it should be a key platform.” – female, 55-59 years, visitor

A sustainable and resilient food system
20 comments total
A moderate number of comments related to Priority 4: A sustainable and resilient food system. The two subthemes that emerged were‘Food waste’ and ‘Climate impacts’. 

Food waste – 10 comments 
Several comments called for the discussion of food waste in the draft policy to be expanded. Three comments suggested enhancing processing systems to reduce both the waste of food itself and the recycling of food packaging: 
“Forward thinking food wastage disposal that is environmentally friendly. This should include related products to “food” EG plastics, glass, packaging etc. get our recycling systems functioning!” – female, 35-39 years, resident
“Food waste - packaging to be reduced from food businesses. All restaurants and cafes to separate[SIC] food waste. All high rise towers to also have food waste recycling - high rise dwellers and dwellers living in 6 stories or less should have equal opportunities to have access to food waste recycling disposal.” – non-binary/gender diverse, 30-34 years, resident
“Reduce and divert food waste from landfill and reuse water to grow food.”     
   – female, 50-54 years, worker
One comment proposed a marketing campaign to encourage food waste reduction, which they linked to climate action. 
Another comment stated that food producers should not be required to follow food ‘cosmetic’ standards and linked this to high levels of food waste. 
One comment called for food waste to be a standalone priority: 
“Policy should explicitly seek to combat food wastage as a goal in and of itself. I realise it can be argued that regulating food wastage and aiming to introduce projects to minimize it could yield benefits under a number of the stated objectives, but i don't feel that adequately names and demands action on the issue.” – non-binary/gender diverse, 35-39 years, worker

Climate impacts – 7 comments
A few comments advocated for the draft policy to go further in linking food systems to climate impacts. 
“…Neither does it recognise specifically the central role that animal agriculture plays in the exacerbation of the climate crisis facing the world (and Melbourne!). Thus the policy fails to deliver meaningful change to address the climate crisis.” – male, 55-59 years, resident
“There should be more support for communities and businesses to grow or source foods in the city of Melbourne. E.g. encouraging more businesses to embrace new technologies like vertical farming and rooftop gardens to save space, reduce emissions, and ensure food security.” – male, 25-29 years, resident
One comment emphasised how farmers could be impacted by climate change and called for additional support for this community. 

Other – 5 comments
A further five comments were made that related to this priority, though not specifically to the above subthemes:
· Home composting and its sustainability benefits should be better supported by Council.
· Greater emphasis on environmentally sustainable food production practices and local government procurement practices. 
· Clearer action points for how a sustainable food system will be created. 
· Reference to natural disasters and water supply, though with no climate specific lens.
· Inhibiting corporate monopoly on our food and its systems.
 “Under sustainable and resilient food system I would add:
- policies that inhibit corporate monopoly on our food and its systems. Farmers, consumers and the environment need to be protected from large corporations like Cole’s and Woolies.” – female, 35-39 years, visitor.

Food Justice
18 comments total
A moderate number of requests for additions to the draft policy related to Priority 1: Food justice. The four subthemes that emerged here included ‘Food insecurity’, ‘Food relief services’, ‘Disabled peoples’, and ‘Animal rights’. 

Food insecurity issues - 6 comments
A small number of participants called for the draft policy’s food security actions to go further. Two comments called for the underlying causes of food insecurity to be addressed, including taxation, welfare systems, unemployment, low incomes, and housing issues.
One comment called for enhanced statistics on food insecurity rates to be shared. Another comment stated that walkability needed to be ensured to allow people access to ‘local, organic and affordable’ food.
One comment requested that the draft policy should put greater emphasis on the City of Melbourne taking the lead on addressing food security issues, including through the sharing of ideas with other local, state, and federal government bodies.

Food relief services - 5 comments
A small number of people made suggestions for extending or adjusting the draft policy’s measures for food relief services. Here are a couple of examples: 
“Hi, as well as in the city of Melbourne, is there any possible way of making this available in the suburbs and regional vic. Thanks. I’m a struggling student in regional vic, I come into the city and hawthorn for uni. There have been many times that I have had to ‘skip’ meals or drink water because I can’t afford food.” – undisclosed gender, 30-34 years, student
“Council walked away from responsibility to seniors and they no longer have access to affordable meals. Money could spent on issues affecting poor and homeless. Give meal vouchers to homeless to use at local fast food businesses, giving those businesses a boost and meal homeless person wants…” – male, 50-54 years, resident
One comment suggested creating food banks for low-income earners, and another proposed that empty commercial properties be used by local charities to provide cheap healthy food. 
One participant suggested the following: 
“Under food justice I would add:
- access that is dignified and equitable (let’s move away from food relief and towards food security).” – female, 35-39 years, visitor

Disabled peoples - 3 comments
A small number of people called for the draft policy to extend its support for disabled peoples, specifically accessibility and medical requirements around diet. The following comment exemplifies this sentiment: 
“The food justice section mentions disabled people, but says nothing about making food more accessible to us. We need policies specifically addressing our needs, or we won't be able to access free or cheap food. Most disabled people live in poverty, and many of us can't access the food relief that exists. I can't always be at a specific place at a specific time, or wait in line for hours to get food. Some days I can't leave the house, but I can't afford grocery delivery (or groceries in general)” – female, 35-39 years, visitor

Animal rights - 2 comments 
A couple of comments made reference to animal rights, with one stating this was missing entirely from the draft policy:
“The policy does not recognise problems of Animal Justice within the food system whatsoever...” – male, 55-59 years, resident

Other - 3 comments 
A few comments were made that fell under the Food Justice banner, though did not relate to a specific subtheme. 
For example, one comment called for less bureaucracy around food. Another comment called for more specific detail around what services would be included in any food justice program. 

Celebrating diverse food cultures
9 comments total
Several participants offered input that related to Priority 3: Celebrating diverse food cultures. Of the nine comments here, participants either offered specific ideas for how the celebration of diverse food cultures could be executed or suggested the focus on this priority be expanded. 
One comment suggested an ‘Indiantown’, similar to Chinatown, be developed to support the growing South Asian population in the city. Another comment proposed activating under-utilised areas with hawker style markets like those in some Asian countries. 
Two comments suggested expanding the idea of food cultures to include vegetarianism, veganism, and the alternative protein-based diet. Two comments called for a focus on specific food cultures, including European, African, and Indigenous Australian. 
One comment requested that the draft policy address the need for better understanding of the food preparation requirements of different cultures. 
One comment described what makes a great food city, and raised concerns about the direction that they beleive Melbourne is headed: 
“The best food cities have great markets & diverse food outlets catering to many price points & cultures. In Melbs, supermarkets & fast food are popping up on every corner - not a recipe for a great food city!” – female, 55-59 years, resident.

OTHER
8 comments total
Any comments that did not relate to any of the six priority areas were placed in the ‘Other’ category.  These comments were either too vague to fit or were outside of the policy’s scope altogether. One subtheme emerged here – Council’s role in developing a food city. 

Council’s role in developing a food city – 4 comments 
A small number of participants questioned the Council’s role in delivering the priorities of FOOD CITY 2023-34. These two comments express that sentiment:
“It's not the councils job to provide food or culturally appropriate food.
Th[e] council should stick to the councils job.” – undisclosed gender and age, business owner
“First, the city shouldn’t be going beyond meeting basic needs. Second, the city should seek to be a melting pot, rather than promoting division.” – male, 25-29 years, resident
Some examples from the remaining four comments in the ‘Other’ category included a comment that suggested more ‘burgers and beers’, and another stating ‘engagement of residents’.
What is hard to understand?

Note: 263 participants responded to this question 
Findings
A majority of participants (89%) did not find anything hard to understand in the draft food policy, with a small minority (11%) identifying that they did.
Analysis was also completed for subpopulations of the sample:
· Gender: There was very little difference between males’ and females’ opinions on this measure (91% of females, and 88% of males didn’t find anything hard to understand).
· Living status: Those who owned their own home were slightly more likely to find something hard to understand (19%, or 10 people). There was minimal difference between other living status groups and the total survey population.
· Identity (Aboriginal, Torres Strait Islander, Person with a disability, Carer, LGBTIQ+, Speak a language other than English at home, Born overseas, International student): The only group that was made up of more than 10 participants and that showed a notable difference to the total survey population was people with a disability - 16% or 4 out of the 25 people in this group selected ‘yes’ to the question of whether they found something hard to understand in the draft policy. 
Analysis of participant comments
Comments made by participants who found something in the draft policy hard to understand have been broken down into themes of: 
· ‘Unclear or unstated aims’ (14 comments)
· Undefined or confusing terminology’ (10 comments)
· ‘Generally critical comments’ (6 comments).
Analysis of these themes is shared below. 



Undefined or confusing terminology
14 comments
Several comments were made about certain terms in the draft policy that participants found confusing or in need of further clarification. 
Such terms mentioned included ‘food’, ‘healthy’, ‘health food’, ‘community’, ‘food bowl’, and ‘edible’. The following comments express some of these calls for clarity: 
“The word food is not defined. So it’s not clear as to what is included and excluded. Does it include drinks/liquid food? Alcoholic drinks? In some cultures a meal would not be complete without a glass of wine. So what is the meaning of “FOOD” in this policy?” – female, 70-74 years, resident
“What types of foods count and doesn’t count as ‘ health food’? Which ‘community’ is this survey referring to? The second part of the blurb for ‘ A thriving local food economy’ is unclear. The term ‘food bowl’ might not be common knowledge.” – female, 30-34 years, resident
“I’d like to see, the words - fresh foods - included to the ‘Healthy options’. The word Healthy is so over used. What is healthy for some isn’t for others. We need more affordable fresh food choices that are easily available.” – female, 60-64 years, resident
One comment called for the consistent use of terminology: 
"Gourmet" in priority 5 feels dated & at odds with food justice. Elsewhere the policy uses "gastronomic" which is more inclusive. A gastronomic city isn't just about expensive restaurants.” – female, 55-59 years, resident
One comment suggested that the term ‘public housing’ had been misused in the policy: 
“Action 6.4 references social AND public housing. Public housing is one type of social housing. You could say '...especially in community and public housing' or just '...in social housing'.” – male, 30-34 years, worker
Two comments questioned the draft policy’s use of the term ‘An Edible City’, with one suggesting ‘city’ did not make sense when paired with references to ‘regional food bowl’, and the other positing that the term makes it sound as though ‘you can eat a city’. 

Unclear or unstated aims
10 comments
Several participants commented on the clarity of the draft policy, including both its overall clarity and the clarity of specific goals. Four comments voiced criticism of the practicality of the draft policy, including the following: 
“Too vague to be meaningful.” – female, undisclosed age and connection to CoM
Two comments questioned the clarity of the key priorities, including suggesting that Priority 4 needed clearer performance indicators, and that it was unclear how Priority 1 differed from Priority 3. 
One comment expressed that the priority areas were contradictory: 
“The final two points, in my opinion, don’t match up with the values of the first points. How does ‘gourmet’ food and our restaurant culture connect improved food security in lower socioeconomic areas? The last point in particular is a jumble of words that mean little and will translate to zero positive outcomes. I think this should be workshopped again.” – female, 55-59 years, undisclosed connection to CoM
One comment suggested that if the draft policy is intended for the general public, then it may need to be simplified. 
One comment voiced support for the policy, though suggested including more specific detail to make it easier to monitor:
“Outcomes look a very good start - could be more specific and hence measurable and then monitoring progress against them and overtime, continues to drive the wonderful policy and show case Melbourne's leadership in this space” – female, 35-39 years, visitor
This sentiment was echoed in another comment, which stated that the priority of ‘A sustainable and resilient food system’ needed more clearly defined goals. 



Generally critical
Comments
6 comments
A small number of other comments were made that were generally critical of the draft policy. 
Three comments questioned whether the goals of the draft policy should rest with the Council or receive Council funding:
“Unsure this matter should rest with local council!” – female, 40-44 years, undisclosed connection to CoM

Three comments made criticisms of the community consultation process and policy document itself, for example by arguing that some of the questions asked were irrelevant, and that Government documents were ‘usually off putting’. 

[bookmark: _Toc164182242]Themed responses based on demographics

[bookmark: _Hlk167118957]Gender
Thematic analysis was completed on comments based on the gender of participants. Note that weighting of comment numbers was completed prior to making comparisons to account for the higher number of females to males that responded to the survey, and the themes presented are post-weighting.
Note that females (55%) and males (36%) were the only groups large enough to use for meaningful analysis (3% of participants identified as non-binary/gender diverse).
What was missing 
Females were slightly more likely than males to specify what they thought was missing in the policy’s coverage of the following: supermarkets; food waste; other ideas related to the Resilient Food System priority; community gardens; community food literacy; and food insecurity issues.
Males were slightly more likely than females to specify what they thought was missing from the policy’s coverage of outdoor eating environments and how the celebration of food cultures could be extended. 
What was hard to understand
When asked what was hard to understand about the policy, females were slightly more likely than males to identify unclear or unstated aims. 

Socio-economic status
There were no discernible themes that were based on socio-economic status - no common differences emerged between the views of participants who rent, who live in social housing, who are paying off a mortgage, who own their own home and so on (full socio-economic markers shown on page 29).

AGE
There were no discernible themes to emerge that were based on the age of participants. 

Identity
Thematic analysis was completed on comments based on the identity of participants. There was little thematic relevance found here. Only one category showed a slight difference in responses based on identity: participants who were born overseas were more likely to speak to how the policy addresses food vendors and producers.


[bookmark: _Toc164182243]About survey participants
The data that follows was taken from a statistical report prepared by City of Melbourne which captures data from Participate Melbourne – City of Melbourne’s primary online community engagement platform. 
[bookmark: _Toc164182244]Gender of participants
Participants were asked: How do you describe your gender?
 
Findings
Those who identified as female made up 55% (150) of this engagement, with those identifying as male making up 36% (97). 
3% (9) of participants identified as non-binary/gender diverse, with a further 5% (14) preferring not to state their gender and 1% (2) indicating that they use a different term.


[bookmark: _Toc164182245]Age of participants
Participants were asked: What is your age? (Under 15 – 90+ years; prefer not to say)

Findings
The most highly represented age groups among participants were the 35-39- and 30-34-year age groups (16% and 12% respectively).
Over half of participants (54%) were aged between 25 and 49 years of age.
Over a third of participants were over 50 years of age (36%).
Only 5% of participants were younger than 25 years of age.


[bookmark: _Toc164182246]Participants’ personal characteristics
Participants were asked: Do you identify with any of the following? (Aboriginal; Torres Strait Islander; Person with a disability; Carer; LGBTIQ+; Speak a language other than English at home; born overseas; international student; prefer not to say; none of these)
 
Findings
Over a third of participants (38%) did not identify with any of the groups specified.
32% (85) of participants indicated that they were born overseas, while 16% (42) speak a language other than English at home. 
19% (51) of participants identified as LGBTIQ+.
 9% (25) of participants selected that they lived with a disability, and 6% (17) identified as carers. 
International students and Aboriginal individuals represented 2% respectively. 
4% preferred not to identify as a category listed. 


[bookmark: _Toc164182247]Languages spoken at home
Participants who selected ‘Speak a language other than English at home’ in their response to the previous question (Do you identify with any of the following?) were asked to indicate which language/s they speak.
The number of participants who stated that they spoke these languages at home (other than English), follows the name of the language: Spanish, 6; Cantonese, 5; Chinese Mandarin, 3; Indonesian, 3; Italian, 3; Tagalog, 3; Dutch, 2; Filipino, 2; Sinhalese, 2. Each of the following languages was identified by one participant: Arabic; Bisaya; Portuguese; Urdu; Greek; Hindi; Hungarian; Khmer; Marathi; Persian; Polish; Vietnamese.

[bookmark: _Toc164182248]Participants’ living circumstances
Participants were asked: Which of the following best describes where you live? 
 
Findings
A third of participants (33%) indicated that they live in a private rental.  
32% (85) of participants indicated that they were paying off a mortgage on their own home, and 20% that they fully owned their home. 
‘Occupied rent-free’, ‘Renting in public or community housing’ and ‘prefer not to say’ represented 3% respectively.
1% of respondents identified as ‘Experiencing homelessness or insecure housing’.
4% identified as ‘other’.
All other response options were selected by fewer than 5% of participants. 


[bookmark: _Toc164182249]Participants’ connections to City of Melbourne
Participants were asked: Which of the following best describes your connection to this City of Melbourne project?
 
Findings
Just under half of participants (49%) identified as a resident of the area. 
20% (55) of participants identified as a worker in the area, and 11% (30) as a visitor. Those who identified as a student made up 6% (16) of participants.  
4% of participants identified as owning a business, while 1% chose not to disclose.
‘Other’ made up 8% of responses provided. 


[bookmark: _Toc164182250]Participants’ location of connection
Participants were asked: Based on your connection to this project, where do you live/work/own a business/study/visit?
 
Findings
Most participants were based in the CBD (29%).
The next most popular response was ‘Other/outside of City of Melbourne’ (27%). 
Carlton was selected by 7% of participants, and North Melbourne by 6%. 
Kensington and West Melbourne were selected by 5% of participants with Southbank selected by 4%.
Parkville Docklands and South Yarra were chosen by 3% of respondents respectively.
East Melbourne was where 2% of respondents identified as location of connection and 1% from Fisherman’s bend. 


[bookmark: _Toc164182251]Previous engagement participation
Participants were asked: Have you participated in a consultation with City of Melbourne before?

Findings
Nearly two thirds of participants (63%) had not previously participated in any CoM engagements, and 5% weren’t sure.
A fifth of participants (20%) had previously participated in a CoM engagement once or twice, and a further 11% did so regularly.
1% preferred not to say.


[bookmark: _Toc164182252]Motivation to participate
Participants were asked: What motivated you to participate in this consultation today?

Findings
· The most common motivation for participating reported by participants was ‘I think it's important to have your say and contribute to the future of the city’ (34%).
· This was followed by: I saw the project on social media (30%); The project directly impacts me (14%); I received a letter/email from City of Melbourne (9%); and Word of mouth (5%). 
· 4% chose the option ‘other’, while ‘I was passing by/approached by City of Melbourne’ and ‘I saw the project on media (TV, radio, newspaper, etc)’ were chosen by 2% respectively.  


[bookmark: _Toc164182253]Appendix
[bookmark: _Toc164182254]Participate Melbourne Survey
The Participate Melbourne Survey included:
1. Six scaled response questions related to the six priorities of the Food Policy
2. One open text question where community can add a comment about the food policy
3. One open text question related to comprehension and understanding of language used in the draft policy
4. Eight demographic questions.

Survey questions are listed below, without additional contextualising information and visuals. The full survey, including contextualising information and visuals, can be viewed online.
How important are the priorities to you? (very important; important; undecided; not important) [six questions]
1. Food justice
2. Healthy food environments
3. Celebrating diverse food cultures
4. A sustainable and resilient food system
5. A thriving local food economy
6. An edible city
7. Would you add anything to the Draft Food Policy? (yes; no)
8. Did you find anything in the Draft Policy hard to understand? (yes; no)
9. How do you describe your gender?
· Female
· Male; 
· Non-binary/gender diverse;
· Prefer not to say;
· I use a different term – please specify
10. What is your age? (Under 15 – 90+ years; prefer not to say)
11. Do you identify with any of the following? 
· Aboriginal
· Torres Strait Islander
· Person with a disability
· Carer
· LGBTIQ+
· Speak a language other than English at home
· born overseas
· international student
· prefer not to say
· none of these

12. Which of the following best describes where you live? 
· Fully own my home
· Paying off my home with a mortgage
· Renting privately through real estate/private owner
· Renting in public or community housing
· Occupied rent free
· Experiencing homelessness or insecure housing
· Other
· Prefer not to say

13. Which of the following best describes your connection to this City of Melbourne project?
· I am a resident 
· I am a worker 
· I am a business owner 
· I am a student
· I am a visitor
· Prefer not to say 
· Other (please specify) 

14. Based on your connection to this project, where do you live/work/own a business/study/visit?
· Carlton 
· CBD 
· Docklands
· East Melbourne 
· Kensington 
· North Melbourne 
· Parkville 
· Southbank 
· South Yarra
· West Melbourne 
· Fisherman’s Bend 
· Prefer not to answer 
· Other/outside of Melbourne 

15. Have you participated in a consultation with City of Melbourne before?
· No, this is my first City of Melbourne consultation
· Yes, I have participated in a City of Melbourne consultation once or twice before today
· Yes, and I participate in City of Melbourne regularly
· Not sure
· Prefer not to say

16. What motivated you to participate in this consultation today? 
· I was passing by/approached by City of Melbourne
· The project directly impacts me
· I think it's important to have your say and contribute to the future of the city
· I received a letter/email from City of Melbourne
· I saw the project on social media
· I saw the project on media (TV, radio, newspaper etc.)
· Word of mouth
· Prefer not to say
· Other (please specify)
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Would you add anything to the draft Food Policy?

Would like to add anything in the Draft Food Policy	
Yes	No	0.39393939393939392	0.60606060606060608	Opinions


Percentage of participants



Did you find anything in the draft policy hard to understand?

Would like to add anything in the Draft Food Policy	
Yes	No	0.10984848484848485	0.88636363636363635	Opinions


Percentage of participants



Gender of participants

Gender	
Female	Male	Non-binary/gender diverse	I use a different term	 Prefer not to say	0.55147058823529416	0.35661764705882354	3.3088235294117647E-2	7.3529411764705881E-3	5.1470588235294115E-2	Gender responses


Percentage of participants



Age of participants

Age of respondents	
Under 15 years	15-19 years	20-24 years	25-29 years	30-34 years	35-39 years	40-44 years	45-49 years	50-54 years	55-59 years	60-64 years	65-69 years	70-74 years	75-79 years	80-84 years	85-89 years	90+ years	Prefer not to say	0	1.107011070110701E-2	3.6900369003690037E-2	6.273062730627306E-2	0.11808118081180811	0.15867158671586715	9.5940959409594101E-2	0.10332103321033211	9.5940959409594101E-2	0.10332103321033211	8.1180811808118078E-2	4.0590405904059039E-2	2.9520295202952029E-2	1.107011070110701E-2	3.6900369003690036E-3	3.6900369003690036E-3	3.6900369003690036E-3	4.0590405904059039E-2	Age responses


Percentage of participants



Personal characteristics identified with

Respondent characteristics	
Born overseas	LGBTIQ+	Speak a language other than English at home	Person with a disability	Carer	International student	Aboriginal	Torres Strait Islander	None of these	Prefer not to say	0.31598513011152418	0.1895910780669145	0.15613382899628253	9.2936802973977689E-2	6.3197026022304828E-2	2.2304832713754646E-2	1.858736059479554E-2	3.7174721189591076E-3	0.379182156133829	3.717472118959108E-2	Personal characteristics


Percentage of participants



Participants' living circumstances

Living status	
Renting privately through real estate/private owner	Paying off my home with a mortgage	Fully own my home	Occupied rent-free	Renting in public or community housing	Experiencing homelessness or insecure housing	Other	Prefer not to say	0.33210332103321033	0.32472324723247231	0.19926199261992619	3.3210332103321034E-2	2.9520295202952029E-2	7.3800738007380072E-3	4.0590405904059039E-2	3.3210332103321034E-2	Living options


Percentage of participants



Connection to CoM

Percent	
Resident	Worker	Visitor	Student	Own a business	Other	Prefer not to say	0.49259259259259258	0.20370370370370369	0.1111111111111111	5.9259259259259262E-2	4.0740740740740744E-2	7.7777777777777779E-2	1.4814814814814815E-2	Connection


Percentage of participants



Location of Connection

Percent	
CBD	Carlton	North Melbourne	Kensington	West Melbourne	Southbank	Parkville	Docklands	South Yarra	East Melbourne	Fisherman's Bend	Prefer not to answer	Other/outside the City of Melbourne	0.29166666666666669	6.8181818181818177E-2	6.4393939393939392E-2	5.3030303030303032E-2	5.3030303030303032E-2	3.787878787878788E-2	3.4090909090909088E-2	3.0303030303030304E-2	3.0303030303030304E-2	2.2727272727272728E-2	1.1363636363636364E-2	3.0303030303030304E-2	0.27272727272727271	Location



Percentage of participants



Participated in a previous consultation

Percent	
No, this is my first City of Melbourne consultation	Yes, I have participated in a City of Melbourne consultation once or twice before today	Yes, and I participate in City of Melbourne regularly	Not sure	Prefer not to say	0.63235294117647056	0.20220588235294118	0.11029411764705882	4.779411764705882E-2	7.3529411764705881E-3	Participation


Percentage of participants



What motivated participation in the engagement

Percent	
I think it's important to have your say and contribute to the future of the city	I saw the project on social media	The project directly impacts me	I received a letter/email from City of Melbourne	Word of mouth	Other	I was passing by/approached by City of Melbourne	I saw the project on media (TV, radio, newspaper etc.)	Prefer not to say	0.34351145038167941	0.2951653944020356	0.14249363867684478	8.9058524173027995E-2	4.5801526717557252E-2	4.3256997455470736E-2	2.2900763358778626E-2	1.5267175572519083E-2	2.5445292620865142E-3	Motivation


Percentage of participants
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