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Motivation Background Research Objectives & Data

In US, households waste around 617-661 Ibs in a % Why households waste food?

year (contributes 60% of total food waste) ['] / Confusi abels. P tacilities | | K _ P lann ‘e Empirically calculates the magnitude of food
Households waste 150,000 tons food daily onfusion over date labels, Poor storage facilities, Impulse and bulk buying , Poor planning waste across online, offline and mixed shoppers

Equivalent to one-third of daily calorie consumed by s  We focus on grocery shopping behavior across online and offline channels. Intend to analyze the economic impact of food
average American. \ waste resulting from online, offline and mixed
The cost of food wastedI?! per year corresponds to * Poor in pre-shop planning- higher food waste channels.

- Less knowledge about existing inventory®l — less likely to use shopping
lists — higher food waste ‘o

v 4.2 trillion gallons of water Sl - No restriction on basket size — low food waste. *  Datz
v billions of pounds of fertilizers uIJJU-8 - Higher psychological ownership — lower food waste v Scanner data from June 2004 to 2006
Households wasted 41% of meat, poultry and fish, 3 v Consider category of mainstream milk
14% of dairy products, 17% of vegetables and 9% of _ _ _ \ v" Includes online and offline purchases
fruits. - Lower psycheloglcal o_wnershlp[51 — fe\_/v efforts _spent — higher food waste v Delivery fee: $0, $4.45, $7.95, $9.95.
Households waste almost 25% of the products * Purchase perishables in bulk — convenience — higher food waste 7 Mini basket restrictions included
ourchased. - Aware of past frequently purchases — plan purchases - low food waste NIMUM basket restrctions Inciude |
Inability to match the purchases with consumption Online ) Les_s Influenced by price promot_lons — low food waste ¥ 929 househods: 1-44 (onllne shoppers)_, 270 (offline
habits. NS ae © Minimum basket restrictions — higher food waste shoppers), 515 (mixed — online and offline
» Subscription or delivery model — high/low food waste shoppers)
v' Demographic variables of households from census
tracts using store location as addresses

v’ yearly use of 30 million acre of land.

Inability to stick to a shopping list.
Impulse buying
The extent of these above behaV|or depends upon +» Recent trends on online grocery sales:
——nousenold's shopping mode: v' constitute 20% of market by 2025 , - . . :
PR s b gy e ) ] ) ] ‘ L v Same in-store selection. Same low prices.
v" 43% of millennials shop grocery online in 2017 | Y g L -
v/ 2017, Amazon acquired Whole Foods i Walmart:': R = ™ safeway k.
. ; . Grocery [} A 5 fre. htoyou door
v' Increasing number of companies: Amazon Fresh,

Fresh Direct, Net Grower, Walmart, Kroger, Safeway. ‘lfreSh

Your Online Grocer*
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households + Online shoppers - follow pre-planned schedule : “Relationship between food waste =, diet

bUt buy in bUlk due to basket restrictions : quality and environmental sustainability”, PLOS
The purchase behavior include two decisionsl®! (1) When to I

One 13(4).
v A subscription model where there is delivery : ;
) 2 . WARP (2008) “The food we waste”, Banbury,
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The first stage captures the timing of purchase and second be lower

stage captures the purchase quantity.
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This model is expected to capture the inventory behavior of Serriet Eva spcns Vol 806y o aaTe e evenoloy:
households using different shopping channels. Stk Tntah

Gupta, S. (1988) “Impact of sales promotions
Plan yvour meals
in advance on when, what and how much to buy Journal




