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Introduction Objectives
» On average, each person in Europe wastes 173 = 37 kg of food per year » To develop a fruit bar recipe which is appealing for the consumer while being
(Stenmarck et al.,, 2016). Food waste generates energy and human resources healthy, with a focus group. To include grape and tomato pomace by-products,
waste, affects climate change, and has a very negative economic impact. Food avoiding waste and promoting a circular economy.

waste was considered a priority in the EU Circular Economy Action Plan.
» To study the impact of different drying temperatures in the convective air

» Both grape and tomato pomaces are very nutritious, and therefore it is dryer, on the final product’s physico-chemical properties.
interesting to include them in the manufacture of a product for human
consumption. New trends in the reuse of pomace suggest implementing it into » To adjust the experimental drying curves to different thin-layer drying models
snack manufacturing (Orrego et al., 2014). and find the one that adjusts best.

» To assess whether the product is stable over storage for the different
processing temperatures.

Methodology
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