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1. IntroducƟon 
IntroducƟon 

The BalƟc Sea Region (BSR) faces a criƟcal challenge in reducing plasƟc polluƟon, especially 
the waste generated by single-use plasƟcs (SUPs) and plasƟc packaging. This issue not only 
contributes to environmental degradaƟon but also highlights the need for more effecƟve 
waste management and circular economy pracƟces across the region. The BALTIPLAST 
project aims to address this pressing problem by fostering prevenƟon, reducƟon, and 
innovaƟon in plasƟc waste management through collaboraƟon between municipaliƟes, 
research insƟtuƟons, NGOs, and businesses. 

Group of AcƟvity (G.o.A.)  (GoA) 2.4: The PlasƟc Diet Programme was developed as a key 
soluƟon within the BALTIPLAST framework. It focuses on empowering households to reduce 
their plasƟc consumpƟon through an innovaƟve, task-based programme. This programme 
combines tools such as the PlasƟc Inventory Tool, along with educaƟonal brochures, 
workshops, and awareness-raising campaigns, to foster sustainable consumpƟon behaviours. 
By engaging households directly, this soluƟon aims to create measurable impacts on plasƟc 
waste reducƟon and establish transferable pracƟces adaptable to the diverse cultural and 
infrastructural contexts within the BSR. PiloƟng within the BALTIPLAST project refers to the 
iniƟal implementaƟon phase of the PlasƟc Diet Programme in selected municipaliƟes across 
six BSR countries: Helsinki (Finland), Tallinn (Estonia), Valmiera (Latvia), Daugavpils (Latvia), 
Utena and Kaunas (Lithuania). This phase involved recruiƟng households, tesƟng the tools 
and methods, and gathering feedback to refine the programme for broader replicaƟon. 
PiloƟng was crucial for evaluaƟng the effecƟveness of the soluƟons and understanding 
country-specific challenges and opportuniƟes. The goal of the piloƟng phase in the second 
year was to recruit 30 to 50 volunteers per municipality, organised into groups of 10 to 15 
parƟcipants over three rounds of recruitment, depending on the size of the town, district, or 
neighbourhood, thereby engaging these households in our acƟviƟes. During the piloƟng 
phase, the primary focus was on uƟlizing the PlasƟc Inventory Tool as the main instrument to 
measure plasƟc reducƟon in households. This approach ensured that the results of our 
efforts were both measurable and transferable across the parƟcipaƟng countries. The 
Environmental Center for AdministraƟon and Technology (ECAT) and a Lithuanian NGO 
facilitated household recruitment in Kaunas and Valmiera. The Swedish Consumers 
AssociaƟon (SCA) oversaw household piloƟng in Västerås, while the BalƟc Environmental 
Forum Latvia (BEF Latvia) supported recruitment efforts in Latvia. Similarly, the BalƟc 
Environmental Forum Germany e.V. (BEF Germany) managed the piloƟng acƟviƟes in 
Hamburg. 

This deliverable consolidates the findings from the piloƟng phase, presenƟng an overview of 
acƟviƟes and outcomes in each municipality, and documenƟng best pracƟces and lessons 
learned. By addressing the strengths, limitaƟons, and potenƟal adaptaƟons needed, this 
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report provides a foundaƟon for scaling and transferring the PlasƟc Diet Programme across 
the region. 

 

1.1 SoluƟon descripƟon 
Our soluƟon proposed for households is named “The PlasƟc Diet Programme” as it consists of 
a task-based programme with Ɵps and tricks fostering behaviour change regarding 
consumpƟon paƩerns of SUP plasƟc and plasƟc packaging. 

The PlasƟc Inventory Tool, which is the tool used for the implementaƟon of the plasƟc diet 
programme, proved to be a useful tool for measuring consumpƟon and reducƟon of plasƟc, 
however, we developed complementary tools to enhance awareness. These instruments are 
the DIY plasƟc reducƟon guide, educaƟon materials, workshops, events and the plasƟcs 
inventory tool. Our awareness-raising programme will include a task-based programme, with 
Ɵps and tricks fostering behavioural change. The experience of our project partner Swedish 
Consumer AssociaƟon (SCA), which has already implemented such a programme in Sweden, 
became our role model to some extent. The PlasƟc Tool has some limitaƟons but is basically 
suitable for achieving our soluƟon. For the replicaƟon phase, when we will bring our soluƟon 
to a broader audience, some adaptaƟons to the tool will be done from the experience 
obtained from the piloƟng phase.  

 

1.2 SoluƟon development and implementaƟon process 
The PlasƟc Diet Programme was developed to address single-use plasƟc (SUP) and packaging 
waste by empowering households to reduce their consumpƟon. At the heart of the 
programme is the PlasƟc Inventory Tool, which measures and tracks plasƟc waste reducƟon 
(hƩps://balƟplast.check-ed.eu/en/). AŌer a short quiz about personal plasƟc knowledge, the 
user is directed to a page to measure individual plasƟc waste, residual waste (which partly 
consists of plasƟc waste) and the number of empty plasƟc boƩles collected per week. If data 
is entered on a regular basis, the tool allows you to track the personal progress of your 
plasƟc-reducƟon journey. The tool is complemented by a DIY PlasƟc ReducƟon Guide, 
educaƟonal materials, workshops, and events, all designed to raise awareness and foster 
sustainable behaviour. Drawing inspiraƟon from successful iniƟaƟves like those by the 
Swedish Consumer AssociaƟon (SCA), the programme integrates diverse tools that are 
tailored to varying cultural and infrastructural contexts across the BalƟc Sea Region. 
During the piloƟng phase, the PlasƟc Inventory Tool proved effecƟve in visualising reducƟons 
in plasƟc waste. While demonstraƟng its replicability, the tool shows areas for country-
specific adaptaƟon to be successfully brought into broader societal use. Thus, in the 
replicaƟon phase, each parƟcipaƟng country will refine its version of the programme to 
address the country-specific needs of local target groups. This includes modifying the tool 
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and reviewing the plasƟc reducƟon guide (GoA 1.5) of year 1 to beƩer align with naƟonal 
characterisƟcs and consumer behaviour. 
The replicaƟon process will build on the PlasƟc ReducƟon Guide developed in the first year 
(GoA 1.5) and incorporate insights from the piloƟng phase in the second year. While further 
engaging NGOs, community stakeholders and project partners like the SCA for effecƟve 
knowledge transfer, each country will create a tailored implementaƟon strategy. 

2. Waste management and transnaƟonal collaboraƟon 
Waste management pracƟces across the BalƟc Sea Region (BSR) vary significantly, influenced 
by cultural, legislaƟve, and infrastructural factors. To establish a baseline for further analyses, 
the project explored these variaƟons, focusing on waste separaƟon systems, public 
awareness levels, and policy frameworks in each parƟcipaƟng country. 
Throughout the project, transnaƟonal collaboraƟon among partners was pivotal. Regular 
exchanges started in WP1, during which recruitment methods and strategies for addressing 
target groups were discussed and trialled. Emphasis was placed on adapƟng the PlasƟc 
Inventory Tool to suit country-specific needs. Lessons learned from these exchanges helped 
ensure that the tool and programme remained relevant and effecƟve across different 
naƟonal contexts, creaƟng a foundaƟon for the replicaƟon phase. 
 
Finland:  

 Low recycling rates despite organised systems and mandatory plasƟc collecƟon. 
 Deposit system success for boƩles and cans, culturally ingrained. 
 Challenges: confusion over separaƟon, insufficient recycling capacity, limited 

engagement. 
 

Estonia: 
 UnderuƟlized waste management due to low public engagement and awareness. 
 Deposit system established for PET boƩles since 2009. 
 Reusable food packaging adopƟon is mandatory at events starƟng 2024 but remains 

limited overall. 
 

Lithuania: 
 Advanced waste sorƟng iniƟaƟves, supported by EU regulaƟons and public educaƟon 

campaigns. 
 Deposit system success for boƩles since 2016. 
 Challenges: widespread non-compliance and gaps in public parƟcipaƟon despite 

infrastructure improvements. 
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Latvia: 
 Waste sorƟng challenges due to lack of understanding and limited infrastructure. 
 Inefficiencies: mismanagement and scepƟcism about the impact of sorƟng due to 

logisƟcal issues at recycling faciliƟes. 
 EducaƟonal iniƟaƟves are emphasized to insƟl proper waste management habits. 

 

Sweden: 
 Strong recycling culture, but only 10% of plasƟc is recycled into new products. 
 Recent reforms shiŌed packaging collecƟon responsibility to municipaliƟes (2024), 

expected to improve outcomes. 
 

Germany: 
 Waste management varies by state, e.g., Hamburg allows all plasƟcs in yellow bins, 

while other states exclude non-packaging plasƟcs. 
 Legal frameworks differ, impacƟng comparability of data and pracƟces across federal 

states. 
 

3. AcƟviƟes and assessment per municipality 
The status of the evaluaƟon results of the data from the PlasƟc ´Tool is Friday, 6th December 
2024. 

Disclaimer: In individual cases, there may be a discrepancy between the number of personally 
recruited households and the number of households that used the tool and surveys. This is 
due to the described hurdle of anonymizing the tool data. The intersecƟon of personal 
interviews and actual use is therefore difficult to understand. 

3.1 Finland (Helsinki) 

3.1.1 Recruitment approach/acƟviƟes 

The acƟvity was conducted in two parts: Influencer campaign via social media, and campaign 
for the City of Helsinki employees within the Urban Environment Division. 

3.1.2 DescripƟon of tested communicaƟon methods 

 Influencer campaign: 
o Two Instagram influencers were recruited for the campaign: one specializing 

in liƩering issues in Helsinki and the other focusing on environmental topics 
and chemical exposure. 

o During the iniƟal meeƟng, the BALTIPLAST project was introduced along with 
the campaign's goals and limitaƟons. 
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o In April, the influencers published their first reel, launching the "BALTIPLAST 
PlasƟc Challenge." They introduced the campaign, encouraged households to 
parƟcipate, and took part in the challenge themselves. 

o Throughout the campaign, the influencers posted weekly—or more 
frequently—sharing updates, engaging with their audiences, and providing 
informaƟon on plasƟc-related issues and Ɵps for reducing plasƟc use. 

o AŌer six weeks, they concluded the campaign with a "lessons learned" post. 
AddiƟonally, a report video was produced for potenƟal future use. 
 

 City of Helsinki employees: 
o At the end of September, the employee KaƟ hosted a 30-minute “info 

quarter” on the project and plasƟc issues, open to all 1,600 employees in the 
Urban Environment Division. 228 people aƩended online, with acƟve chat 
discussions indicaƟng the topic's relevance. The webinar included instrucƟons 
for joining the PlasƟc Challenge. 

o A dedicated Teams channel for the BALTIPLAST PlasƟc Challenge was created 
to share Ɵps and informaƟon with parƟcipants. 

o AddiƟonal parƟcipants were recruited at a wellbeing fair held in the Urban 
Environment office. 

o During the first round, the influencers acƟvely parƟcipated in the PlasƟc 
Challenge, reflecƟng on their own plasƟc usage for a month. This provided 
valuable insights and emphasized the importance of the topic to the audience. 

o In the second round, targeted at Urban Environment Division employees, 
parƟcipants were recruited during the “Wellbeing at the Office” event.  

3.1.3 DescripƟon of user-feedback 

 Most parƟcipants showed interest in the challenge, the plasƟc reducƟon Ɵps, and the 
discussions surrounding it. While the topic is highly relevant and many are eager to 
reduce plasƟc use, they oŌen face challenges due to limited alternaƟves in grocery 
stores and cafes.  

 Some parƟcipants noted that the tool itself did not significantly enhance the 
challenge. The most valuable feature appeared to be the plasƟc reducƟon Ɵps 
included within the tool. SuggesƟons for improving the tool included: 

o GeneraƟng more graphs based on longer Ɵme periods. 
o Providing insights on how an individual's plasƟc usage compares to the 

average within their reference group. 
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3.1.4 Documented cases – photos, videos, graphs 

 

 

3.1.5 CompilaƟon of answers of consumer surveys 

The number of interested and iniƟally registered households was higher, but 44 different 
households ended up using the tool. During the autumn campaign, six households answered 
the background informaƟon survey. 
Of the six households that provided background informaƟon, most were households with only 
adults (single, couple or adult family), with 2-3 people. Only two families with children 
parƟcipated. Most were apartment houses. In the City of Helsinki campaigns, no specific 
numbers for reduced plasƟc packaging were measured.  

In Finland, 6 people answered to the first survey. Things that might affect certain answers: 
Answers come from people working in the Urban Environment Division in Helsinki, which is a 
good informaƟon base. In total, 13 people used the tool during the 4-week campaign. 
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Regarding the follow-up survey, we received answers from 4 people. 
Graph number 6 is not applicable. 
 

 

 
Figure 15: plasƟc tool feedback, Helsinki... (Copyright City of Helsinki) 
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Preliminary survey 

A total of six people took part in the survey in Finland. Of the six people, 100% oŌen use 
plasƟc items on a normal day. 2/3 never use disposable cutlery, plates or cups. The remaining 
third only rarely. No household uses store-bought plasƟc or glass boƩles, all use tap water. 
66.7% would prefer the “one-fits-all” soluƟon to reduce takeaway plasƟc consumpƟon, 
66.7% would be in favour of making reusable crockery and cutlery mandatory everywhere 
and 33.3% see discounts for “bring your own” as the best soluƟon. Of the 6 parƟcipants, 
100% have certain plasƟc items that are difficult to avoid. Among these plasƟc items are: 
PlasƟc bags, food packaging, pet food packaging and boƩles. 

 

Follow up survey 

4 people took part in the follow-up survey. 100% think the infrastructure of their city does 
not allow plasƟc-free shopping. The most perceived change in terms of plasƟc consumpƟon 
behaviour with 75% was that plasƟc materials that encounter food were reduced. In 
addiƟon, 50% were also able to reduce hygiene and cosmeƟc products containing plasƟc. 
50% were also able to reduce single-use plasƟc boƩles and 25% have reduced their overall 
plasƟc consumpƟon. 75% of all parƟcipants are more aware and concerned about the impact 
of plasƟc waste since using the tool. And for 15% , awareness has remained the same. In 
addiƟon, 25% have recycled more because of the plasƟc avoidance measures, but 75% have 
not seen any change. 
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3.1.6 EvaluaƟon of the results on the use of the plasƟc tool 
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Of all entries in the tool, 97,7 % were usable and provided analysable data. Of this 
proporƟon, 100 % of households were analysable. Less than 30 households parƟcipated for 
one week. Of the 44 households involved, 5 used the tool for a second week, 5 for a third 
week, 7 for a fourth week and even one used the tool for eight weeks. 
This means that 59,1 % used the tool only once and 40,9 % used it more than once. Most 
households have more than one person living in them. Among these people, the groups of 
<18-year-olds and 28-43-year-olds are the most strongly represented. On average, 
households live on just under 100 square metres, all 44 households have a total of 20 pets. 
The total weight of waste from the yellow bin per household amounts to 37,602 grams, that 
of waste from the black bin to 103,525 grams.  
In week 1, the total weight of waste in the yellow bin of all parƟcipants of all parƟcipaƟng 
households was 19,912 grams, in week 2 it was 7,955 grams, in week 3 it was 5,366 grams, in 
week 4 it was 3,376 grams, in week 5 it was 136 grams, in week 6 it was 112 grams, in week 7 
it was 399 grams, in week 8 it was 346 grams.  
The weight of waste in the black bin was as follows: In week 1 there were 47,425 grams, in 
week 2 it was 31,310 grams, in week 3 it was 15,213 grams, in week 4 it was 8,947 grams, in 
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week 5 it was 0 grams, in week 6 it was 21 grams, in week 7 it was 211 grams, in week 8 it 
was 398 grams. 

3.2 Estonia (Tallinn) 

3.2.1 Recruitment approach/acƟviƟes 

 At the beginning of the campaign an event was held where local people were 
introduced to the inventory tool and the whole “PlasƟc Diet” campaign. The 
household inventory pilot was also introduced to businesses pilot parƟcipants during 
the kick-off meeƟng on 22nd of March 2024. The meeƟng was recorded and sent to all 
parƟcipants who could not join the live meeƟng. 

 Furthermore, we sent out different e-mails to all kinds of environmentally related 
communiƟes with the help of SEI Tallinn. 

 Monitoring of the results was done through Excel results that were provided by 
BALTIPLAST project partner Szymon Graczyk. 

 The process lasted for two months, for 8 weeks, every week the households checked 
their plasƟc consumpƟon and filled in the inventory tool. 

 Experience exchange was only through feedback survey part 1. Survey part 2 was not 
filled by the parƟcipants. 

3.2.2 DescripƟon of tested communicaƟon methods 
 Reminders were sent to every household each week by email and using social media. 

For reducƟon measures we checked the quesƟonnaire and found all the plasƟc items 
that are hard to reduce for households, through emails and Facebook posts 
households were given Ɵps on how they could reduce their plasƟc waste.  

 AŌer the campaign ended some people shared their experiences and if and how they 
were able to reduce their single-use plasƟc consumpƟon. 

3.2.3 DescripƟon of user-feedback 

User feedback was filled only in survey part 1. Survey part 2 was not filled with by the 
parƟcipants. 

3.2.4 Documented cases - photos, videos, graphs 

 We can’t directly contact the parƟcipants, because they filled in the data without 
leaving the contact informaƟon (because of the GDPR legislaƟon). 

 Screenshots of the businesses kick-off meeƟng. We also introduced the household 
pilot opportunity. 
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Full video: 
hƩps://tallinn-my.sharepoint.com/personal/mikk-
erik_saidla_tallinnlv_ee/_layouts/15/stream.aspx?id=%2Fpersonal%2Fmikk%2Derik%5Fsaidl
a%5Ftallinnlv%5Fee%2FDocuments%2FRecordings%2FJ%C3%A4%C3%A4tmealane%20koolit
us%20ja%20BalƟPlasƟ%20projekƟs%20osalemisest%2D20240322%5F123421%2DMeeƟng%
20Recording%2Emp4&referrer=StreamWebApp%2EWeb&referrerScenario=AddressBarCopie
d%2Eview%2Ee3dcd220%2D89a4%2D4fc7%2D9237%2D0f73c25b7e83 
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3.2.5 CompilaƟon of answers of consumer surveys 

 CompilaƟon of quanƟfied results (e.g. total households recruited per city, 
demographics, background household situaƟon, number of reduced single-use plasƟc 
packages at household). Tallinn wants to get all the data that was collected during the 
household pilot. We have got only the answers from the first quesƟonnaire (50 
parƟcipants). 

 It should be analysed what are the main reasons for people not to answer the surveys 
or to use the tool. 
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Preliminary survey 

A total of 50 people took part in the survey in Estonia. Of the 50 people, 18% always use 
plasƟc items on a normal day, 32% oŌen use plasƟc items, 34% someƟmes and the 
remaining 16% rarely or never. Almost half never use disposable cutlery, plates or cups. 42% 
rarely use it and 12% someƟmes. 84% of households do not use purchased plasƟc or glass 
boƩles but use tap water. 8% buy plasƟc boƩles and 8% neither tap water nor plasƟc boƩles 
or glass boƩles. When asked which the best soluƟon is to reduce takeaway plasƟc 
consumpƟon, most people voted for “bring your own” discounts with 62%. Close behind 
with 56% was “one-fits-all”. Of the 50 parƟcipants, 30% do not have specific plasƟc items 
that are difficult to avoid, while 70% do. Among these plasƟc items are: PlasƟc bags, plasƟc 
boƩles, sponges, freezer bags, bin liners, hygiene products, storage jars etc. 

Follow up survey 

Zero parƟcipants for the follow up survey, thus no graphs available. 
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3.2.6 EvaluaƟon of the results on the use of the plasƟc tool 
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 Of all entries in the tool, 54,2 % were usable and provided analysable data. Of this 
proporƟon, 58,8% of households were analysable. 8 households parƟcipated for one week. 
Of the 10 households involved, one used the tool for a second week, and one used the tool 
for a third weeks. 
This means that 80 % used the tool only once and 20 % used it more than once. Most 
households have more than one person living in them. Among these people, the groups of 
<18-year-olds and 44-59-year-olds are the most strongly represented. On average, 
households live on just over 130 square metres, all 10 households have a total of 3 pets. The 
total weight of waste from the yellow bin per household amounts to 3,215 grams, that of 
waste from the black bin to 12,065 grams.  
In week 1, the total weight of waste in the yellow bin of all parƟcipants was 2.040 grams, in 
week 2 it was 931 grams, in week 3 it was 244 grams. 
The weight of waste in the black bin was as follows: In week 1 there were 11.012 grams, in 
week 2 it was 835 grams, in week 3 it was 218 grams. 
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3.3 Lithuania (Kaunas and Utena) 

3.3.1 Recruitment approach/acƟviƟes 

Kaunas 

 The project commenced on 03/10/2024, focusing on engaging household 
representaƟves as parƟcipants. 

 Key acƟviƟes during the launch included: 
o Introducing parƟcipants to the project's objecƟves and methodology. 
o DistribuƟng scales and data recording sheets to parƟcipaƟng households. 

 The first survey was conducted to establish baseline informaƟon. 
 A schedule was established for a two-month period starƟng 03/10/2024: 

o Households were tasked with conducƟng a single-use plasƟc inventory. 
o Data was collected weekly for analysis. 
o Discussions were held every Thursday to review parƟcipaƟon, analyse 

findings, and explore strategies for reducing single-use plasƟc consumpƟon. 

Utena 

 At the beginning of the campaign an event was held where local people were 
introduced to the inventory tool and the whole “PlasƟc Diet” campaign. In Utena, the 
pilot was carried out from 21/06/2024 - 22/08/2024, 20 households have been 
recruited. 

 ECAT bought a service from a local NGO in Utena municipality to help to implement 
the PlasƟc Diet campaign in Utena district. This NGO was responsible for organizaƟon 
of local events, recruitment of households and PR acƟviƟes. ECAT conƟnuously 
provided all necessary help – consultancy, info material, advice. 

Carrying out the inventory: 

 The process was called the “plasƟc diet”, for 8 weeks, every week the households 
checked their plasƟc consumpƟon and filled in the inventory tool. Reminders were 
sent to every household each week by email and using social media. 

 Development of the acƟon plan/measures for plasƟc reducƟon and prevenƟon (incl. 
seƫng reducƟon targets 

 Tips and relevant informaƟon were sent by email to every household each week. 

PR acƟviƟes related to the pilot: 

 ArƟcles were published in a local digital newspaper: 21/06/2024 – an arƟcle introducing 
the “PlasƟc Diet” and inviƟng local households to join the plasƟc reducƟon challenge, 
21/08/2024– an arƟcle which presented the impressions and observaƟons of the 
households 

 Regular posts on social media 
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Other acƟviƟes related to the pilot: 

 Special info event was held with the goal to introduce households with the “PlasƟc Diet” 
and recruit them at the beginning of campaign. 

 At the beginning of the campaign an event was held where local people were introduced 
to the inventory tool and the whole “PlasƟc Diet” campaign. The process lasted for two 
months, for 8 weeks, every week the households checked their plasƟc consumpƟon and 
filled in the inventory tool. 

 

3.3.2 DescripƟon of tested communicaƟon methods 

Kaunas 

 First data entry: 10/10/2024 – ParƟcipants logged in and entered household waste data, 
but some made mistakes that needed correcƟon. 

 Interim tool: Created to help project implementers monitor data entry and request 
addiƟonal informaƟon if necessary. 

 Second data entry: 17/20/2024 – ParƟcipants logged in again to enter data. 
 Workshops for students: Students sorted and calculated plasƟc waste, learning about 

plasƟc types and the importance of reducing plasƟc consumpƟon. 
 Online events for school communiƟes: Introduced the household inventory tool, 

stressing the importance of weighing waste bags, counƟng plasƟc boƩles, and using the 
interim tool to record data. 

 Weekly workshops: Held every Thursday to assist school communiƟes with inventory and 
waste management issues. 

Utena 

 DuraƟon: 8 weeks – Households checked plasƟc consumpƟon and filled in the inventory 
tool weekly. 

 Reminders: Sent via email and social media each week. 
 ReducƟon measures: Analysed a quesƟonnaire to idenƟfy hard-to-reduce plasƟc items; 

provided reducƟon Ɵps through email and Facebook. 
 Post-campaign feedback: ParƟcipants shared experiences on reducing single-use plasƟc 

consumpƟon. 
 Stakeholder event: Held in Utena to introduce the BALTIPLAST project and inventory 

tools for businesses and households. Some businesses showed interest in the household 
PlasƟc ReducƟon Campaign. 
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3.3.3 DescripƟon of user-feedback 

Utena 

 Main difficulƟes: Issues with the tool menƟoned earlier. 
 ReacƟons: Generally posiƟve; households were curious about their plasƟc consumpƟon 

and types. 
 Challenges: Some noƟced that reducing plasƟc consumpƟon led to higher costs, with 

cheaper products using more plasƟc packaging. 
 AdopƟon of Ɵps: Households enjoyed and implemented the reducƟon Ɵps in daily life. 
 Example: A family with a baby reduced plasƟc waste by switching from store-bought 

purees to homemade ones and using reusable puree bags. 

 

3.3.4 Documented cases - photos, videos, graphs 
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3.3.5 CompilaƟon of answers of consumer surveys 

Utena 

The first questionnaire conducted in Utena, Lithuania, received a total of 20 responses. 

Graph 4 reveals that none of the respondents reported always using plastic items. However, 
the majority indicated they use them either often (40%, 8 households) or sometimes (35%, 7 
households). A smaller proportion (20%, 4 households) stated they rarely use plastic items, 
while only one household (5%) reported never using them on a typical day. 

 
Figure 50: Frequency of use of plasƟc items, Utena (Copyright City of Kaunas and Utena) 

Graph 8 illustrates that all households either rarely (40%, 8 households) or never (60%, 12 
households) use disposable cutlery, plates, or cups for meals or meetings. 

 
Figure 51: Frequency of use of disposable cutlery, plates or cups, Utena (Copyright City of Kaunas and Utena) 

Graph 9 highlights that most households rely on tap water (90%, 18 households), with only 2 
households (10%) using water from plastic bottles. For context, plastic bottles are 
significantly cheaper than glass bottles. Additionally, it's worth noting that in Lithuania, there 
are no refillable bottles—both plastic and glass bottles are recycled. 
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Figure 52: DistribuƟon of the use of the type of water, Utena(Copyright City of Kaunas and Utena) 

Graph 11 shows that responses are evenly distributed, except for the “Discounts and other 
benefits when using reusable cutlery” option, which was prioritized by only one household 
(5%). A larger share of respondents (35%, 7 households) selected the “One-fits-all” option, 
likely due to its convenience when returning reusable dishes. Two other options, “Make 
reusable crockery mandatory” and “Give discounts for ‘bring along,’” received equal 
support, with 30% (6 households) each. 

*An interesting observation from working with a food caterer in Kaunas (plastic inventory for 
businesses) highlights that while discounts are offered to those who bring their own cups, the 
uptake has been minimal. This suggests that such incentives may not be as effective as 
hoped.  

 
Figure 53: DistribuƟon of opƟons to minimize the consumpƟon of plasƟc, Utena  (Copyright City of Kaunas and Utena) 

Graph 12 reveals that 70% of respondents (14 households) find it challenging to avoid 
certain plastic items.  

When asked for clarification (question 13), some responses overlapped. Food packaging was 
the most mentioned item, noted by 5 households, particularly for prepackaged or vacuum-
packed products such as meat, cereal, and berries. Milk and other dairy products were 
highlighted by 2 households, as were single-use plastic bags, trash bags, and beverage 
packaging. Additionally, sanitary products like dishwashing and laundry detergents were 
mentioned by one household. 
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Figure 54: Household distribuƟon of hard-to-avoid plasƟc items, Utena (Copyright City of Kaunas and Utena) 

The second quesƟonnaire received 17 responses, reflecƟng the number of households that 
completed the inventory as previously menƟoned. 

Graph 5 reveals that the majority of respondents (65%, 11 households) believe that the city’s 
infrastructure does not support plasƟc-free shopping, while only 6 respondents (35%) think it 
is possible. Few respondents provided further clarificaƟon (quesƟon 6). One household 
noted that avoiding unnecessary plasƟc packaging requires planning and forethought. 
Another menƟoned that while complete avoidance may be difficult, plasƟc use can be 
reduced with effort. One household shared specific examples, such as purchasing food 
directly from farmers, buying dry shampoo, and solid soap without packaging. 

*It's worth noƟng that Utena currently lacks dedicated zero-waste shops, so most zero-waste 
opƟons are probably only available online.  

 
Figure 55: The influence of infrastructure on plasƟc-free shopping, Utena (Copyright City of Kaunas and Utena) 

Regarding quesƟon 7, the graph shows that the majority of respondents (82.4%, 14 
households) reported reducing plasƟc food contact materials. Other significant areas of 
reducƟon included overall plasƟc consumpƟon, single-use plasƟc boƩles, and plasƟc 
packaging in to-go area, each cited by 76.5% (13 households). The least chosen category was 
the reducƟon of plasƟc products for pets, menƟoned by only 5.9% (1 household). 
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*An observaƟon from working with companies on plasƟc inventories/reducƟon suggests that 
reducƟons in plasƟc boƩles and single-use cups (also to-go area) are among the most 
common and manageable changes. This trend likely reflects the relaƟve ease of making 
similar adjustments at the household level. 

 
Figure 56: observed changes in plasƟc consumpƟon behavior (Copyright City of Kaunas and Utena) 

Graph 12 indicates that the majority of households (71%, 12 households) reported becoming 
more aware of the environmental impact of plasƟc waste aŌer using the tool. For the 
remaining households, awareness either stayed the same (23%, 4 households) or showed no 
significant change (6%, 1 household). 

 
Figure 57: influence of the toll on awareness of the environmental impact of plasƟc waste, Utena (Copyright City of Kaunas 
and Utena) 

Graph 14 reveals that only one household (6%) was not influenced by plasƟc reducƟon 
measures in terms of how they dispose of their plasƟc waste. The majority (71%, 12 
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households) indicated that their disposal pracƟces have become more conscious, while a 
smaller group (23%, 4 households) reported an increase in their recycling efforts. 

 
Figure 58: influence of the plasƟc reducƟon measures on the way how to dispose plasƟc waste, Utena  (Copyright City of 
Kaunas and Utena) 
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Kaunas 

The first quesƟonnaire conducted in Kaunas city, Lithuania, received total 52 responses. 
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The second quesƟonnaire conducted in Kaunas city, Lithuania, received 52 responses in total. 
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3.3.6 EvaluaƟon of the results on the use of the plasƟc tool (Kaunas AND Utena) 
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Of all entries in the tool, 98,7 % were usable and provided analysable data. Of this 
proporƟon, 98,8 % of households were analysable. 11 households parƟcipated for one week. 
Of the 82 households involved, 2 used the tool for a second week, 3 for a third week, 2 for a 
fourth week, 2 for a fiŌh week, 5 for a sixth week, 4 for a seventh, 52 for a eighth week and 
even one used the tool for nine weeks. 
This means that 13,4 % used the tool only once and 86,6 % used it more than once. Most 
households have more than one person living in them. Among these people, the groups of 
<18-year-olds and 28-43-year-olds are the most strongly represented. On average, 
households live on just under 100 square metres, all 82 households have a total of 63 pets. 
The total weight of waste from the yellow bin per household amounts to 496,572 grams, that 
of waste from the black bin to 3,261,002 grams.  
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Week Total Weight of Waste - Yellow Bin (grams) Total Weight of Waste - Black Bin (grams) 
Week 1 61,946 264,477 

Week 2 87,125 534,300 

Week 3 65,851 552,967 

Week 4 63,162 473,290 

Week 5 58,306 380,431 

Week 6 56,075 355,418 

Week 7 52,895 345,145 

Week 8 50,229 342,220 

Week 9 983 12,754 

 

3.4 Latvia 

3.4.1 Recruitment approach / acƟviƟes 

Daugavpils 

StarƟng in April 2023, PP10 Daugavpils started recruitment process of the households that 
would potenƟally parƟcipate in the household tool piloƟng within BALTIPLAST project. Every 
event organized by BALTIPLAST project (read more here: 
hƩps://www.daugavpils.lv/en/city/development-of-the-city/internaƟonal-projects/balƟplast) 
was taken as the opportunity to tell about future tool piloƟng campaign and collect the 
contacts of potenƟal parƟcipants. 
In August 2024 (when tool was translated into Latvian), PP10 Daugavpils project manager 
sends out emails to potenƟal parƟcipants (emails to the contact list menƟoned in point), 
emails to parƟcipants of other target groups (businesses, municipality), emails to personal 
contacts, WhatsApp groups), informaƟon was published on municipality website. 26 
volunteers registered for the parƟcipaƟon in piloƟng campaign. Before the start of the 
campaign all the registered volunteers received emails with instrucƟons about what to do. 
Personal consultaƟons were offered and provided to those that were interested via phone 
call or personal meeƟng. 
 
Valmiera 

The implementaƟon of the BALTIPLAST(ic) Diet Campaign involved inviƟng households 
through three calls to acƟon. 
1) The first call took place during the summer, in July, during the Valmiera City FesƟval. Given 
that the Valmiera City FesƟval introduced, for the first Ɵme in Valmiera and Valmiera 
Municipality, a cup deposit system to reduce the volume of plasƟc waste generated during 
the event, it was crucial to organize a wide range of educaƟonal acƟviƟes on plasƟc, its 
lifecycle, impacts, issues, and alternaƟves.  



 

 
 

Page 37 / 76 

The explanaƟon of the necessity of a plasƟc audit and the call to conduct a plasƟc waste 
audit as part of the BALTIPLAST(ic) Diet Campaign was implemented as part of an educaƟonal 
exhibiƟon aimed at engaging fesƟval aƩendees during the Valmiera City FesƟval. More 
detailed informaƟon about the educaƟonal exhibiƟon can be found in secƟon 4.5. 
The educaƟonal fesƟval exhibiƟon was located in a prominent spot in the city center—
Vecpuišu Park—where some of the fesƟval acƟviƟes took place. This included a fesƟval 
catering zone approximately 100 meters away - and on Zilonu street - a central pedestrian 
street of the city.  The exhibiƟon was on display for one week, including the enƟre duraƟon 
of the Valmiera City FesƟval, aƩracƟng a total of approximately 50,000 visitors who had the 
opportunity to explore the exhibiƟon.  
2) The second recruitment call was carried out to colleagues within the municipality.  On 
27/09/2024 an e-mail to all municipal colleagues having the e-mail with the ending 
“@valmierasnovads.lv” was sent. This e-mail reached and was read by 578 recipients. In 
addiƟon to this email, municipal colleagues were personally approached and invited to 
parƟcipate in the plasƟc audit. This more personal outreach, combined with the email 
campaign, proved to be a more effecƟve strategy for recruiƟng parƟcipants. It successfully 
achieved the desired number of parƟcipants who expressed interest in conducƟng the plasƟc 
audit. 
3) The third recruitment effort was conducted through the Facebook social media plaƞorm. 
On 04/10/2024 a post was published on the municipality's Facebook page, inviƟng 
parƟcipaƟon in the plasƟc waste audit while also sharing shocking facts about the lifecycle of 
plasƟc in our daily lives.  
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3.4.2 DescripƟon of tested communicaƟon methods 

09/09/2024 – 06/10/2024 (4 weeks): During this period, households piloted the tool, 
measuring the amount of plasƟc and solid waste they generated. On 04/10/2024, the project 
manager sent an email to all 26 parƟcipaƟng households. The email encouraged them to: 

 Revisit the project brochure, 
 Review the results from the 4-week pilot period, and 
 Consider creaƟng a personal plasƟcs reducƟon plan for their household to implement 

during the next 4 weeks. 
It should be noted that the project does not aim to compare actual waste reducƟon 
numbers, as this is technically unfeasible—the data is only accessible to a technical team 
based in Germany. Instead, the project will recognize parƟcipants in other ways, such as 
honouring the most acƟve household (e.g., the one that asked the most quesƟons) or 
acknowledging the household that submiƩed the best photos. 
The recruitment process began at the start of the BALTIPLAST project. During events held in 
Daugavpils on waste management, plasƟcs, and environmental issues (more details here: 
Daugavpils Projects), aƩendees were asked to leave their contact informaƟon if they were 
interested in parƟcipaƟng in the tool piloƟng campaign. By the Ɵme the campaign began, a 
list of potenƟal parƟcipants had already been compiled. Approximately 60% of those who 
expressed interest ulƟmately joined the campaign. 
To increase the percentage of parƟcipants who completed the full 8-week campaign 
(providing data for all weeks), a PDF guide was created. This guide included screenshots of 
the tool, allowing parƟcipants to print it out, record their data in their kitchen, and later 
input it into the tool when using their computer. It appears that about 50% of parƟcipants 
uƟlized this opƟon, although no concrete data is available to confirm this. 
 

3.4.3. DescripƟon of user feedback 

No feedback was provided by users in survey 1 and 2. 
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3.4.4 Documented cases – photos, videos, graphs 

Daugavpils 
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Valmiera:  
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3.4.5 CompilaƟon of answers of consumer surveys 

The following answers, drawn from survey 1, contain the answers from both Valmiera and 
Daugavpils. 31 people answered the survey in total.  

 

13. Are there certain plasƟc items or products that are difficult to avoid in your household? 
If so, please indicate the items: (22 responses) 

 PlasƟc packaging for meat products, menstrual products. 
 Food packaging 
 Mistake bags 
 PlasƟc bags 
 BoƩled beverages, packaging of delivered food 
 Bags 
 PlasƟc boƩles, food packaging 
 Reusable plasƟc takeaway food cans, as glass is not always convenient, as well as 

shop-bought packaged products. 
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 Heat-resistant plasƟc containers (for microwave), food storage containers, takeaway 
boxes 

 Takeaway containers 
 Those already packaged in the shop 
 Food packaging, toys 
 PlasƟc packaging 
 Packaging, bags 
 Small plasƟc shopping bags that are easy to put everything in. 
 Packaging 
 Fresh pre-packed meat, as it is not possible to buy weighing. 
 PlasƟc boƩles for water. 
 Food packaging in the shop 
 Salad bowls 
 Semi-prep boxes 

The following answers, drawn from the follow-up survey, contain the answers from both 
Valmiera and Daugavpils. 15 people answered the survey in total.  

 

 

 

  



 

 
 

Page 44 / 76 

Preliminary survey 

A total of 31 people took part in the survey in Latvia. Of the 31 people, 58% to always use 
plasƟc items on a normal day and 32.3% someƟmes. Over 25.8% never use disposable 
cutlery, plates or cups. The remaining 74.2% only rarely to someƟmes. 83.9% of households 
do not use store-bought plasƟc or glass boƩles but use tap water. 12.9% buy plasƟc boƩles. 
At 61.3%, the majority would prefer the “one-fits-all” soluƟon to reduce takeaway plasƟc 
consumpƟon. Of the 31 parƟcipants, 32.3% do not have any specific plasƟc items that are 
difficult to avoid, while 67.7% do. Among these plasƟc items are: PlasƟc bags, mulƟple plasƟc 
containers, storage jars, plasƟc boƩles, garbage bags, etc. 

Follow up survey 

No feedback was provided by users in survey 1 and 2. 
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3.4.6 EvaluaƟon of the results on the use of the plasƟc tool (Daugavpils AND 
Valmiera) 
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Of all entries in the tool, 96 % were usable and provided analysable data. Of this proporƟon, 
90% of households were analysable. 8 households parƟcipated for one week. Of the 36 
households involved, 4 used the tool for a second week, 2 for a third week, 5 for a fourth 
week, 2 for a fiŌh week, 1 for a sixth week, 4 for a seventh, 9 for an eighth week and even 
one used the tool for nine weeks. 
This means that 22,2 % used the tool only once and 77,8 % used it more than once. Most 
households have more than one person living in them. Among these people, the groups of 
<18-year-olds and 28-43-year-olds are the most strongly represented. On average, 
households live on just over 80 square metres, all 36 households have a total of 19 pets. The 
total weight of waste from the yellow bin per household amounts to 92,073 grams, that of 
waste from the black bin to 664,154 grams.  

Week Total Weight of Waste - Yellow Bin (grams) Total Weight of Waste - Black Bin (grams) 
Week 1 16,107 131,217 
Week 2 23,646 110,183 
Week 3 13,706 108,342 
Week 4 10,228 88,823 
Week 5 11,593 10,228 
Week 6 7,665 60,405 
Week 7 4,156 50,092 
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Week 8 4,765 43,644 
Week 9 207 2,954 

 

3.5 Sweden (Västerås) 

3.5.1 Recruitment approach/acƟviƟes 

For the recruitment campaign we used local media and social media, targeƟng inhabitants of 
Västerås. We conducted a survey of inhabitants in Västerås view on plasƟc. This survey was 
the basis for a press release launching the Single-Use PlasƟc ReducƟon Programme “3 of 4 
habitants of Västerås want to avoid plasƟcs”, resulƟng in news arƟcles in print and online, 
local media and local radio. For social media we produced a series of posts on issues on 
plasƟcs and collaborated with local organizaƟons and companies to help spread our 
messages. We also made 2 paid ads directed to inhabitants in Västerås. Total reach in social 
media from our own posts was 20 000. 
The parƟcipaƟng households of the first pilot were invited to a face-to-face kick-off meeƟng 
in the City of Västerås where informaƟon was shared about the programme and a small 
introducƟon to the theme of single-use plasƟcs and packaging was given. ParƟcipaƟng 
households were also offered to borrow a scale during the pilot period in order to be able to 
weigh their plasƟcs during the two inventory periods.  
The PlasƟc Challenge was built upon three steps which made it easy for parƟcipants to 
follow: 

1. Check your plasƟcs (two weeks inventory period) 
2. Get ready for change (four weeks trying out Ɵps and challenges to reduce 

plasƟc consumpƟon) 
3. Check again (two weeks inventory period) 

 
ParƟcipaƟng households measured their plasƟc waste twice during the 8-week single-use 
plasƟc reducƟon programme. The households made an inventory of their waste during the 
first two weeks and the last two weeks of the programme. AŌer each inventory period they 
were asked to fill out the inventory tool. 
The single-use plasƟc reducƟon programme or the “PlasƟc Challenge” is an 8-week 
programme where parƟcipant households measure their plasƟc waste and try out different 
Ɵps to reduce their consumpƟon of SUP and plasƟc packaging. Micro-coaching or micro-
learning was applied and the parƟcipants received two e-mails per week with Ɵps, challenges 
and informaƟon regarding SUP and plasƟc packaging. “Refrigerator communicaƟon” was also 
used. Documents were sent out to parƟcipants for them to put up on the fridge - two 
inventory documents and one list of Ɵps. The idea with puƫng up a document on the fridge, 
usually a central spot in a household, was to remind parƟcipants of the programme and 
guide them through the inventories and the 4-weeks period of trying out Ɵps for reducing 
their plasƟc consumpƟon. 
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3.5.2 DescripƟon of tested communicaƟon methods 
Face-to-face kick-off meeƟng with parƟcipants in Västerås. InformaƟon was shared about the 
programme and a small introducƟon to the theme of single-use plasƟcs and packaging was 
given in a seminar form. ParƟcipants were offered plasƟc-free finger foods.  
Micro-coaching or micro-learning was applied and the parƟcipants received two e-mails per 
week with Ɵps, challenges and informaƟon regarding SUP and plasƟc packaging. 
“Refrigerator communicaƟon” was also used. Documents were sent out to parƟcipants for 
them to put up on the fridge - two inventory documents and one list of Ɵps. The idea with 
puƫng up a document on the fridge, usually a central spot in a household, was to remind 
parƟcipants of the programme and guide them through the inventories and the 4-weeks 
period of trying out Ɵps for reducing their plasƟc consumpƟon.  
 

3.5.3 DescripƟon of user-feedback 

When asked what the parƟcipants liked best about the programme, they ranked the e-mails 
first and the list of Ɵps second (a list with Ɵps was sent out to the parƟcipants aŌer the first 
inventory period). 
The physical kick-off was also a posiƟve part of the programme. If the programme works well 
without a physical kick-off that would make the programme easier to scale up and it would 
also make it less dependent on financial resources. 
When parƟcipants were asked about how the programme had affected them (survey at the 
end of the programme) a majority wrote that they had become more conscious about their 
choices when it comes to SUP and plasƟc packaging consumpƟon and the impact of plasƟc 
garbage. However, many parƟcipants reported not seeing significant changes in their 
consumpƟon habits.  The parƟcipants in the programme were mainly already very engaged 
people and a majority reported in the beginning of the programme that they already sort out 
SUP and plasƟc packaging to bring it to a recycling staƟon. In the first survey in the beginning 
of the programme only 4% said they throw plasƟcs in the garbage. 
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3.5.4 Documented cases - photos, videos, graphs 
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3.5.5 CompilaƟon of answers of consumer surveys 
Survey 1. Total respondents: 29 
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13. Are there certain plasƟc items or products that are difficult to avoid in your 
household? If so, please indicate the items: 

 Plastic bags for waste 
  Plastic packaging, toothbrush heads, razors, dish brush, zip-lock bags, 

toilet brush 
 toothpaste, shampoo bottles, yoghurt containers 
 Plastic film and freezer bags 
 Dental floss, plastic packaging around organic food 
 Toothbrush, dish brush, toilet brush, plastic gloves in the kitchen when 

preparing fish  
 Plastic film, plastic bags 
 Fruit packaging 
 Milk packaging. Corks 
 Lids on milk packaging 
 Lids for milk and yoghurt  
 Nappies for grandchildren 
 Organic products are often wrapped in plastic 
 Cherry tomatoes  
 Packaging for food, toilet paper for example 
 Packaging for food in the fridge and freezer 
 Packaging for food  
 waste bags for residual waste  
 Packaging for food 
 Packaging around food products  
 Plastic gloves 
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Survey 2. Total respondents:13  
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Comment to #14: This question must be related to the already high level of plastic being 
recycled in the pilot-households. From the first survey 100 % answered Always or Often to the 
question "Do you actively recycle plastic items in your household?" (22 = Always, 5=Often) 
Recruitment/selecƟon of households for the pilot: Press release, social media and local 
collaboraƟons. Carrying out the inventory: ParƟcipants measuring their waste during two 
weeks in the beginning and two weeks in the end of the 8-week programme and filling out 
the inventory tool aŌer each inventory period. Development of the acƟon plan/measures for 
plasƟc reducƟon and prevenƟon (incl. seƫng reducƟon targets): Following the PlasƟc 
Challenge 8-week programme, measuring their plasƟc waste and trying out Ɵps to reduce 
consumpƟon of SUP and plasƟc packaging. Geƫng two e-mails per week with Ɵps and 
challenges. PR acƟviƟes related to the pilot: Press release, kick-off. 

Preliminary survey 

A total of 29 people took part in the survey in Sweden. Of the 29 people, 56% rarely to 
someƟmes use plasƟc items on a normal day and 44% oŌen to always. Over 64% never use 
disposable cutlery, plates or cups. The remaining 36% only rarely. 100% of households do not 
use store-bought plasƟc or glass boƩles but use tap water.  31% would prefer the “one-fits-
all” soluƟon to reduce the use of takeaway plasƟc, 38% think it is best to make reusable 
crockery and cutlery mandatory everywhere and 27% see discounts for “bring your own” as 
the best soluƟon. Of the 29 parƟcipants, 18% do not have any specific plasƟc items that are 
difficult to avoid, while 82% do. Among these plasƟc items are: PlasƟc bags for waste, PlasƟc 
packaging, toothbrush heads, razors, dish brush, zip-lock bags, toilet brush, toothpaste, 
shampoo boƩles, yoghurt containers, PlasƟc film and freezer bags, Dental floss, plasƟc 
packaging around organic food, Toothbrush, dish brush, toilet brush, plasƟc gloves in the 
kitchen when preparing fish etc. 

Follow up survey 

13 people took part in the follow-up survey. 69% think the infrastructure of their city does 
not allow plasƟc-free shopping. The most perceived change in terms of plasƟc consumpƟon 
behaviour with 8 votes was that plasƟc materials that encounter food were reduced. In 
addiƟon, one person was also able to reduce hygiene and cosmeƟc products containing 
plasƟc. 3 people have also reduced their use of single-use plasƟc boƩles, and 4 people have 
reduced their overall plasƟc consumpƟon. Over half of all parƟcipants are more aware and 
concerned about the impact of plasƟc waste since using the tool. In addiƟon, 8% have 
recycled more as a result of the plasƟc avoidance measures, while 33% have seen no change. 
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3.5.6 EvaluaƟon of the results on the use of the plasƟc tool 
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Of all entries in the tool, 100 % were usable and provided analysable data. Of this proporƟon, 
100% of households were analysable. 5 households parƟcipated for one week. Of the 6 
households involved, one used the tool for a second week, and no one used the tool for a 
third weeks. 
This means that 83,3 % used the tool only once and 16,7 % used it more than once. Most 
households have more than one person living in them. Among these people, the groups of 
<18-year-olds and 44-59-year-olds are the most strongly represented. On average, 
households live on just over 130 square metres, all 6 households have a total of 3 pets. The 
total weight of waste from the yellow bin per household amounts to 1,935 grams, that of 
waste from the black bin to 1,566 grams. In week 1, the total weight of waste in the yellow 
bin of all parƟcipants was 1,587 grams, in week 2 it was 348 grams. The weight of waste in 
the black bin was as follows: In week 1 there were 1,566 grams, in week 2 it was 0 grams. 
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3.6 Germany 

3.6.1 Recruitment approach/acƟviƟes 

For our recruitment acƟviƟes, we used our exisƟng stakeholder network to draw aƩenƟon to 
our offer at events, usually accompanied by informaƟon materials (plasƟc guide, flyer with 
plasƟc saving Ɵps). 
We launched the recruitment of volunteers to parƟcipate in the plasƟc diet during a week-
long week of events, the so-called Climate Week. We designed the colourful and diverse 
programme together with our project partners HAW, plasƟc-free city and the Bergedorf 
district office. The Senator for the Environment Hamburg, Mr. Jens Kerstan, and the head of 
the Bergedorf district office, Ms. Schmidt-Hoffmann, opened the event. In addiƟon to theatre 
for children and panel discussions, we tried to inspire people for our mission by addressing 
people on the street in a way that was tailored to the target group. ParƟcipants signed up on 
a list and consented to be contacted by us for further informaƟon. During the Climate Week, 
we reached about 500 people. 
For almost a year, we were in contact with the deputy principal of the Leuschnerstraße 
elementary school, Ms. Kim Tedsen, to prepare a project week on the topic of sustainability 
and plasƟc saving together with her. Shortly before the Hamburg summer holidays, we were 
allowed to accompany the start of the project week with plasƟc workshops with about 80 
students. We used the target group, which was actually addressed in G.o,A 2.2, to encourage 
240 households to use our plasƟc-saving tool via a leƩer to parents.  
 

3.6.2 DescripƟon of tested communicaƟon methods 

In November and December 2024, we took up this aƩempt to reach households via pupils 
again: At the Leuschnerstraße primary school, we tried out the plasƟc saving tool with 50 
fourth-grade pupils on 18th November, explained it, let them try it out for three weeks and 
organised a joint closing event on 6th December.  
Another recruitment measure was a Clean-up on the WorldCleanUp Day on 21st September. 
We can highly recommend the direct approach via a Cleanup, in the sense of "briefly Ɵdying 
up" and later conƟnuing at home with plasƟc saving, as a best pracƟce. 
In addiƟon, our associated partner, the Bergedorf district office, has asked 800 employees to 
parƟcipate by e-mail. 
Through the newsleƩer of Stadtreinigung Hamburg, also an associated partner, we have 
called for parƟcipaƟon in the Climate Week as well as parƟcipaƟon in the PlasƟc Saving Tool. 
The newsleƩer is published weekly and currently has about 6,400 subscribers 
On December 10, 2024, together with the Bergedorf district office, we called for a final event 
of the plasƟc diet and a joint exchange on plasƟc saving and Ɵps. Ms. Michaela Graf-
Krumnow, head of the climate protecƟon department of the Bergedorf district office, 
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personally thanked the parƟcipants for their commitment. We talked about Christmas and 
the possibiliƟes of reducing plasƟc consumpƟon. 
Moreover, we communicated with people via social media pushes. 

3.6.3 DescripƟon of user-feedback 

 Many people do not own scales, and even if they do, the volume of plasƟc waste is 
typically too large for kitchen scales while being too light for standard household 
scales. 

 If parƟcipants lose their ID, they must create a new one. Unfortunately, they cannot 
contact us for support, and we currently do not have a soluƟon for this issue. This 
challenge has also been observed in other countries. 

 Due to data privacy policies, we cannot directly reach out to parƟcipants as the tool 
operates anonymously. 

 The anonymity of the tool makes it difficult to establish direct contact with 
parƟcipants, which limits engagement and follow-up. 

 Raising awareness through direct, personal contact may be more effecƟve than 
relying solely on an anonymous tool, especially as the reasons for disengagement 
remain unclear. 

 Weighing waste can feel embarrassing for some parƟcipants, and even though it takes 
no more than 10 minutes, the effort involved—combined with the complexity of the 
tool—can become a significant obstacle. 

 In the context of everyday life, where people are already dealing with numerous 
challenges, they may lack the Ɵme or moƟvaƟon to use a tool that is not 
straighƞorward, visually appealing, and easy to handle. 

 Facing too many challenges in a short period can leave people feeling overwhelmed 
and paralyzed, making it harder to take the first step toward acƟon. 
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3.6.4 Documented cases – photos, videos, graphs 
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3.6.5 CompilaƟon of answers of consumer surveys 
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Preliminary survey 

Nine people took part in the survey in Germany. Of the nine people, 71.5% rarely to never 
use plasƟc items on a normal day and 22.2% someƟmes to oŌen. Over 70% never use 
disposable cutlery, plates or cups. The remaining 22.2% only rarely to someƟmes. 88.9% of 
households do not use store-bought plasƟc or glass boƩles but use tap water. 11.1% buy 
glass boƩles. 1/3 would prefer the “one-fits-all” soluƟon to reduce takeaway plasƟc 
consumpƟon, another third would find it smartest to mandate reusable crockery and cutlery 
everywhere and the final third see discounts for “bring your own” as the best soluƟon. Of 
the 9 parƟcipants, 11.1% do not have any specific plasƟc items that are difficult to avoid, 
while 88.9% do. Among these plasƟc items are PlasƟc bags MulƟple plasƟc containers, 
storage Ɵns, dishwasher gaskets etc. 

Follow up survey 

No feedback was provided by users in survey 1 and 2. 
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3.6.6 EvaluaƟon of the results on the use of the plasƟc tool 
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Of all entries in the tool, 33.6 % were usable and provided analysable data. Of this 
proporƟon, 35.6 % of households were analysable. Less than 30 households parƟcipated for 
one week. Of the 36 households involved, less than 10 used the tool for a second week and 0 
for a third week. 
This means that 75 % used the tool only once and 25 % used it more than once. Most 
households have more than one person living in them. Among these people, the groups of 
28-43-year-olds and 44-59-year-olds are the most strongly represented. On average, 
households live on just under 80 square metres. All 36 households have a total of 19 pets. 
The total weight of waste from the yellow bin per household amounts to 13,348 grams, that 
of waste from the black bin to 28,051 grams.  
In week 1, the total weight of waste in the yellow bin of all parƟcipants was 10,308 grams, in 
week 2 it was 3,040 grams. The weight of waste in the black bin was as follows: In week 1 
there were 22,700 grams, in week 2 there were 5,351 grams. 

4. Best PracƟces for Each Municipality for Transfer 
In this chapter, best methods and “dos and don’ts” from each partner are presented with the 
objecƟve to figure out learnings from the countries’ different approaches for the future. 

4.1 Finland 
 Success with influencers: 

o Influencers with environmentally conscious audiences helped Helsinki reach 
tens of thousands, though most were already eco-aware. 

o Reaching beyond the "green bubble" remains a challenge. 
 ParƟcipaƟon challenges: 

o Only 50 people iniƟally joined, feeling that many individual efforts have liƩle 
impact due to limited alternaƟves like food packaging. 

o Systemic support from markets or the city is needed. 
 Online vs. offline events: 

o Online meeƟngs are convenient for sharing informaƟon. 
o Offline events are beƩer for engagement if paired with incenƟves or 

networking. 
 ParƟcipant incenƟves: 

o First campaign lacked awards due to anonymity. 
o Current campaign offers "Museum Cards" via loƩery to increase interest 

without pressure. 

Best pracƟce: As a municipality: Partner with influencers or NGOs with large social media 
followings to maximize reach. 
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4.2 Estonia 

 CollaboraƟon with households: 
o Addressing parƟcipants' inquiries and concerns is essenƟal. 
o Regular reminders and waste management Ɵps help maintain engagement. 

 Timing: 
o Campaign Ɵming is criƟcal; summer proved unsuitable for parƟcipaƟon. 

 ParƟcipaƟon and meeƟngs: 
o ParƟcipaƟon was conducted via email and social media. 
o Only online meeƟngs were held, but face-to-face events are preferable as 

they: 
 Enable open discussions and sharing of experiences. 
 Address quesƟons more effecƟvely. 

o Online events may hinder engagement as some parƟcipants are too shy to ask 
quesƟons. 

 Challenges: 
o No special recogniƟon was planned for households. 
o Lack of parƟcipant contact informaƟon limited follow-up communicaƟon. 

Best PracƟce: Used the Pirita packaging pilot project and businesses' plasƟc inventory 
project to directly engage parƟcipants and promote household plasƟc inventory pilot 
opportuniƟes.  

 

4.3 Lithuania 
71 households were recruited (51 in Kaunas, 20 in Utena). Events were organized to 
introduce the "PlasƟc Diet," with NGOs assisƟng in recruitment. 

Kaunas 

 Key acƟviƟes: 
o Involved school communiƟes in household plasƟc inventory projects. 
o Provided scales for students for weighing plasƟc and mixed waste, improving 

engagement. 
o Conducted hands-on workshops to sort and calculate plasƟc waste, enhancing 

students’ understanding. 
o Used electronic data entry forms (developed by NGOs) to monitor 

engagement and idenƟfy parƟcipants needing addiƟonal support. 
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o Teachers' involvement helped reinforce the importance of proper waste 
sorƟng among students. 

 Challenges: 
o IniƟal use of paper data collecƟon forms made it hard to track and support 

struggling parƟcipants in real Ɵme. 
 RecommendaƟons: 

o Do: Clearly communicate sorƟng rules and provide feedback to parƟcipants. 
o Don’t: Avoid complex or overly technical instrucƟons to prevent 

discouragement. 
 Online vs. Offline Events: 

o Online events were effecƟve for broader accessibility and focused informaƟon 
sharing. 

o Offline events foster deeper discussions, beƩer understanding, and openness 
among parƟcipants. 

Best PracƟces: Collaborate with NGOs as experts in plasƟc inventory for households. Partner 
with schools, as they promote beƩer waste sorƟng habits, reduce waste, and encourage 
students to share knowledge with families and peers. 

Utena 

 Key acƟviƟes: 
o Focused on close collaboraƟon with households, addressing all quesƟons and 

concerns. 
o Send weekly reminders, including pracƟcal Ɵps and general informaƟon to 

sustain engagement. 
o Conducted communicaƟon via email or social media, allowing households to 

choose their preferred method. 
 Timing: 

o Timing is crucial; summer and winter holidays were unsuitable. Autumn, with 
fewer holidays, is ideal. 

 Online vs. offline events: 
o Held one offline event, which fostered personal connecƟons and in-depth 

discussions. 
o Online events were accessible but less engaging, as parƟcipants were oŌen 

shy to ask quesƟons. 

Best pracƟces: Discuss campaigns with familiar individuals to ease parƟcipant concerns and 
encourage quesƟons. Allow flexibility for households to use their preferred tools, e.g., filling 
in printed sheets before entering data digitally. 
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4.4 Latvia 
Daugavpils and Valmiera 

 Challenges: 
o Sending "cold emails" without prior communicaƟon was ineffecƟve. 
o Many users lost their idenƟficaƟon (ID) due to the lack of a robust system. 

Addressing this issue is complicated by GDPR regulaƟons. 
 RecommendaƟons: 

o Use concise, structured materials for awareness campaigns: avoid extensive 
brochures or lengthy texts and tailor materials for families not yet engaged in 
reducing plasƟc consumpƟon. 

o Focus on step-by-step guides, e.g., a simple A4 page with clear, logical 
instrucƟons. 

 Offline vs. online events: 
o Offline events are more effecƟve for engaging parƟcipants: personal, simple 

explanaƟons of the project, tool, and process resonate beƩer. 
o If in-person events are impossible, phone calls are a beƩer alternaƟve to 

impersonal methods. 
 

Best PracƟces: 
 Highlight success stories: 

o Example: A woman in Daugavpils piloƟng the tool, meƟculously sorƟng her 
plasƟc waste by PP numbers and sharing her experience. 

o She also provided a detailed inventory of her household's plasƟc use and 
could offer professional insights to other parƟcipants. 

 Involve children in piloƟng acƟviƟes to add an educaƟonal element and foster 
awareness in families. 

 

4.5 Sweden 

 Regular communicaƟon: 
o Sending two emails per week to households ensured no dropouts, and 

parƟcipants reported it as an appropriate frequency in the last survey. 
 Programme structure: 

o The programme was designed in three steps, which helped guide households 
effecƟvely. 

 Physical Kick-off: 
o Households that parƟcipated in the physical kick-off were more engaged. 
o A pilot without a kick-off will be tested in autumn 2024 to compare results. 
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 Direct digital engagement: 
o Links to digital tools and surveys were sent directly to households via email. 
o The first survey was completed during the physical kick-off. 

 
Best PracƟces: 

 Spreading the word via social media. 
 Contact households via two mails a week. 
 Using “refrigerator communicaƟon” = documents to put up on the refrigerator that 

guide the household through the programme 
 

4.6 Germany 
Hamburg played an acƟve role in advancing communicaƟon efforts, with a focus on raising 
awareness and promoƟng key iniƟaƟves. 

 Ongoing acƟviƟes: 
o BEF-DE contributed regularly to the BALTIPLAST Awareness Raising Campaign, 

including parƟcipaƟng in monthly meeƟngs, preparing content for social media, 
and tracking campaign performance. 

o The Household AcquisiƟon Campaign benefited from BEF-DE’s conƟnuous 
engagement through websites, social media, and direct stakeholder interacƟons. 

o The website was further opƟmized to beƩer promote both the project and the 
household campaign. 

 
 Targeted acƟons: 

o PromoƟonal Materials: BEF-DE developed a project postcard to enhance visibility 
and promote the iniƟaƟve. 

o Clean-up Events: BEF-DE supported and parƟcipated in several clean-up events, 
including a joint event with Keep Sweden Tidy FoundaƟon and #SailingForSeas, 
and World Cleanup Day acƟviƟes. These efforts were widely promoted via arƟcles 
and social media. 

o Green World Tour: BEF-DE publicized the project’s involvement in the Green 
World Tour through social media. 

o Final Event in Bergedorf: PromoƟon of the final event included website arƟcles, 
social media posts, and collaboraƟon on press release efforts. 

 
Best PracƟce: We can highly recommend the direct approach via a Clean-up, in the sense of 
‘briefly Ɵdying up’ and later conƟnuing with plasƟc saving at home, as a best pracƟce in 
Clean-up, in the sense of ‘briefly Ɵdying up’ and later conƟnuing with plasƟc saving at home, 
we can highly recommend it as a best pracƟce. 
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5. Pilot learnings and LimitaƟons 
In this chapter, we describe the biggest obstacles of using the tool, the best methods of 
reaching out to people and the number of households we could recruit as pilot households 
to test the tool.  

5.1 Finland 

Recruitment and parƟcipaƟon: 
 Spring campaign: No dedicated plaƞorm; 26 households used the tool. 
 Autumn campaign: Recruitment via a Teams group; 18 households joined. 
 Total recruited: 44 households, with 40 compleƟng the challenge. 

 
Barriers to use: 

 Difficulty reducing plasƟc use, especially in food packaging. 
 Time investment required for regular weighing. 
 Limited appeal of the tool's design and focus solely on plasƟc usage. 
 PlasƟc as an environmental issue is overshadowed by others. 

 
EffecƟve outreach methods: 

 Online and anonymous plaƞorm lowers barriers to entry. 
 Provides measurable insights into plasƟc consumpƟon, encouraging awareness and 

potenƟal reducƟon 
 Instagram was effecƟve but had a low conversion rate. 
 Messaging framed as "observe your plasƟc usage" was more engaging than directly 

asking for demanding reducƟon efforts (avoid sentences like “can you reduce your 
plasƟc usage?” especially outside the “green bubble”) 

 

5.2 Estonia 

Recruitment and parƟcipaƟon: 
 21 households recruited, including 8 returning users. 
 Partnerships: SEI Tallinn, Environmental Management AssociaƟon, and other local 

campaigns. 
 

Barriers to use: 
 Product examples from the business inventory tool were not household friendly. 
 Errors in data entry were irreversible, reducing data accuracy. 
 ParƟcipants could not review or track progress during the process. 
 Anonymity limited follow-ups and support. 
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EffecƟve outreach methods: 
 Personal contacts were the most successful approach. 
 Face-to-face events engaged parƟcipants effecƟvely. 

 

5.3 Lithuania 
 
Kaunas: 
 
Recruitment and parƟcipaƟon: 

 In Kaunas, 54 households were iniƟally reached, with 3 dropping out, leaving 51 
acƟve parƟcipants. The goal is to retain all 51 households through the inventory 
process, which is planned to conclude by the end of November. 

 CollaboraƟon with schools has been effecƟve in broadening engagement, as students 
share the inventory process with their families, friends, and acquaintances. 

 
Barriers to use: 

 Student involvement: Having students involved in the household inventory has made 
prototype creaƟon and data entry difficult. To address this, data entry is now done 
during specialized school lessons with teacher and project implementer support. 

 Data management: ParƟcipants cannot manage or track their filled data in the project 
tool, making it difficult to follow progress or correct mistakes. 

 Tool usability: The tool is considered too complicated and needs improvement. 
 Product examples: Some product examples in the tool were taken from a business 

inventory, but many lack weight informaƟon, causing the list to become too long and 
difficult for households to use. 

 Data accuracy: Once data is submiƩed, it cannot be edited, leading to potenƟal 
errors, such as incorrect weights. 

 ID loss: Some households lost their IDs, causing them to restart the process and lose 
prior data. 

 
EffecƟve outreach methods: 

 Engagement through schools: Involving students in the project has proven effecƟve, 
with online events and reaching out to Kaunas residents through their children being 
parƟcularly successful. 

 Personal contacts: Direct, personal contact remains a strong method for outreach. 
 Event organizaƟon: HosƟng events and promoƟng them via social media can help 

reach a wider audience, especially if the invitaƟons come from local figures familiar 
with the targeted region. 
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Utena 
 
Recruitment and parƟcipaƟon: 

 In Utena municipality, 20 households started the inventory, and 17 completed it. The 
total expected number of parƟcipaƟng households in Lithuania is esƟmated to be 
around 60, with addiƟonal recruitment in Kaunas planned. 

 The project included an offline event, which helped households connect personally 
and engage in face-to-face discussions. This was the only offline event; other 
communicaƟons were done via email or social media, allowing households to choose 
their preferred method. 

 Households reported a reducƟon in plasƟc consumpƟon, and the weekly reminders 
kept them on track, moƟvaƟng them and providing addiƟonal knowledge about 
plasƟc-related topics. The tool helped households track their consumpƟon in an 
organized way, making the process easy and efficient. 
 

Barriers to use: 
 Data entry errors: Some households made mistakes while entering data (e.g., 

entering 100 g instead of 10 g) and could not correct them aŌer submission. 
 Progress tracking: ParƟcipants expressed a desire to view their progress at any Ɵme 

during the process, which was not possible with the current tool. 
 ID loss: Some households lost their personal IDs, leading to complicaƟons, and it was 

suggested that linking the ID to an email for easier recovery could be beneficial. 
 
EffecƟve outreach methods: 

 Offline events: MeeƟng in person at the offline event allowed for open discussions, 
where parƟcipants could ask quesƟons and share experiences more freely. People 
were oŌen more open and willing to engage in face-to-face seƫngs than in online 
events, where they might be too shy to ask quesƟons. 

 CommunicaƟon flexibility: Offering communicaƟon via both email and social media 
allowed parƟcipants to choose the method that suited them best, enhancing 
engagement. 

 Weekly reminders and moƟvaƟon: Regular reminders and informaƟve updates 
helped parƟcipants stay engaged and informed throughout the process. 
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5.4 Latvia 
Valmiera 
 
Recruitment and parƟcipaƟon: 

 30 households parƟcipated in the household audit process, learning about 
sustainability challenges related to plasƟc and beginning the plasƟc reducƟon 
process. 

Barriers to use: 
 Technology issues: Using an electronic tool on a phone or computer was not intuiƟve 

for parƟcipants, especially in a home seƫng where simpler, more manageable 
rouƟnes are preferred. 

 Code and link difficulƟes: Remembering the unique code and the specific links to 
access and complete the tool was a challenge for parƟcipants. 

 Data entry challenges: Recording weekly waste measurements on paper and entering 
them at the end of the challenge was not effecƟve, as the system required real-Ɵme 
data entry and was date specific. 

 Local recycling knowledge: The tool required knowledge of specific local recycling 
opƟons, which varied by region and waste management provider. In Latvia, for 
example, only packaging waste is recyclable, which complicated accurate data entry. 

 Brochure use: While the informaƟonal brochure on plasƟcs was helpful, repeatedly 
referring to it in a home environment was cumbersome, making it difficult to fully 
engage with the tool. 
 

EffecƟve outreach methods: 
 EmoƟonal appeal: The use of emoƟonally shocking informaƟon on social media was 

effecƟve in aƩracƟng aƩenƟon to the plasƟc issue. 
 Personalized engagement: ParƟcipants were more engaged when approached 

individually, with clear explanaƟons, reminders, and ongoing assistance. Personal 
interacƟon and the acƟvity leader’s investment in the project were key enablers. 
 

Key messages and lessons learned: 
 Public engagement: Public interest in plasƟc sustainability can be sparked through 

emoƟonally impacƞul content on social media. 
 Personal interacƟon: One-on-one communicaƟon and support were crucial for 

ensuring parƟcipant cooperaƟon and success. 
 AdaptaƟon to local context: AdapƟng the tool to local recycling capabiliƟes and 

systems, as well as simplifying the user experience, could improve the tool's 
effecƟveness. 

 Real-Ɵme data entry: The need for real-Ɵme data entry, as opposed to bulk entry at 
the end of the challenge, was a key takeaway to improve data accuracy and user 
experience. 
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Daugavpils 

Recruitment and parƟcipaƟon: 
 PP10 recruited around 40 households, using every event as an opportunity for 

recruitment. Emails were also sent to potenƟal parƟcipants, and personal 
consultaƟons were offered. 

 As the last pilot in Daugavpils, the project built on previous piloƟng efforts at schools, 
businesses, and municipaliƟes, creaƟng a "win-win" situaƟon. ParƟcipants from these 
larger target groups were invited to join the household pilot, with some expressing 
interest. 
 

Barriers to use: 
 Time: People have many obligaƟons and limited Ɵme at home, which they oŌen want 

to spend relaxing rather than engaging with the tool. 
 InformaƟon overload: The tool's instrucƟons, such as leaflets and quesƟonnaires, can 

be overwhelming without guidance. Despite clear emails, many parƟcipants sƟll 
needed further clarificaƟon on what to do. 

 Waste sorƟng complexity: PiloƟng the tool required parƟcipants to sort plasƟcs in a 
way they aren't used to (e.g., separaƟng all types of plasƟcs when only certain types 
are recycled locally), which was an addiƟonal challenge. 

 
EffecƟve outreach methods: 

 Good methods: Personal contacts and discussions at events focused on waste 
management and environmental issues were effecƟve for recruiƟng household 
parƟcipants. Emails to businesses and municipaliƟes that had already parƟcipated 
were successful, especially when preceded by a personal call. 

 Bad methods: “Cold” emails without prior contact and press releases on the 
municipality website were less effecƟve in reaching potenƟal parƟcipants. 
 

5.5 Sweden 
Recruitment and parƟcipaƟon: 

 The first pilot included 35 households, with an esƟmated 65 more expected by the 
end of the year, bringing the total to 100 households. The esƟmated number of 100 
was not reached, however 81 households have been recruited 

 There has been no interacƟon with other target groups, such as schools, businesses, 
or municipaliƟes, within the BALTIPLAST project. 
 

Barriers to use: 
 It’s difficult to assess the barriers to use due to a lack of staƟsƟcs on how households 

engaged with the tool or when they stopped using it. 
 Feedback has been provided to the consorƟum regarding the tool’s user-friendliness, 

but without usage data, drawing conclusions about these issues is challenging. 
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EffecƟve outreach methods: 
 The recruitment campaign uƟlized local media and social media to reach parƟcipants. 
 A survey of Västerås residents' views on plasƟc formed the basis for a press release, 

which led to news coverage in local print, online media, and radio. 
 Social media efforts included a series of posts about plasƟc issues, collaboraƟons with 

local organizaƟons, and two paid ads aimed at Västerås, resulƟng in 20,000 views 
from their own posts. 

5.6 Germany 
Recruitment and parƟcipaƟon: 

 People oŌen lack scales or have difficulty using them for large, light plasƟc waste. 
 If users lose their ID, they cannot recover it, and there’s no soluƟon in place to assist 

them, even though this issue occurs in other countries. 
 Due to data policies, outreach is challenging because the tool is anonymous, 

prevenƟng direct communicaƟon. 
 Some users are hesitant to engage with the tool due to concerns about data privacy. 
 Reaching people is difficult without direct contact or idenƟfiable informaƟon, making 

it harder to engage users. 
 Many individuals don't see the value in separaƟng waste, thinking it's all burned 

anyway, which points to a need for more educaƟon on waste processing. 
 There’s a percepƟon that people are already doing enough to reduce plasƟcs, but 

deeper discussions reveal more areas for improvement. 
 Outreach efforts at events are oŌen ineffecƟve because many people are in a hurry 

and not interested, though families and older individuals tend to be more recepƟve. 
 Everyday life challenges make it hard for people to prioriƟze complex tasks; tools 

should be easy to use and visually appealing 
 

Barriers to use: 
 Lack of proper scales and the size/weight of plasƟc waste makes it difficult for people 

to use the tool. 
 Loss of ID without recovery opƟons is a barrier. 
 The tool’s anonymity prevents follow-up or assistance, and people may fear how their 

data is used. 
 Waste separaƟon can seem irrelevant to those who believe it’s all burned in 

incineraƟon plants. 
 There’s a lack of awareness about waste separaƟon processes and what happens 

aŌer waste is sorted. 
 The tool’s complexity and Ɵme commitment (even though only about 10 minutes) can 

discourage parƟcipaƟon. 
 People may feel overwhelmed by too many issues to address and therefore avoid 

acƟng on any. 
 

EffecƟve outreach methods: 
 Direct, personal engagement is highly recommended, such as speaking to people 

during events like cleanups or on the street during climate week. 
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 MoƟvaƟng people to act in the moment increases engagement and parƟcipaƟon. 

6. Conclusions – connecƟon to project goals 
This chapter summarises key factors for success and challenges encountered during the PlasƟc 
ReducƟon Programme along with suggesƟons for improvement. 

Success factors include: 
 VariaƟons in waste management systems across countries must be considered. 
 Instagram had good reach, but personal contact was more effecƟve for engagement. 
 Face-to-face events and reminders helped households stay moƟvated and reduce 

plasƟc use. 
 The PlasƟc tool was helpful for tracking consumpƟon in an organised way. 
 

Challenges include: 
 Not all households have scales, reducing the accuracy of tracking. 
 MoƟvaƟon for regular waste weighing decreased over Ɵme. 
 Drop-outs and lack of data on tool usage and parƟcipant behaviour hindered analysis. 
 Some product examples lacked necessary data, and tool design was not user-friendly. 
 

Proposals for improvement include: 
 Revising the data policy and making surveys part of the tool. 
 Enhancing personal contact and simplifying the tool’s design. 
 Introducing automaƟc waste tracking features and beƩer data accessibility. 
 AdjusƟng the messaging to be more inviƟng and less demanding. 
 Making it easier for households to join the challenge and receive updates. 

 
The PlasƟc Tool was effecƟve for measuring reducƟons but must be adapted for different 
countries and cultures. For long-term impact, personal engagement and conƟnuous support 
through smaller challenges and in-person events are essenƟal. 


