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MONITORING IN EUROPE



• Waste Framework Directive

• Single-Use Plastics Directive



Waste Framework Directive

Article 9 includes the following obligation:

Member states must identify products that are the main sources of littering, 
notably in the natural and marine environments, and take measures to prevent 
and reduce litter from such products. 



Single-Use Plastics Directive

Paragraph 30:

It is important to monitor the levels of marine litter in the Union in order to 
assess the implementation of this Directive. In accordance with Directive 
2008/56/EC, Member States are required to regularly monitor the properties 
and quantities of marine litter, including plastic marine litter. That monitoring 
data is also to be communicated to the Commission. 



Littering in Europe



EUROPEAN CITY SURVEY 2019

Seven European cities

Five areas in each city



TOP FIVE ITEMS

1. Cigarette butts

2. Small pieces of paper

3. Pieces of plastic 2,5 – 5 cm

4. Confectionary/snack bags/wrappings

5. Snuff pouches



LOCATIONS

1. Main rail/bus station (2102) 

2. Social residential area (1862)

3. Park (1799)

4. Iconic monument (1671)

5. City centre/shopping area (1316) 



1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
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Garbage dumping and unit-based pricing: what does 

the literature tells us?
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Dutch recycling context

• #municipalities with unit-based pricing raised from 
20% in ‘99 to 45% in ‘17 (Gradus&Dijkgraaf, WM, 
‘19)   

• 4 systems ranging from most to less effective in 
recycling: (1) weight, (2) bag, (3) frequency, (4) 
volume

• Analyzing shifts: 83%            implement a more 
effective UBP system and 17% change back
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Unit-based pricing systems, 99-17
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Unit-based pricing systems, weighted by 

inhabitants, 99-17
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Effects of unit-based pricing

• Effect on unsorted waste depending on system 
(weight: -40%, bag: -30% and frequency: -20%) 
(D&G, ‘14)

• Why? More separation (50%), but other 50%: 
illegal or illicit dumping or less packaging material

• For last effect, there is less empirical evidence 
(D&G, ‘16)



What is evidence for illegal dumping? –I 

(Lausanne)
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What is evidence for illegal dumping? –I 

(Lausanne)
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What is evidence for illegal dumping? -II
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• Empirical indication for more waste havens in case of UBP for 

Swiss municipalities (Erhardt, 2019)

• Dijkgraaf and Gradus (2016) found no evidence for a packaging 

effect in UBP-municipalities with post separation of plastics

• Heller and Vatn (2017) question the justification of an economic 

incentive scheme, and as a result the scheme can be 

counterproductive
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Conclusions and further research

• Dutch municipalities with UBP separates more waste but is there 

more illegal dumping? 

• Based on data of NederlandSchoon for 2016-2018 on Dutch 

shopping-centres for 75 municipalities the effect of UBP and 

other aspects on a neighborhood can be analyzed

• Behavior consumers (‘packaging-effect’) should be invest in more 

detail
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Agenda

• National monitor, objective

• National monitor, subjective

• Monitoring the effects
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National monitor litter, objective
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Why this monitor?

• Monitoring ambition “Impulsprogramma zwerfafval”

• "The ambition of the program and therefore of the collaborating parties is to take the 
prevention of litter, enforcement and cleaning up in such a way that the public space is visible 
and measurably cleaner."
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National monitor litter, subjective
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Monitoring of effects

• Project ‘Versterken beleidsbasis, meten is weten’ 

– Translated ‘Strengthening policy basis, measuring is knowing’

Projectgoals

1. Realizing a shared policy information basis for (the consequences of) litter

2. The development of an adequate monitoring method for litter. Linked to four goals

3. Developing and advising on national policy goals for litter
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The four effects of litter

1. Livability effects.

– Increase in quality of life, perception of safety.

2. Preventing and reducing negative effects on human health and nature.

3. Circular Economy.

– Preventing and reducing the loss of raw materials.

4. Reducing costs.

• Cleanliness must become the norm for everyone!

• Good monitoring can contribute to this
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Proces

• Inventory of the effects of litter

• Drawing up a broad list of indicators for the effects of litter

• Selection indicators

• Mapping costs and implementation process
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Overige effecten
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Livability effects.
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Effects on human health and nature.



40

Circular Economy
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Costs

• Direct costs

• Indirect costs



Go Clean De Liemers 

Litterati

MARLOES HEEBING & DICK AYRES





#LITTERATI

IT ALL STARTED



CLEANING-UP 
A COMMUNITY OF PEOPLE 

THE PLANET 



GLOBAL 
COMMUNITY

INTO A

IN 115 COUNTRIES

Type to enter a caption.



GLOBAL 
IMPACT

MAKING A



LITTER FREE 
WORLD

TO CREATE A







LITTERATI IS THE PLATFORM THAT

CONNECTS, QUANTIFIES & EMPOWERS

A COMMUNITY TO CREATE A LITTER FREE WORLD.



SCHOOLS INDIVIDUALS

CITIESNGOs

COMPANIES & BRANDS

ECOSYSTEM
WE’RE CONNECTED IN AN



A TOOL TO

MEASURE IMPACT



INCORPORATING

MACHINE 
LEARNING
AND A TAXONOMY



GLOBAL 
DATABASE

BUILDING A

OF LITTER



COMMUNITY + DATA = 
CHANGE



IN SAN FRANCISCO, OUR DATA 
GENERATES

$4,000,000
IN ANNUAL TAX REVENUE

FUNDING THE CITY’S CLEANING 
EFFORT.



IN OAKLAND, OUR COMMUNITY PICKED-
UP

1,500 TACO 
BELL

HOT SAUCE PACKETS.

MOST WERE 
UNOPENED.



PLASTIC TO PAPER
FROM

ACROSS THE NETHERLANDS



WE CALL THESE

STORIES OF IMPACT.



COMMUNITY
ENGAGEMENT



CONNECT & EMPOWER

YOUR 
COMMUNITY 



WE MEASURE

IMPACT



LEARN FROM PATTERNS & TAKE 
ACTION
RECOGNIZE & REWARD THE 
COMMUNITY
CONTINUED MONITORING 

SO YOU CAN 

DRIVE 
CHANGE.



JOIN US.

MAKING THE 

INVISIBLE VISIBLE.



Het zwerfafvalkompas 



Het zwerfafvalkompas 



Het zwerfafvalkompas 

Education Program







Het zwerfafvalkompas 



Het zwerfafvalkompas 



Het zwerfafvalkompas 



Het zwerfafvalkompas 



Het zwerfafvalkompas 



Het zwerfafvalkompas 



Het zwerfafvalkompas 

In Depth Monitoring



Het zwerfafvalkompas 



Het zwerfafvalkompas 
Start Candyroute

End 
Candyroute



Het zwerfafvalkompas 

Hotspot



Het zwerfafvalkompas Hotspot
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Hold Norge Rent

MARI MO OSTERHEIDER



holdnorgerent.no



Clean Europe Network, Den Haag 15th October 2019

Monitoring Symposium

Monitoring in Norway                                     
Civil society as a source of knowledge and a basis for policy making

Mari Mo Osterheider, Keep Norway Beautiful



KEEP NORWAY BEAUTIFUL’S 
MISSION IS TO END LITTERING



CAMPAIGNS

• Before the Birds Return

• Coastal Clean Up Week                       

• Keep the Autumn Beautiful

• My Part of Norway



AIMS

• Remove litter

• Awareness raising

• Collect data





PROGRAMMES

• Citizen Science

• Nordic Reference Beaches

• Rivers and Lakes



CITIZEN SCIENCE

2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018

Volunteers 1 978 4 166 10 020 12 191 19 173 18 489 48 702 142 810

Clean-ups 389 522 855 1 364 2 845 5 738

Tonnes 19 60 116 132 250 377 1 374 2 793











BASIS

• 6 975 active users

• 2 423 clean-ups

• 2015 - 2018



SOURCES MARINE LITTER 2017

45%

37 %

12%

5 %

Personal consumption Fisheries and recreational fishing Construction and industry

Sanitary waste Other sources







NORDIC SOURCES MARINE LITTER 2017

43%

37 %

15%

4 %

Personal consumption Fisheries and recreational fishing Construction and industry

Sanitary waste Other sources



MONITORING 
RIVERS AND LAKES



SOURCES ALONG RIVERS AND LAKES 2017

59%

16 %

20%

4 %

Personal consumption Recreation and outdoor activities Construction and industry

Sanitary waste Other sources



CITIZEN SCIENCE RIVERS AND LAKES 2018

64%

16 %

17%

4 %

Personal consumption Recreational and outdoor activities Contruction and industry Sanitary waste



VALIDITY









Developing a 
tool for data 

collection and 
monitoring in 

Norway



Thank you for your attention!

Twitter
@holdnorgerent

Instagram
@holdnorgerent

Facebook
facebook.com/holdnorgerent



Keizer & Van Welsem

DR. KEES KEIZER
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(Monitoring) the impact of litter on 
behavior and perception

Kees Keizer
Clean Europe Network 15 October 2019



▪ Litter impact / causes

▪ Interventions

▪ Experimental – Survey/ correlational

▪ Goal establish + convince

Today

Testing + 
Monitoring



Litter
Impact/ causes

115



Causes / spread



Causes / spread <clip>



Causes / spread

33% VS     69%



Causes / spread



Causes / spread

30% VS     58%



Effects / spread



Effects / spread

13% VS     25%



Satisfaction



Technical quality vs Satisfaction
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Amount of litter + (dis)satisfied



Amount of litter + (dis)satisfied

40% VS  64%-82%



Interventions
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Prohibition signs
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Prohibition signs

Prohibition sign: no litter!
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Prohibition signs

Prohibition sign: no litter!
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Prohibition signs

Prohibition sign: no litter!
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Prohibition signs

Prohibition sign: no litter!



(Positive) Effects



(Positive) Effects / spread



(Positive) effects / spread

40% VS  64%-82%



Communicate: Who cleans + (dis)satisfied

40% VS  64%-82%



▪ Litter impact / causes

▪ Interventions

▪ Experimental – Survey/ correlational

▪ Goal establish + convince

Today

Testing + 
Monitoring



mail@motivatielab.com

www.keizervanwelsem.nl



Wrappers 

40% VS  64%-82%



OVAM

JAN VANSTOCKEM



Litter fraction count
Jan Vanstockem, Kristien Huygh, Els Gommeren (OVAM)



1. Introduction

Goal: construct a methodology to sample litter composition 
(amount/weight/volume) on the public domain in Flanders

Sampling design
Upscaling methodology

Ultimate goals: 
Policy evaluation: Information on litter composition

Work on prevention of specific litter types

Extended producer responsibility: Distribution of cleanup costs among sectors



1. Introduction

Litter fractions: 15 main 
fractions, 25 subfractions

1. Cigarette butts

2. Gum 

3. Dog poop (with/without bag)

4. Food packaging:

a. Cups and lids

b. Plastic bottles up to 3 liter

c. Cans

d. Cartons

e. Hard plastic packaging for single use

f. Soft plastic packaging for single use

g. Other service packaging for food (paper or foil)

5. Other plastic packaging not for food or drinks

a. Foils

b. Other

6. Other plastic litter (non-packaging) 

7. Paper and cardboard

a. Cigarette box

b. Newspapers and magazines

c. Flyers, publicity material etc.

d. Other (e.g. paper tissues)

8. Fruit, vegetable or other food waste

9. Plastic bags

10. Disposable wipes for personal hygiene

11. Balloons and balloon sticks

12. Glass (bottles, jars, pieces)

13. Textile and clothing

14. Big pieces of litter ( > 3 liter bottle)

15. Other (e.g. umbrella)



2. Our approach

We want to use a limited number of local measurements to derive robust estimates 
of litter fractions on the Flemish level

Therefore:
Step 1: decide where to measure - mapping
Step 2: decide how much to measure – sample size
Step 3: decide how to measure - methods
Step 4: upscale to Flemish level



2.1 Step 1: Where to measure?

Public domain in Flanders
Start with map of Flanders (10 x 

10m raster)
Remove all building lots
Include all roads
Remove all water
Remove highways and 

railway tracks
Remove zoos

Distinguish between urban and 
rural areas (density, inhabitants)

Urban

Suburban

Rural



2.1 Step 1: Where to measure?

Public domain in Flanders
16 environment types 

(surroundings, terrain, area): 
Waste collection areas
Public transport stops
…

Mapping each type using 
specific maps and 
characteristics



2.1 Step 1: Where to measure?

Some more examples
Shopping & Walking street (Leuven)



2.1 Step 1: Where to measure?

Some more examples
Highway parking without concession (Waasmunster)



2.1 Step 1: Where to measure?

Conflicts: some spots have multiple environment types
E.g. waste collection nearby high school environment

What to select? Use priority list:
Type Priority

7) Beaches 1

5) High school environment 2

6) Public domain for sports, recreation etc. 3

8) Public transport stops 4

9) Waste collection areas 5

10) Shopping & walking street 6

2) Residential areas with meeting spot 7

3) Residential areas without meeting spot 8

4) City center roads 9

12) Bicycle roads 10

1) Main structural roads 11

14) Highway parking with concession 12

15) Highway parking without concession 13

16) Carpool parking 14

13) Roads in industrial areas 15

11) Other roads 16



2.1 Step 1: Where to measure?

Result

Main structural road
Residential area without 
meeting spot
Residential area with 
meeting spot
City center roads

High school area

Public domain for sports, recreation etc.

Beach

Public transportation stop

Waste collection 
areas
Shopping & walking 
streets
Other roads
Bicycle roads

Roads in industrial areas

Highway parkings with comm. fac.

Highway parkings w/o comm. fac.

Carpool parking

16 environment types



2.2 Step 2: How much to measure?

How many points to sample to get a robust estimate?
Decide end goal: how much detail needed?

E.g. statistically robust comparisons between all 16 environment types = more 
measurements necessary
Balance costs/time investment versus relevance



2.2 Step 2: How much to measure?

Pre-pilot measurements beforehand:
Not all environment types differ significantly in litter number
Choose groups of types (‘strata’) based on significant differences: high- vs. low-
risk strata

8 – Public transport stops
10 – Walking & shopping 
street
14 – Highway parking with 
commercial facility
15 – Highway parking 
without commercial facility
16 – Carpool parking
= High-risk

Average number of litter
pieces/m2 in each environment 
type

High risk:



2.2 Step 2: How much to measure?

Also significant differences between environment types in rural and urban areas

urban rural urban

Average number of litter
pieces/m2 in each environment 
type



2.2 Step 2: How much to measure?

Determine final strata:
Only make relevant comparisons
Reduce total amount of measurements (and costs)

Determine acceptable error margin: 5 %
Final strata and sample numbers:

Stratum Urban Rural

High-risk 1 516 1 011

Low-risk 2 105 1 906

Total 6 538



2.2 Step 2: How much to measure?

Spread measurements over 1 year (4 seasons)
Number of sampling points in each environment type relative to its cover % in 

stratum
E.g. 1 124 sampling points for public transport stops in urban environment (1 124 
out of 1 516)

Public transport stops cover 74 % of the high-risk stratum in urban environments

Backup sampling points are provided



2.3 Step 3: What to measure?

1. Number of pieces of each fraction
2. Weight of each fraction
3. Volume of each fraction

→ Collection in situ, measurements ex situ
→ ! Chewing gum and cigarette butts counted in situ, use of reference weight and 

volume
→ Registration of surface area (m2) and exact location



2.4. Step 4: Upscale to Flanders

Relative contribution of fractions: no upscaling needed due to sampling design

Upscaling of absolute numbers, weight and volumes to total for Flanders based on 
relative cover of strata



The future

Measurements starting this week by external partner

4 seasonal measurement campaigns

Results expected by December 2020



3. Big data @ Litter fraction count

Big data @ Preliminary study
Mapping of environment types: databases, registers, addresses, map layers (by 
external partner)

“Big” data @ Study
Preparations: clear and convenient data-template
During measurements: big data can be wrong (wrong environment types, 
locations)
After measurements: correct use of dataset – statistical design



Questions?

jan.vanstockem@ovam.be

mailto:jan.vanstockem@ovam.be
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eLitter
A new way of knowing the land-based litter



Knowledge 

How much

What Kind

Where



Land-based 
litter in Urban 

and Natural 
environments

Our focus is on NATURE

• The impact of littering more 
important 

• No cleaning service



Harmonize As 80% of marine litter comes from
land, it has been vital to harmonize it
with the marine litter methodologies



Based on

• RIMMEL project (European 
Commission)

• Clean Europe Network methodology

• Master List of European Union

• OSPAR

• Official monitoring of the marine 
litter (Spanish Ministry of 
Environment)

• MARNOBA



Habitats

NATURAL

Recreational Areas   
Forest
River
Path
Lake
Cliffs
Etc.

URBAN

Street
Industrial place
Shopping center
Park
Parking
Etc.



Classification by 
Categories

Plastic

Paper/Paperboard

Wood (Machined)

Metal

Glass

Waste of electrical and Electronic Appliances

Sanitary Waste

Sanitary Medical

Other



Measurement TRANSECT

100 x 6 m2



Increase 



Rivers



Percentages 
by 
categories 
in 110 
riverbanks

Plastics
42%

Wood (Machined)
1%Metal

8%
Glass

0%

Paper/PaperBoard
10%

Waste of electrical 
and electronic 

appliances
1%

Sanitary Waste
25%

Sanitary Medical
0%

Other
5%

Cigarette butts
8%

PERCENTAGES BY CATEGORIES



Top ten

13714

4171 3669 3590 3413
2599 2349 2101 2051 1440
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Everyone is welcome

• Free (Apple Store and Play 
Store)

• Share data

• Public data (www.elitter.org)

• Networking

• Available in English… 
coming soon



THANK YOU



Sustainability Manager MᶜDonalds

FLOOR UITTERHOEVE





Packaging  

& Recycling

Climate  

Action

Youth

Opportunity

Beef  

Sustainability

Commitment  

to Families



2025
Global goals

• All packaging made fromrecycled or renewable material
• Maximum recycling of our restaurant waste

Local goals (NL)

• Zero netlitter
• Reductionof food waste in top10-categories
• Closing the loop with circular supply chainsolutions

Packaging&  

Recycling
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Reduce &sustainalize  

packaging

Maximize wastecollection,  

minimize litter

Doing more for less waste, together

Maximize recyclingof all  

restaurant waste
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Reduce &sustainalize  

packaging

Maximize wastecollection,  

minimize litter

Doing more for less waste, together

Maximize recyclingof all  

restaurant waste

Sourcingdata:
good

Collectiondata:
good  

Litter data:  

non-existent

Recyclingdata:
medium



Maximizewaste collection,minimize litter

What did we know?

• Packagingweight put on the

market

• Collection weight of 7waste  

fractions of all Dutch  

restaurants

• Eat-inversustake-awaysales

What didn’t we know?

• Shareof packaging weight in our

restaurantwaste

• Share of packaging weight thrown

away inbins outside of McDonald’s

premises

• Shareofnon-collected wastein the

form oflitter

• Weightof littercollected



Getting thedata

Packaging weight in restaurant waste

• Waste contentanalysis

• Challenge: packaging in waste is  

contaminated withfood and liquid

→ 83,4% of all guest packaging put  

on the market by McDonald’s is  

collected byMcDonald’s

→ Including non-McDonald’s  

packaging in restaurant waste,

this number is 92,4%

• Litterregistration in3kperimeterof  

9restaurantsby@Zwerfinator

• Challenge:datareliabilitywhen  

extrapolating

→ 0,06% of restaurant waste ends  

up as litter on the street

→Hotspots & hot items

Packaging weight in litter Weight of litter collected

• Collectionsamples

• Challenge: organiseseparate  

collection for regular waste  

and litter







Using thedata

• Theright bins in theright spot (onpremises)

• Daily clean-ups

• Customercommunication

• Ad-hocco-operation with local partners

• Theright bins in theright spot (outsidepremises)

• Moreeffectivedaily clean-ups

• Communicationbasedonbehavioural science

• Structuralco-operation with local partners







Beheeraccent

GO OUTSIDE:
ROLAND BUIJS & DARRYL ISSELT



The Dutch approach:
“Inspecting our streets”



1. Quality levels 2. Locations

3. Method 4. Practice



Qualitylevels

▪ Level A+:   Perfect
▪ Level A:     Clean and comfortabel
▪ Level B: Functional
▪ Level C: Restless image and discomfort
▪ Level D: Function loss, capital destruction and unsafe

Topic

Qualitylevels

Photos

Subscription

Requirement



Scoring scales for litter (NederlandSchoon)

1. Concrete – large litter
2. Concrete – small litter
3. Planting – large litter
4. Grass – large litter
5. Water – floating litter
6. Litterbins filling degree
7. Fly tipping – Container bags and other waste around containers



Measuring locations
▪ Grid maintanance area
▪ Measuring location is a square of 100 x 100 meter
▪ Distinction to functional areas, neightbourhood layout or ambition levels



Location is divided in measuring units:
▪ Transect (m2)
▪ Strip (m1)
▪ Element (pieces)

100

1
0
0

Measuring element

Measuring 
transact

Measuring strip



▪ Search within your measuring locaties the worst place
(transact, strip or element)

▪ Lowest scoring requirement determines the score
▪ Determine the quality score (A+, A, B, C or D)

C
Street furniture-litterbin-filling degree



Practice
▪ Measuring 5 locations
▪ Timetabel: 15:00 – 16:00 (±10 minutes per location)
▪ 1 Tablet per group
▪ Instructionforms (includes scoring scales, locations and inspection

forms)

➢ Group 1: Darryl Isselt
➢ Group 2: Nina Listing
➢ Group 3: Roland Buijs



Feedback

▪ What do you take home from the Dutch measuring 
method?

▪ How can we improve the Dutch measuring method?

Thanks for your attention!



“HOW DO WE, AS ORGANIZATIONS FIGHTING LITTER AND LITTERING ACROSS 
EUROPE, ENSURE THE USAGE OF MONITORING DATA BEING A SMART TOOL FOR 
THE EFFECTIVE PREVENTION OF LITTER AND LITTERING?”

DISCUSSING SWOT
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Reference work of Clean Europe Network 

 

Below you will find the summaries of the presentations, submitted by the presenters, of the Clean Europe Network Monitoring Symposium 2019 in 
order of presenting.  

 

1. Lise Keilty Gulbransen, Chair of Clean Europe Network: placing monitoring into the current European context. 
 
In a European context litter monitoring has never been more important. Littering, and especially marine litter and plastic pollution, is high on the agenda both globally and here in 
Europe. 
Governments and municipalities are creating policy and legislation to combat littering both on land and in our oceans. And industry is both voluntarily and by means of legislation 
implementing changes to address the problem of littering. Main instruments in Europe. WFD: Broad strategic focus. Single Use Plastic (SUP): Narrow focus on certain items. 
 
As everyone in this rooms knows, it is essential that litter prevention is knowledge based and targets the common litter items as well as the industries that are the main sources of 
littering. This requirement in the WFD will push member states to find the right combination of measures to tackle their litter problems. If they adhere to it … Strong statement. 
Places litter monitoring right up on the top of the agenda. 
 
However, in the SUP directive the need for monitoring litter is not really made that clear. Here monitoring is largely focused on consumption reduction and collection targets. But 
there is no doubt, and governments are waking up to this, that we need knowledge about the current state of affairs, we need to monitor the effect of the measures in the directive, 
and we need quality control to ensure new litter problems do not emerge in the wake of the directive. So, this directive also places monitoring high on the European agenda. 
 
Although the SUP directive targets a number of common litter items, littering in Europe encompasses far more than these items, and in addition to monitoring the effects of this 
directive, we also need to highlight this fact. It is only part of the answer. Does not address the whole problem. Not a litter prevention strategy. 
 
In this context, CEN board decided to carry out a survey. CEN: Litter Monitoring Methodology. Main aims: Show the value of a common methodology, focus on the fact that littering 
is a shared European problem, and highlight the main litter items across Europe. 
 
Sneak Peak. Full report will be available shortly. No surprises. Cigarette butts make up 77 % of the items counted. Not scientific. Anecdotal in nature. Very limited amount of data. 
 
Locations: Not surprising. Main station on top. 
 
Quick look at the materials. We plan to do this exercise again next year, and hopefully more of the members will take part. 
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2.  Marloes Heebing from GoClean de Liemers and Dick Ayres, Cofounder & CSO of Litterati: ‘The usage and possibilities of Litterati’ 

 
Marloes Heebing   

  

GoClean started 2.5 years ago as a citizens' initiative to clean up litter, based on growing concern about litter in our nature.  
Doing nothing was simply not an option anymore. The earth must be passed on to the following generations and litter indirectly poses a danger to our health and causes much 
animal suffering.   
  

According to estimates, 50 million kilos of waste in the Netherlands alone, end up every year on the streets and in our nature. Littering is officially prohibited. It is harmful to our 
living environment and nature, but it is there!   
We soon realized that only cleaning up wasn’t the solution. It turned out that if one street was cleared away one week, it would be filled with litter the following week.   
  

This was very frustrating. We came to the conclusion that plasticizing our living environment can only be effectively combated if it is preventively tackled at the source.  That is why 
we do more than just cleaning up, our goal is to build the road from symptom control to source control.   
  

Because we wanted to switch to source control we needed to have data about, what, where and which kind of litter was found by volunteers and at clean ups. We needed a 
possibility to register litter. We found this in the Litterati App. In short this app makes it possible to photograph and tag each piece of litter collected.  
  

Nowadays every volunteer of GoClean uses the Litterati app. This means that we are building a huge database of collected litter in the Netherlands.  To analyse the litter collected in 
the Litterati app, we needed a special analyzing tool which helps us to get a clear picture of what objects and which brands are found.  That’s why we developed the Litter Compass.  
  

The Litter Compass:  

The Litter Compass is the online impact platform of GoClean in collaboration with Litterati. The compass has extensive analyzing tools that enables us to analyze the Litter data and 
translate it into detailed information about, for example “hot spots”, target groups, origin and composition.   
The volunteers register and municipalities use this information in their policy and search for preventive solutions.  
  

The Litter Compass is currently under development and we hope to launch it "carefully" in November. The National presentation is scheduled for April 2020.  
  

An increasing number of municipalities are also running programs to support their volunteers in the best possible way with their cleaning activity. GoClean plays an advisory and 
executive role in this.  
   

Currently, information is collected from each municipality in what way they support volunteers in their cleaning activities. This information will also be shared on the Compass. In this 
way, data-driven, we are joining forces with national government institutions, policy makers and National action groups in the search for preventive solutions and targeted policies.  
  

In-Depth monitoring and effect measurements;  

  

GoClean also carries out in-depth monitoring and impact measurements for companies and municipalities. We do this with the use of the Litterati app and our platform.  
  

Specific problem locations need an in-depth monitoring to provide more insights regarding the actual problem. First the location is viewed and a suitable measurement method is 
determined.  
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We choose a suitable monitoring and required time-frame to provide a truthful and correct report. In average this will take about 10 weeks (once a week). The first week of the 
monitoring the location is cleaned. Every peace of litter, except butts are removed and registered. Every next week the location is cleaned and all items are registered. In that way we 

collect al lot of data and facts.-After the monitoring the data is read and analyzed through the Litter Compass.  
   

  

Why is this important?  

Determining an effective approach requires more information about the pollution on site. Can a specific target group be designated as perpetrators? Where does the waste come 
from? Maybe conversations are possible with local companies that represent a share in this? What’s the location? Is it still possible to make a profit with the 25-meter rule? What is 
the weekly / monthly pollution rate?  
  

The results from in-depth monitoring give direction where to look for the most effective intervention options. Once determined, these are implemented on the route. The 
effectiveness of the intervention is tested during the effect measurement.  
  

As you can see our monitors are based on actual data that deviates from other monitoring. The waste is also removed during each measurement, which also gives insights on the 
pollution rate.  
  

To address candy routes, we have an extensive program in which we involve Secondary schools and their students in monitoring and possible solutions. This had proven to be very 
efficient.   
  

DATA is therefore central to the collaboration and to the monitoring.   

  
 
Dick Ayres 
 
Litterati empowers people to “crowdsource-clean” the planet, one piece of litter at a time. What started with one person picking up a single cigarette, has grown into a community 
of 150,000 people who have collected over 4.3 million pieces in 115 countries. We’ve built a mobile application that inspires people to photograph and pick up litter. From these 
photographs, we’re able to identify brands (eg: Starbucks, Marlboro) analyze packaging (eg: plastic, styrofoam), map problem areas, and understand local trends & larger patterns. 
This crowdsourced data creates awareness and transparency: information that can be used to influence human behavior, shape government policy, and lead the packaging industry 
toward sustainable solutions. We’ve proven a concept, but it’s just the beginning. At scale, we can pave a path to eradicating litter.  
See an example of a report we can create instantly from the images taken to map and make the invisible visible & an example of how Litterati is being used by a local authority 1. 
Alameda County, CA, Cleanwater program (link) & Rethink Disposable Alameda CA, (link) 
Any questions visit www.litterati.org or write to support@litterati.org or dick@litterati.org 
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3. Mari Mo Ostenreider: monitoring marine litter in Norway: methodology explained 

 
Monitoring of marine litter through citizen science has been the main driving force for policy making in Norway. 
 
Other kinds of littering get little attention in Norway, and there has been very little interest in funding any projects related to litter monitoring. 
 
Keep Norway Beautiful’s strategy has therefore been to mobilize volunteers to clean beaches along the Norwegian coast, and to register their findings in KNB’s beach clean-up 
portal/interactive clean-up map: Ryddeportalen.no. 
 
To verify the findings from the data gathered by the volunteers, KNB has carried out several professional monitoring projects, and it turns out that the results are in line with the 
citizen science. 
 
The results from the citizen science is presented in KNB’s annual Beach Clean-up Report. Norwegian policy making on marine litter has to a very large extent been based on this 
report and KNB’s data. 
 
Just recently, KNB has finally been able to get some funding to monitoring of litter on land, and so far, we have tested the Swedish and the CEN monitoring method. 
 
 
 

4. Jan Vanstockem of OVAM Belgium: ‘Identifying Belgium’s litter objects’ 
 
 
The Public Waste Agency of Flanders (OVAM) has developed a methodology to sample the litter composition (amount/weight/volume) on the public domain in Flanders. A total of 15 
main litter fractions and 25 subfractions will be investigated, ranging from cigarette butts to textile and clothing. The sampling design for the methodology starts from a map that 
assigns every 10 x 10 m cell in the public domain to one of 16 habitat types (e.g. waste collection areas, public transport stops) in the public domain. To determine the number of 
samples that are needed to get a robust estimate, pre-pilots measurements were used to decide on which environment groups (strata) need to be investigated and compared. Using 
the map and this information, it was decided to sample ca. 6 500 locations divided over 4 strata (high/low risk x urban/rural environment).  
 
The measurements will be spread out over 4 seasons to get a representative snapshot of the litter composition. Litter will be collected at the location and the number of pieces, 
weight and volume for each (sub)fraction are determined off site. The gathered data will be easily extrapolated to percentages and absolute numbers on the Flemish level because of 
the sampling design. The actual measurements for this study have started in October 2019 and final results are expected by December 2020. 
 
If you would like to know more about the progress of the project, feel free to contact Jan by emailing him at jan.vanstockem@ovam.be  
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5. Floor Uitterhoeve, Sustainability Manager of McDonalds: ‘What is McDonalds doing with their monitoring data?’ 

 
 
- McDonald’s takes prevention and clean-up of litter very seriously, as part of its wider ambition to do more for less waste, together  
- To guide our policies and monitor our progress, we need data. For packaging sustainability, collection and recycling, the data we have is sufficient. But for litter, 
quantitative data was very much lacking.  
- Therefore we started to investigate this topic earlier this year, looking at how much packaging waste we already collect, how much waste ends up as litter, and, more 
importantly, what the reasons and patterns behind littering are: where does litter occur (hotspots), which items are most litter-sensitive, what target groups should we aim 
prevention efforts on?  
- With this data, we can now increase the efficacy of our work on litter, both in terms of prevention (tackling sustainable packaging, nudging towards good disposal behavior) 
and in terms of clean-up (hotspot approach).  
- Collaboration is key: we want to collaborate more structurally with municipalities, neighbouring companies, customers, experts and other stakeholders to work towards 
zero net litter. The support, tools and network of NederlandSchoon is very valuable in this regard.  
 


