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01. The Nature Conservancy

The Nature Conservancy is a global 

environmental organization headquartered in 

the US. Since 2017 Loop Creative has designed 

various print and digital assets for their regional 

office in Hong Kong. These range from high 

print volume welcome packs, premium gifts and 

leaflets, to digital factsheets and annual impact 

reports.
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Welcome packs and membership gifts. 

Mass printed and sent to members. 

Full concept, packaging and

graphic design. Sourcing and 

product design through to 

print management.



3 Billion 
Tons

=1,000,000

10% of Earth's oceans
佔全球海洋面積的10%

A land area 2x the size of India
土地面積是印度面積的2倍

Enough rivers to wrap 
around Earth 25 times

河流的總長度足以環繞地球25次
Lakes and wetlands that would 

cover Hong Kong 272 times

湖泊和濕地的面積可覆蓋272 個香港

不隨處扔垃圾

循環再用

乘坐公共交通工具

離開時關掉水掣和燈

在任何地方都帶備可

重用的水樽和袋子

今天可為地球做的事

吃素食為主

吃本地和以可持續方
式生產的食物

在睡覺時拯救地球
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02. Socially FOCUSED Design

UNDP

Loop provided design services for the  UNDP 

field office in Maputo, for the Mozambique 

Recovery Facility - a facility set up to assist in 

the recovery from recent multiple catastrophic 

cyclones. Loop designed a series of reports, 

factsheets and infographics.

 INCLUSIE INVEST

Inclusie Invest builds, finances and manages 

real estate projects for people in the social care 

system. Loop designed an infographic to make 

the process easier to understand.

ZERO WASTE EUROPE

A report designed for ZWE’s Zero Waste Cities 

project: creating an easy to read and visually 

engaging document from raw data provided by 

10 European Cities. 
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Building Damage Assessment     9

898 residential 
facilities assessed

12% have some 
pre-existing damage due 

to previous disasters

274 need urgent repairs

Almost half of the 
buildings are unoccupied

83% have no source of 
energy for cooking

1 out of 3 are 
fully damaged

3 out of 4 are single 
family houses

2.1 

Residential
Buildings

274

33%

898

50%75%

12%

83%

2. Physical Damage to Buildings¹

Practically all the residential buildings surveyed were found to have been impacted by the conflict. While the 

largest share of the buildings had sustained partial damages, the share of residential buildings considered as fully 

damaged is relatively high. Out of the 898 buildings assessed, 65% or an equivalent of 583 buildings have been 

partially damaged while 34%, or 310 buildings, have been fully damaged (Figure 1). A district-wise comparison 

shows most of the buildings that are fully damaged are in Quissanga. More than half of the buildings assessed 

in this district are fully damaged, with a total of buildings fully damaged being 207, as compared to 139 that are 

partially damaged. In Macomia, almost all buildings assessed have sustained partial damage, while only one was 

fully damaged. The share of buildings that are fully damaged in Mocimboa da Praia is also relatively small; namely, 

15% compared to 85% that are partially damaged.

Figure 1: Damage to residential buildings (total=898)

¹ The figures and analyses provided in this section will be updated 
and changed as new affected areas become accessible.
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Instalações de saúde (N=30)

Escritórios (N=81)

Mercados / instalações comerciais (N=232)

Instalações de ensino (N=56)

Sem danos

Danos na rede interna

Danos no abastecimento da rede pública

Danos no abastecimento tanto da rede interna 
como da rede pública

Não aplicável

Residência/ habitação (N=898)

Esquadras de Polícia (N=10)

19 25 213 32

32 74 47

10

10

28 254 2617

37 710 3017

27 187 2325

50 20 20

44

Postos de Polícia

Figure 2: Damage to the electricity system (Residential, N=568)

Existem desafios em relação ao acesso à água nos distritos avaliados. Antes do conflito, 51% das famílias em 
Quissanga usavam poços desprotegidos para acessar água potável, em comparação com os 19% que usavam 
poços protegidos e 4% que tinham acesso a água encanada (Censo Populacional, 2017). As mesmas condições 
prevalecem nos restantes dos distritos avaliados, com 44%, 43% e 42% dos agregados familiares a utilizar poços 
não protegidos em Mocimboa da Praia, Macomia e Palma, respectivamente.

Os ataques dos NSAGs pioraram as coisas. Mais da metade dos edifícios pesquisados actualmente não tem acesso 
a água potável. As infraestruturas hídricas existentes também foram danificadas na maioria dos edifícios avaliados. 
Os edifícios residenciais, bem como as instalações de escritórios, têm sofrido, na sua maioria, danos nas redes 
de abastecimento de água interna e externa, 32% e 47% dos edifícios, respetivamente (Figura 19). Metade das 
esquadras de polícia encontraram danos em sua rede interna de água. A maioria das instalações educacionais e 
comerciais também sofreram danos em suas redes internas de água, em 27% e 28%, respectivamente. No entanto, 
não há grande diferença entre a proporção que sofreu apenas danos na rede interna e a que sofreu danos 
internos e externos. Assim como os estabelecimentos de mercados e educacionais, os estabelecimentos de 
saúde registraram, em sua maioria, danos em sua rede interna de água, com um em cada três deles enfrentando 
esse impacto.

O saneamento também é um desafio dentro dos distritos avaliados. Antes do conflito, a maioria dos agregados 
familiares usava latrinas de baixa qualidade, enquanto uma parte significativa nem sequer tinha latrinas. Em 
Palma, 42% dos agregados familiares usavam latrinas não melhoradas, enquanto 31% viviam sem latrinas (censo 
populacional, 2017). Em Mocimboa da Praia, metade dos agregados familiares entrevistados em 2017 usava latrinas 
não melhoradas para defecar. A partir de Macomia e Quissanga, a maioria dos agregados familiares, 46% e 47%, 
respectivamente, estava a utilizar casas de banho em mau estado em 2017.

Esta avaliação examinou o impacto do conflito nas latrinas públicas. Em média, apenas uma latrina pública (+/- 1) está 
funcional, sendo o máximo de 15 latrinas. Em Macomia, a sanita com autoclismo é o tipo mais comum nas operações, 
constituindo quase metade de todas as sanitas (48%) (Figura 20). Nos restantes distritos, são utilizados três tipos 
principais de casas de banho públicas; nomeadamente, a sanita com autoclismo, latrina de fossa sem laje e latrina 
de fossa com laje e placa. Em Mocimboa da Praia, a mais disponível destas três é a latrina de fossa com laje e placa 
(32%), enquanto em Palma, as duas casas de banho públicas mais funcionais são a latrina de fossa sem laje (32%) e 
a sanita com autoclismo (31%).

Figura 19: Danos ao sistema de abastecimento de água (em %)
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Walls 1.2 18.5 46.9 27.2 6.2 100.0 

Roof 1.2 17.3 30.9 25.9 24.7 100.0 

Ceiling 11.1 13.6 21.0 19.8 34.6 100.0

Floor 0.0 24.7 46.9 22.2 6.2 100.0 

Foundations 58.0 27.2 11.1 0.0 3.7 100.0
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Mapa 3: Escritórios avaliados pelo nível de danos

Tabela 4: Danos as componentes das instalações do escritório

Embora a maioria das instalações de escritórios tenha sofrido danos parciais em todo o edifício, aquelas 

conectadas ao sistema elétrico sofreram danos graves. Isso é ilustrado pela Figura 8, que mostra que apenas 3% 

não tiveram danos no sistema elétrico e apenas 4% sofreram danos menores. Duas em cada três (65%) instalações 

de escritórios sofreram um nível grave de danos ou a destruição completa de seu sistema elétrico. Um total de 

31% das instalações viram seus sistemas elétricos severamente danificados, enquanto a maioria (44%) teve seus 

sistemas elétricos destruídos.

A constatação acima também é confirmada por um impacto relativamente menos severo nas componentes das 

instalações de escritório avaliadas. Por exemplo, apenas 6% deles encontraram uma destruição completa em suas 

paredes e pisos (Tabela 4). Além disso, em mais da metade dos escritórios avaliados, as fundações não sofreram 

danos. No entanto, vale a pena notar que a parcela das instalações de escritórios que enfrentam danos graves 

não é desprezível. Em um em cada quatro escritórios avaliados, as paredes, o tecto e o piso sofreram danos 

graves. Em mais de metade das instalações de escritório avaliadas (54%), o tecto está gravemente danificado ou 

completamente destruído

Macomia

Mocimboa da Praia

Palma

Quissanga
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Imagem 6 
Escola em Bilibiza (distrito de Quissanga).

A percentagem de estabelecimentos de ensino que necessitam de reparações urgentes é baixa (10%), em 

comparação com outros tipos de edifícios. Apenas 6 dos 56 avaliados necessitam de reparações urgentes, 

estando metade em Mocimboa da Praia e a segunda metade em Palma (lado esquerdo da Figura 12). Todas as 

instalações educativas avaliadas em Macomia e Quissanga não necessitam de reparações urgentes. No entanto, 

isso não significa que eles não precisem de reparos. Conforme mostra o lado direito da Figura 12, 84% requerem 

algum tipo de reparações. Enquanto apenas 3% têm reparações concluídas até à data, 2% têm reparações que já 

começaram e estão em curso.

Figura 11: Danos ao sistema elétrico (Instalações de educação, N=39)

Figura 12: Número de instalações educacionais que requerem reparos urgentes e reparos feitos desde os danos
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Quase 60% dos edifícios avaliados não 
foram construídos em conformidade 

com o código de construção

2 em cada 3 edifícios não têm o telhado 
reforçado com cintas ciclônicas ou 
similares para evitar a decolagem

1 em cada 4 propriedades tem árvores 
próximas ou estruturas altas que podem 

se tornar uma ameaça ao edifício

96% não têm espaço 
protegido

81% dos níveis do solo dos 
edifícios estão acima do nível do 

mar

60%

33%81%

96% 25%

A maioria dos edifícios residenciais/habitacionais e instalações comerciais e mercados não estão em conformidade 
com os códigos de construção (Figura 26). Os dados indicam que 72% dos edifícios residenciais e habitacionais 
não estão em conformidade com os códigos de construção, representando a maior proporção de tipo de edifícios 
nesta medida. A segunda maior parcela de categorias de edifícios em conformidade com os códigos de construção 
são instalações comerciais e mercados (56%). Os edifícios usados por prestadores de serviços públicos refletem 
as maiores proporções de edifícios construídos de acordo com os códigos de construção (instalações de saúde, 
100%; escritórios, 90%; instalações educacionais, 88%; e esquadras de polícia, 80%). Ao interpretar esses números, 
é importante observar o número de respondentes por tipo de categoria de construção. Esta informação é destacada 
no gráfico abaixo (Figura 26). 

Outra componente examinada nesta avaliação diz respeito as coberturas de edifícios e seu reforço por meio de 
cintas ciclónicas ou similares para evitar o desprendimento. A Figura 27 ilustra a proporção de edifícios que têm 
ou não telhados reforçados para resiliência a ciclones. Devido a esses números, acreditamos que há espaço para 
melhorias nesse sentido. As percentagens mais baixas encontram-se nos edifícios residenciais/residenciais (9%), 
seguidos pelos estabelecimentos comerciais e mercados (16%).

SimNão

Instalações de saúde (N=30)

Escritórios (N=81)

Mercados / instalações comerciais (N=232)

Instalações de ensino (N=56)

Residência/ habitação (N=898)

Esquadras de Polícia (N=10)

72 28

20 80

10 90

56 44

100

13 88

56

Figura 26: Construído em conformidade com os códigos de construção (%)

5. Preparação e resiliência
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A brief overview of the economic costs related 
to waste infrastructure across Europe

Understanding the costs: 

Jicin, Czech Republic

Raw data sets can be made available for each municipality/region upon request to jack@zerowasteeurope.eu zerowastecities.eu 09

Siauliai 
Region

Bergueda 
County ManlleuParma Livorno

Italy Italy Lithuania Spain Catalonia (Spain)

Hybrid

1xWeek Recyclables 
1xWeek  Paper
2xWeek Glass

€38,973,378 

-

-

-

-

€3,196,340 
Total all local citizens pay for 
waste management service

Hybrid

1-2xWeek  Residual 
2xWeek  Organic 
1xWeek  Recyclables
1xWeek Paper

€500,000 

€375,000

€125,000

€8,600,000

€1,100,000

€3,300,000
Referring mostly to vans 
provided by cooperatives

Hybrid

1xWeek  Residual 
2xWeek  Organic 
1xWeek  Recyclables
1xWeek Paper
1xWeek Glass

€2,500,000 

€530,000
per year

€1,900,000

€5,000,000

€1,200,000

-

Hybrid

1-2xWeek  Residual 
3xWeek  Organic 
2xWeek Recyclables 
1xWeek  Paper

€107,226  

€107,226 
Cost for 2022. Includes 
purchase of new materials

-

€117,326

-

€3,053,151 
Annual OPEX costs for the 
entire system

Hybrid

1xWeek  Residual 
3xWeek  Organic 
2xWeek Recyclables

€1,638,532 

€216,286  

€1,040,467

€936,460

€372,726

€50,695 
Bulky waste collection with 
on demand D2D service

Door-to-door separate collection systems  (2 of 2)

System in use

Frequency of waste collection
(Data indicates D2D household. 

unless otherwise indicated)

CAPEX costs for the 
entire system

CAPEX for the collection 
infrastructure 

(bins, bags)

CAPEX for the transport 
(vans)

Annual OPEX for the 
collection handling 

(staff time)

Annual OPEX costs for
 the transport 

(fuel)

Additional costs

zerowastecities.euRaw data sets can be made available for each municipality/region upon request to jack@zerowasteeurope.eu
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1,931,593 90,5968,344 10,665 16,000
Population PopulationPopulation Population Population

Total budget for waste 
management operations

Total budget for waste 
management operations

Total budget for waste 
management operations

Total budget for waste 
management operations

Total budget for waste 
management operations

€290m €4m€3.67m €693,683 €796,895  

Income Level 
(in comparison to EU average)

Income Level 
(in comparison to EU average)

Income Level 
(in comparison to EU average)

Income Level 
(in comparison to EU average)

Income Level 
(in comparison to EU average)

Total MSW generated 
per capita

Total MSW generated 
per capita

Total MSW generated 
per capita

Total MSW generated 
per capita

Total MSW generated 
per capita

National average total MSW 
generated per capita

National average total MSW 
generated per capita

National average total MSW 
generated per capita

National average total MSW 
generated per capita

National average total MSW 
generated per capita

Residual waste generated 
per capita

Residual waste generated 
per capita

Residual waste generated 
per capita

Residual waste generated 
per capita

Residual waste generated 
per capita

Separate collection of 
municipal solid waste

Separate collection of 
municipal solid waste

Separate collection of 
municipal solid waste

Separate collection of 
municipal solid waste

Separate collection of 
municipal solid waste

Part of ZWE’s Zero Waste 
City network?

Part of ZWE’s Zero Waste 
City network?

Part of ZWE’s Zero Waste 
City network?

Part of ZWE’s Zero Waste 
City network?

Part of ZWE’s Zero Waste 
City network?

EPR scheme in place for any 
MSW materials?

EPR scheme in place for any 
MSW materials?

EPR scheme in place for any 
MSW materials?

EPR scheme in place for any 
MSW materials?

EPR scheme in place for any 
MSW materials?

Paper
E-waste
Batteries

Paper
E-waste
Batteries

Paper
E-waste
Batteries

Paper
E-waste
Batteries

Paper
E-waste
Batteries

High MediumMedium Medium Medium

476 Kgs 362 Kgs275 Kgs 488 Kgs 356 Kgs

834 Kgs 570 Kgs570 Kgs 570 Kgs 570 Kgs

262 Kgs 184 Kgs129 Kgs 134 Kgs 190 Kgs

36% 49%62% 72% 21%

NoNo No NoNo

YesYes Yes YesYes

Vienna Příbor
Hradec 
Králové Jesenik

Plastic 
Glass
Metals

Plastic 
Glass
Metals

Plastic 
Glass
Metals

Plastic 
Glass
Metals

Austria Czech Republic Czech Republic Czech Republic
Jičín
Czech Republic
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In one case, we have included data on closed landfills that create biogas, as 
an additional solution for waste which has not been separated for recycling.

We identified these 5 categories as core operations that form the foundations 
of a zero waste city, which most municipalities and their waste companies 
should have data on. In each case, some of the data requested was not 
applicable (e.g. a PAYT system not yet installed or biogas plants used to 
treat organic waste). It is important to note that we collected data from 
municipalities inside and outside of our Zero Waste Cities programme, as 
we wanted to showcase the applicability and relevance of the data for all 
municipalities, regardless of their current performance or starting point 
regarding waste management.

To balance this, we wanted not only an economically representative 
sample of data but also geographically too. Therefore a key part of 
our considerations was to ensure we had data from countries across 
all four corners of Europe, as much as possible. 

Given all this, we decided to collect data from 10 municipalities and 
regions in the following countries: Austria, Czech Republic, Italy, 
Lithuania and Spain (fig.1). We acknowledge the limitations of this 
methodology, but we believe that these countries provide a useful, 
representative sample of the lived realities of European municipalities. 
With this methodology, we believe most municipalities will be able 
to find data that is relevant and applicable for their local context.

To prepare this report, we have worked with a number of local 
partners in each country to help us collect the data. We did this 
given the greater expertise and relationships each partner had in 
their respective countries, rather than one organisation working 
across several countries and languages. Each partner was provided 
with the same template for data collection that was used across the 
5 countries. The template was an open invitation for municipalities 
& waste companies to share information on the costs of several key 
pieces of infrastructure and their operations. 

These include: 

Door-to-door separate collection systems

Recycling centres

Organic waste treatment methods (Composting, anaerobic digestion & biogas)

Reuse & repair centres

Extra costs incurred by adopting a Pay-As-You-Throw (PAYT) system 

Case Study-Milano Servizi

Raw data sets can be made available for each municipality/region upon request to jack@zerowasteeurope.eu zerowastecities.eu

Recycling centres / Drop-off points  (2 of 2)
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Siauliai 
Region

Bergueda 
County ManlleuParma Livorno

Italy Italy Lithuania Spain Catalonia (Spain)

5

All urban waste that is 
not included in the D2D 
collection can be delivered 
to Recycling Centers by the 
citizens. 

17,981 Tonnes

€1,300,000

€500,000
Construction of new 
recycling center

9,500 m2

Other drop-off points include:
- Used clothes 
(in church courtyards)
- Batteries 
(at supermarkets and shops)
- Pharmaceuticals 
(Pharmacies)

2

Textiles, small & large 
electronics, batteries, used 
oils, printer toners, tyres 
and hazardous items.

25,000 Tonnes

€350,000

€150,000

6,500 m2

-

25

Bulky, bio-waste, tyres, 
WEEE, hazardous, wood, 
construction, textiles & 
packaging

15,800 Tonnes

€1,248,520

€12,210,000
€9.1m from EU funding
Average cost €500k each

1,374 m2
(average)

-

3

Textile, WEEE, Bulky, 
Garden waste, hazardous 
waste, CDW, non 
packaging glass-plastic-
metals, wood, etc.

2,141 Tonnes

€358,236
Includes cost for bulky 
waste collection service.

€830,000
Estimated cost of the 
facilities

-

€38,419 
(Fees for accepting waste 
from other municipalities)

1

Textile, WEEE, Bulky, 
Garden waste, hazardous 
waste, CDW, non 
packaging glass-plastic-
metals, wood, etc.

1,852 Tonnes

€160,647

€1,053,400
Includes improvement/
extension project

5,522 m2

€76,885 
(Annual income from 
entrance fees charged to 
commercial entities)

Number of recycling
 drop-off points

Materials that can be 
dropped off for recycling

Annual capacity of recyclable 
materials

Annual operational costs for 
each or all of the centres

CAPEX costs for each or all 
of the centres

Size of the centre

Other useful information

Raw data sets can be made available for each municipality/region upon request to jack@zerowasteeurope.eu zerowastecities.eu
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TonsKgs Kgs
Kgs Tons
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Siauliai region

Bergueda County

Manlleu

Total Waste Budget Composting Plant Recycling Centres

Vienna

Příbor

Hradec Králové

Jesenik

Jičín

Parma

Livorno

Population

1.93m

8,344

90,596

10,665

16,000

196,764

159,000

267,717

40,046

21,164

Capacity Capacity
Total 

Budget

290m

3.67m

4m

693,683

796,895

39.37m

32m

10.86m

3.83m

2.46m

CAPEX 
Costs

CAPEX 
Costs

Total 
MSW

per capita

476

275

362

488

356

569

530

375

436

378

Separate 
collection 
of MSW

36%

62%

49%

72%

21%

81%

62%

44%

67%

83%

Residual 
waste

per capita

262

129

184

134

190

106

201

211

143

62

National 
average 
Total 
MSW 

per capita

834 - -- -

570 7,500 24371,516 245,200

570 15,000 1,70073,559 61,300

570 5,500 1,280726,870

408,664

67,640

570 2,000 2,700 282,211

487 167,000 17,98162m 500,000

487 - 25,000- 150,000

480 25,230 15,8394.68m 12.1m

472 20,000 2,1417.2m 830,000

472 16,000 1,85216.8m*

*Inclusive of RW treatment

1.05m
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So, what can we make of all this data?

As mentioned at the start, this report has been 
designed with the aim of providing city officials, waste 
professionals and consultants with a wide summary of 
the costs associated with critical waste infrastructure. 
It is far from being a comprehensive overview that can 
give you absolute clarity on the costs of a composting 
plant, recycling centre etc… Instead, this data can give 
the reader a good insight into what it cost in a certain 
area of Europe before, so that readers are better 
informed as to what it will likely cost for you if you are 
based in a similar region.

A true comparison between cities on certain 
infrastructure cannot be made, despite our best efforts 
in this report to provide an introductory summary and 
overview. This is due to several factors relating to the 
data - especially how cities collect their data and what 
they report. In each local context there are many caveats 
and specific factors at play which determine the unique 
costs in each city. For example, some composting plants 
will have anaerobic digestion added on, some will also 
have an MBT function included. Some cities operate a 
hybrid system of door-to-door and street containers, 
and the nature of the hybrid system differs in each city. 
In some locations the region has been able to secure EU 
funding to build and operate key infrastructure, whilst in 
others it is in the hands of private companies.

All this means that in many cases, it is not quite that we 
are comparing apples with pears but rather that we are 
comparing two different kinds of apples. Readers must 
be aware and understand this when viewing the report 
and using it to inform their own financial decisions. 

Conclusions

Jesenik, Czech Republic ©Adam Hlasny
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A series of art explorer pouches created for Tai Kwun 

Contemporary, a world class art gallery in Hong Kong. 

The content is designed to educate, inform and relate 

to curated exhibitions, fully engaging kids with the 

artwork. The packs also act as an informal ‘family 

guide’ to the gallery. 

One of the key packs designed was for   MURAKAMI 

VS MURAKAMI, a major exhibition of the Japanese 

artist Takashi Murakami.

03. Tai Kwun Contemporary 









Murakami  pack
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