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Abstract 

This project contains method development of Packaging Scorecard.  The method was applied in 
two parallel case studies. Product development was implemented and evaluations of all 
performed tasks were performed. The aim was to simplify the evaluation of a packaging 
performance in a distribution chain.  
 
Two parallel qualitative case studies were applied to verify the methodology. The results from 
the cases were then evaluated and presented with additions to the methodology.  
 
The addition to the pre-existing model in this work is an additional expression, Packaging 
Performance Index (PPI), and a visual evaluation matrix. This matrix shows the need for 
improvement of the packaging stages at the various actors. This more detailed evaluation 
combined with the PPI is useful in the packaging development process. Innovative Packaging 
development is also added to the method and performed.  Solutions that respond to the 
problems identified during the case studies were verified as another additional step in the 
method.  
 
This method is preferable if and when a few people with appropriate knowledge are available 
for interviews and the person that implements the method is a specialist.  
 
The difficulty with the method is the time consumption. The biggest problem is the processing of 
the data which is inefficient. The gathering of data is time consuming with long interviews and 
travel time. Another problem is the subjectivity in the gathering of data. 
 
This method is useful to identify both general and specific problems and to find innovative 
solutions to the precise problems. The visual evaluation is functional to obtain a holistic 
perspective as well as it shows details which are important in the packaging development. The 
method triggers the creativity and results in a wide input of solutions to any problem.   
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Preface 
 
This project is preformed in cooperation with INNVENTIA AB, ACO HUD NORDIC AB and the 
Technical University of Luleå.  
 
INNVENTIA AB is a world leader in research and development relating to pulp, paper, graphic 
media, packaging and biorefining. Their unique ability to translate research into innovative 
products and processes generates enhanced value for their industry partners. INNVENTIA AB 
works continuously to improve packaging systems. The company works partly with government 
research funding, and partly with assignments from the Swedish industry1.  
 
ACO HUD NORDIC AB is a skin care and pharmaceutical company with its own research and 
development laboratory. The company is owned by Omega Pharma, situated in Belgium. ACO 
develop both pharmaceutical products, such as emollients and exclusive skin care products 
where the knowledge from the pharmaceuticals is built in. The packaging system for two of 
ACO’s products is analyzed in the case studies of this project. The product development done is 
based on these packages and ACO packaging developers also took part in the verification of the 
methodology. 

 

  
 

                                                           
 
1
 www.innventia.com (2009-06-01) 

http://www.innventia.com/
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1 Introduction 

1.1   Background 

Indications from the Swedish industry show that there is a need for improved knowledge on 
packaging and logistics. The actors are aware of the performance of the packaging in their part 
of the distribution channel, but there is a risk that the knowledge is not shared between the 
actors. Changes in the packaging are sometimes made without considering the effects for other 
parts of the chain.  A consolidation of packaging knowledge can create opportunities to improve 
existing packaging systems and a continuation on development of packaging systems for the 
future.  
 
Packaging Scorecard2 is a method that can be used to pin point problems in a packaging system. 
Projects in the field of packaging systems have been conducted with this method at Innventia. 
Amongst them is the master thesis of Ståhlknapp, Modeling packaging scorecard for packaging 
development3. This thesis emphasizes the significance of a holistic perspective to achieve 
successful results in the distribution channels, as well as in the field of retail. A proposal is also 
made that encourage further investigation in this field with an aim to find a way to verify the 
methodology. This verification contributes to a more efficient integration between packaging 
and product development.  The methodology can be implemented in packaging theories and in 
the future show the way to the development of innovative packaging solutions that leads to an 
effective use of packaging systems in retail. 

1.2   Phrasing the problem 

The main task for engineers is to apply scientific and engineering knowledge to the solutions of 
technical problems and to optimize the solutions within the set requirements and constrains4.   
 
One of the initial problems is that there is a limited widespread perspective on how the product 
is performing at the actors involved in the supply and demand chain. Adjustments are often 
made without considering the consequences for the other actors. Compromises are inevitable 
and the goal with a holistic approach is not to optimize for all actors, but to find a method to 
make informed decisions and not make unnecessary mistakes that cost money and time. 
Ståhlknapp shows that there are some aspects of the packaging development that Packaging 
Scorecard cannot process with satisfying results. The method can identify the problems that 
arise in the packaging systems, but the problem is that it does not contribute with suggestions 
for solutions to the problems. Ståhlknapp makes an initiative to solve this shortcoming, by using 
CAD. This way the packaging system can be visualized and any problems become apparent. A 
first step towards finding holistic solution suggestions is thereby taken.  
 
In order to facilitate the unraveling of difficulties and contribute to more efficient packaging 
systems, one way of approaching the problem is to answer the following question; how can 
innovative packaging development be applied to solve the requirements of the supply chain of 
fast moving consumer goods?  

                                                           
 
2
 Dominic and Olsmats 2001, p 18 

3
 Ståhlknapp, 2007 

4
 G. Pahl and W. Beitz 1996, p 1 
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1.3   Purpose 

The overall purpose of this Project is to further develop an existing model that can contribute to 
functional and effective packaging systems. The intent with the two Case Studies is to describe 
how the packaging performs at the actors and present suggestions that contribute to 
enhancements. The aim is to identify, visualize and analyze the packaging systems that are 
included in a distribution channel and further develop a model that has been processed in 
previous projects. 

1.4   Delimitations 

This study is limited to two consumer products that are included in the assortment of ACO. The 
designs of the concepts for the packaging systems intend the material, form and function but 
exclude the graphical design of the labels. 
 
Any initial investments necessary to apply new packaging solutions are not investigated. User 
studies are conducted and the focus groups are limited to personnel at the actors, since this 
thesis focuses on the effects the packaging have for the actors in the distribution channel.  
 
The products are a 150 ml intimate oil and a 500 ml body lotion. These two packages are used in 
this study for practical reasons. These packages are filled in a factory that was possible to visit 
within the time schedule. 
 
The time frame for this project is the spring semester of 2009.  

1.5   Disposition 

The background to this project is described in the chapter Background. Formulating the problem 
will show the questions that are answered in the Analysis chapter and the purpose with this 
thesis. The introduction chapter also includes delimitations.   
 
The chapter Theory covers the theoretical framework for this thesis. That includes a description 
of packaging materials, systems and levels. Packaging logistics and product development is also 
described. 
 
 The chapter Methodology presents the methods for collecting and analyzing data. It describes 
the generating and evaluation of the concepts. This chapter also includes a description of how 
the method has been developed and executed. 
 
The chapter Case studies presents the data from interviews and observations. First are the 
results from each of actors presented for each case. Then the four packaging stages are 
evaluated as well as the improvement potential for the packaging at each actor is evaluated. The 
presented concepts are proposed and compared with the results from the verification with the 
brand owner. This results in a final recommendation of a concept that can contribute to a more 
efficient packaging solution in the retail channel.  
 
The Analysis chapter describes the progression of the method development. 
 
The chapter Discussions answer the questions from phrasing the problem and propose 
assignments for additional development on the model. 
 
The chapter Suggestions for further studies propose assignments for additional development on 
problems identified during this project. 
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2 Theory 

In following chapters the theoretical framework for this thesis is described. 

2.1   Packaging Theory 

The materials used in the packages that are included in this thesis are described in the following 
chapter. The packaging levels mentioned, will be described in chapter packaging levels. 

2.1.1 Packaging materials 
Corrugated board consists of a number of paper layers that are plane respective wavy and glued 
together. The plane layers contribute with stability and cohesion and the wavy layers protect 
from impact and pressure. Corrugated board is commonly used in Transport packages. Thinner 
variations of the same material have been developed and the usage in Consumer packages is 
increasing5.  
 
Wood is used in transport packaging, especially for heavier products. The biggest wooden 
product with association to packaging is the Pallet which is a common load carrier6.  
 
Plastic or Polymeric materials is not one material, but several with various abilities. Flexible 
plastic material can be used in everything from plastic bags to advanced food containers in many 
layers. Plastic is mainly used when a barrier is needed to protect or contain the product. Most 
plastics protects against moist, smell and taste and some against gases.  Shrink and stretch film 
is useful since it collects and contains the packages, but also protects them from moist and 
dust7. 

2.1.2 Packaging systems 
Different packaging levels are handled in the distribution channel among various actors. It is of 
great importance that every level of packaging is functional. Collaboration within the stages is 
also essential for an effective distribution. The packaging levels are therefore considered as parts 
of a system.8 Using system theory, the interaction between the different packaging levels is 
highlighted and the understanding for their mutual dependence is aided.9 

2.1.3 Packaging levels 
The main task for the consumer or primary packaging is to protect, preserve and make the 
product available. The costumer and, or the consumer shall be able to identify and get 
information about the product10. Additional demands, more specific to the category of the 
product is also put on the consumer packaging. The purpose for the retail packaging or 
secondary packaging is to collect an appropriate number of packages and make the handling 

                                                           
 
5
 Dominic 2000, p 16 

6
 Ibid 

7
 Dominic 2000, p17 

8
 Dominic 2000, p 27 

9
 Klevås 2005, p 164 

10
 Dominic 2000, p 24  
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more efficient for retail.11 The task for the transport packaging or tertiary packaging is to 
facilitate during the transport. The choice of the transport packaging depends on the consumer 
and Retail packaging. For self-supporting primary and secondary packages is a shrink film often 
sufficient. In other cases a box is necessary to provide Stackability12. The load carrier is used to 
facilitate the handling and stacking of a large quantity of packages. 

2.2   Packaging logistics 

The main objective for packaging logistics is to develop packages that coordinates the flow of 
goods and information flow and satisfies the consumer’s specific demands.13 The packaging 
plays an important role for the efficiency of the system. A good packaging design that meets the 
demands of the distribution chain contributes to reduced cost, less damages and easier 
Handleability.14 
 
Demands put on the packaging systems are compiled in the thesis Packaging Scorecard15, 
Innovative systems for load carriers at Åhlens16  and Modeling packaging Scorecard for 
packaging development17. There are a lot of demands on the packages and the identified 
demands from this literature are presented in following paragraphs. 

 
1. Machinability – The ability for packaging material to be processed effectively in the production line, 

from empty packaging material through the filling process to storage and delivery. 
 
2. Product protection – Protect the product from mechanical stress, preserve its content, and prevent 

the product from reacting with external environment. 
 
3. Flow information – Identification and instructions about the product. Show destinations, declaration 

of content, warnings and barcode. 
 
4. Volume and weight efficiency – Maximize the use of the available volume and carrying capacity in 

the distribution channel. 
 
5. Right amount and size – Adapting packaging to the right quantity and turnover will minimize 

storage time, increase turnover rate and reduce obsolesce and waste. 
 
6. Handleability – All tasks preformed manually are included. 

 
7. Product information – Identify and assist in selling the product 

 
8. Selling capability – The aim is to create a perception of value in consumers mind. The packaging 

plays an important role. 
 
9. Safety – Childproof packaging, stop shoplifters.  

 
10. Environmental consideration – Ease the environmental load and protect the consumer. 

 
11. Minimal amount of waste – Ease environmental load and reduce cost 

 
12. Packaging costs – The cost for the manufacturing, usage and development of the packaging. 

 
13. Getting rid of waste – The packaging can be compressed to save space after use. 

 
14. Reversed handling- The packaging material is easy to get rid of.  

 
15. Stackability – The ability of the packaging to be stacked. 

                                                           
 
11

 Dominic 2000, p 25  
12

 Dominic 2000, p 26  
13

 Dominc 2006, p. 15 
14

 Ståhlknapp 2007, p 10 
15

 Dominic and Olsmats 2001, p 18 
16

 Åfeldt and Molin 2005, p 17 
17

 Ståhlknapp 2007, p 12 
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2.2.1 Flow charts 
In following section the flow and the packaging stages through the filling process, distribution central 
and retail is presented in flow charts.  The arrows represent actions performed by machine or 
manually. Under the flow charts are the packaging stages represented. The load carrier, (LC), the 
transport packaging. (TP), the retail packaging (RP), and the consumer packaging (CP), see Fig, 1 and 2 
below, and Fig 3, p6.  For more detailed description, see Appendix 2.  

Automatic Manual 

 
Control 

 Manually 
 

Transport 
system 

 

 LC 
 
TP 
 
RP 
 
CP 

 

Delivery 

 

Labels 

 

Caps 

 
Pumps 

 

Bottles 

 

Refinement process 
 

Delivery 
Process 

 

Loading 

 
Filling 

Control 

 

Loading 

 

Wrapping  
 Packing 

 

Control 

 

Packing on 
pallet 

Delivery 

Fig 2 At the supplier; the supplier receives the components that are filled, assembled, controlled and wrapped in the 
refinement process. The filled, packed and stacked products are then delivered to the distribution channel.  

Delivery process 
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Warehouse process 
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Fig 1 At the retailer; the packaging are unloaded and scanned at arrival. The TP are unpacked and RP are 
stored or opened and displayed in the store 
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2.3   Product development 

In the field of product development there are several methods and models that can be used to 
achieve an efficient process. The main task in designing and developing products is the mental 
creation of a new product. It is important to clarify and define the problems to be able to create 
new technical products. Design is an engineering activity that18: 

 affects all areas of human life; 

 uses the laws and insight of science; 

 builds upon special experience; and 

 provides the prerequisites for the physical realization of solutions ideas. 
 
The applicable methods that are used in this thesis to formulate and evaluate the problems are 
requirements list19, selection chart20 and a binary evaluation of solutions matrix21. The used 
brainstorming model is the 635-method22. These methods are described in the methodology 
chapter. 

                                                           
 
18

 G.Pahl and W. Beitz 1996, p 1 
19

 G.Pahl and W. Beitz, p 132 
20

 G.Pahl and W. Beitz, p 100 
21

 G.Pahl and W. Beitz, p 114 
22

 G.Pahl and W. Beitz, p 78 

Fig 3  At the distribution; the packaging arrives and they are unloaded and scanned. The load carrier, (LC) is 
then sorted long or short time. The TP are either sent directly to the retailer or unpacked, RP is sorted and 
packed in a second transport packaging and sent to the retailer.  
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3 Methodology 

This project consists of three parts. The first part aims to evaluate, combine and further develop 
the model from Ståhlknapps previous work with the model developed by Imen and Keshavarz23. 
These two thesis’s are based on Packaging Scorecard, PSC. The second part consists of the 
application of case studies of the performance in a distribution channel for two consumer 
products. This is done to test the methodology the model consists of. The third part broadens 
the applied product development on the packaging based on case studies. The task is to apply 
and evaluate the existing model, and develop it further. 

3.1   Packaging Scorecard  

Packaging scorecard24 is an evaluation tool for the performance of a packaging system at every 
step in the distribution channel. Questions are answered by respondents at every actor in the 
distribution channel. The most relevant criterions for each actor in the chain are rated by the 
respondents using a scale from 0-100.  Zero represents not relevant and 100 very important. The 
ratings are based on selected people´s professional opinions and the result must therefore be 
handled subjective  
 
The collected data is normalized. The value of the rated criteria is divided by the sum of the 
value of all the rated criterions. This gives the criterions a peer ranking. The data from the 
interviews is used to give the packaging system a score depending on how well the criterions are 
met. A scale from 0-4 is used where 0 means not relevant, 1 means failed, 2 means ok, 3 means 
good and 4 means excellent. 
 
The packaging score for each actor is entered in a standing block diagram. Consolidations of the 
criterions on the packaging system in all steps of the distribution channel are presented in a 
laying block diagram. This diagram gives a holistic view of the importance of the different 
criterions in the different steps. 

3.2   Method development 

The development of the method in this thesis consists of alterations and additions to the existing 
model by Ståhlknapp on different levels.  
 
The model by Ståhlknapp is described in Fig 4, p8. The developed specifications from Packaging 
Scorecard are used as a base and Cape Pack and CAD are used as a complement to illustrate the 
packaging system.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

                                                           
 
23

 Imen and Keshavaras Maman 2009  
24

 Dominic and Olsmats 2001 
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In the modified model developed during this project, see Fig 5 below, is the existing methods 
from PSC used together with two new methods, a Packaging performance index, PPI, and an 
evaluation method with indicating arrows. Development suggestions for the packaging are 
conducted and verified. Proposed alterations are presented at the end of the thesis. 
  

3.3   Case study as a method 

The case study, like other research strategies is a way of investigating an empirical topic by 
following a set of predefined procedures25. 
 
A case study is an empirical inquiry that  

 investigates a contemporary phenomenon within real-life context, especially when the 
boundaries between phenomenon and context are not clearly evident 

 
The case study inquiry 

 copes with the technically distinctive situation in which there will be many more variables of 

interest than data points, and as one result 

                                                           
 
25

 Yin 1994 p. 15 
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Fig 4 The model developed by Ståhlnapp 

 

Arrow evaluation 
Packaging 

development Verification 

Decision basis 
Proposed 

alterations 

+ + 

PSC PPI + 

Fig 5 The model developed in this thesis 
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 relies on multiple sources of evidence, with data needing to converge in a triangulating 
fashion, and as another result 

 benefits from the prior development of theoretical propositions to guide data collection and 
analysis26. 

 
Another approach for defining case studies is to consider case studies not to be “a 
methodological choice but a choice of object to be studied”. Every study of entities qualifies as 
object (e.g., people, organizations and countries) would then be a case study regardless of the 
methodology.27 

 
In this thesis, qualitative case studies are conducted to implement the developed methodology. 
Two packaging systems are used to perform two parallel case studies. The two packages are 
selected by random; timing decided a factory that was possible to visit during the timeframe. 
The discrepancy in the objects gives variation and higher validation for the method. One larger 
and one smaller bottle are used as the objects in this thesis. The packages are described further 
in chapter 4 Results. 

3.4   The process of applying the method 

The process applied in this thesis is schematically presented in Fig 6 below, and the steps are 
described in respective sections with the same name as in the scheme.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

                                                           
 
26

 Yin 1994 p. 13 
27

 Yin 1994 p. 17 
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3.4.1 Data gathering 
Data gathering consists of visits at the concerned parties where observations and interviews are 
conducted. The interviews are based on the survey that includes consideration of a number of 
statements and a rating of criterions. For details, see Appendix 2. The interviews include 
comments from the respondents. 

3.4.1.1 Observations 
Observations are made during a tour at each of the actors. The observations, complemented by 
questions answered during the tour, are the base for the flow charts describing the packaging 
stages at the concerned parties. For details, see Appendix 2. 

3.4.1.2 Interviews 
Interviews are held with three respondents at three actors and the brand owner answer and 
comment the questioners. The three recipients at the filler are the product manager, an 
operator and one person from the market & supply department. At the distributor the 
respondents are two persons at the logistics department and one at the sorting station. At the 
retailer, the respondents are two pharmacy technicians and the category manager for each 
product. The respondents fill out the survey on the packaging stages that they are familiar with. 
The respondents and the packaging stages they review are visualized in a model, see Fig 7 
below.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
The results from the interviews and the packaging performance are summarized. First is a mean 
value calculated for the answers from the respondents at each packaging stage and actor. This is 
visualized as “I” with a dashed square around.  The mean values for each packaging stage and 
actor is then calculated into a total mean value for the whole packaging system at each actor. 
These results, visualized as X in the model below are presented respectively for the Case study 
Oil and the Case study Lotion. The different packaging stages are then analyzed to find the 
improvement potential at the different actors for each packaging.  

3.4.1.3 Ranking criterions and rating of the packaging 
Forms for collecting data are used according to the model that Ståhlknapp has developed, with 
added descriptive pictures. The survey consist of a number of statements that the recipients are 
to agree disagree with by making a vertical mark on a 10 cm long line.  
 
To prevent the recipients from losing interest or focus during the interview it is important to 
keep the time it takes to fill the form as short as possible. This can be done by keeping the 
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number of questions low. The aim is to find out how the packaging is performing and which 
criterions are fulfilled at the various stages in the distribution channel. 
 
Included in the forms is a ranking of the criterions done in a matrix. The studied criterions are 
based on the evaluation criterions from packaging scorecard and one criterion from Ståhlknapps 
thesis is added. Form the initial 15 criterions, nine are chosen by the actors. Then the criterions 
are weighted against each other to create a ranking that reveals the importance of the criterions 
to every actor. 
 
Before commencing the case studies, the survey, See Appendix 3, was tested on the personnel 
at the product development department at the brand owner to verify that they where 
functional. Some adjustments were made and the forms where then used at the supplier, 
distribution and retailer.  
 
The aim with the survey is twofold; to rank the criterions and to find the current performance of 
the packaging. 

3.4.2 Processing the data 
The data is assembled in tables that contain the score, the rating, the improvement potential 
(impr. pot), comments and Packaging performance index, (PPI) for the criterions. See Fig 8, p12. 
 
The information can then be used to draw credible conclusions and make generalizations.28  The 
purpose with the analysis is to compile the data. 
 

 The score and the rating are compiled from the survey. 

 A normal value is set to decide the aims of the standard for the project; in this case it is set 
to 7 to accomplish a high standard.  

 The improvement potential, (impr. pot) is the difference between the normal value and the 
score. 

 Packaging performance index, PPI is the product of the rating times the improvement 
potential times a factor of 100.  

 The aim is a PPI close to zero  and it implies that the packaging is performing  as expected 

without  any  over performance   

 High PPI  indicates need for improvement. 

The numerical value, the score represents the estimated performance of the packaging. The 
rating implies whether the high or low performance of the packaging is relevant or not. The PPI 
is created to give a useful expression for the weighted results from the score and the rating. It is 
a way of classifying the results. If the normal value is set to another number the PPI is altered. 
The method is still valid since it is the discrepancy of the PPI that are to be considered, and the 
highest PPI is showing any problem areas. 
 
Comments to the questions from the respondents are documented and presented in the tables. 
These comments are used as additional information in the processing of data. 
 
  

                                                           
 
28

 Dominic, Packaging Networks 2006, p 12 
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Criterion Score impr.pot Rating COMMENT PPI 

Machinability 3,8 -3,2 15%   49 

Product protection 7,7 0,7 16%   -11 

Volume and Weight efficiency 7,7 0,7 6%   -4 

Right amount and size 8,1 1,1 10%   -11 

Handleability 7,1 0,1 12%   -2 

Minimal amount of waste 7,9 0,9 5%   -5 

Packaging cost 7,9 0,9 7%   -7 

Flow information 5,0 -2 15%   30 

Stackability 5,9 -1,2 14%   16 

Average Score 7,4 0,4   56 

Fig 8 The Score, Improvement potential, rating, comments and PPI compiled in a table 

3.4.2.1 The arrow method  
Form, function and efficiency are fundamental in product development. The three definitions 
used in the arrow method are used as a transition from logistics definitions into key words in 
design work. Form includes the shape and appearance, Function includes the purpose and 
Efficiency includes the performance and economy of the packaging. Since the criterions weighted 
by the respondents are used to define the form, function and efficiency, the need for further 
weighting is deemed unnecessary. 
 
The evaluation method used in this thesis is a combination of the selection chart29 and the 
binary evaluation matrix30.  This method is created to enhance the evaluation of the packaging. 
The arrows visualize the indications for the improvement needs at the various packaging stages 
and can easily be recalculated into numerical values. This is embodiment design, the layout and 
form design supported by calculations31. The direction of the arrows is based on the PPI from the 
recipients. The selection procedure includes two important parts which is elimination and 
preference32. This development of the method combines both these parts in one step. The arrow 
method is applied in two steps of evaluation in the process. 
 
In the first, visual application of the matrix, the arrows are used to give a fast and visual but 
detailed indication on where in the packaging stages at the various actors there is a need of 
change, see Fig 9 below. 
 

 
 
 
 
 

 
 
To measure the improvements in the second application of the arrow method is a modified 
version of the arrow-method used. The definition of the arrows is changed to indicate the 
estimated improvement the suggestion brings. A numerical value to the arrows is added to 

                                                           
 
29

  G. Pahl and W. Beitz 1996, p 99 
30

 G. Pahl and W. Beitz 1996, p 114 
31

 G. Pahl and W. Beitz 1996, p 14 
32

 G. Pahl and W. Beitz 1996, p 99 

 FORM FUNCTION EFFICIENCY 

FILLER ↑ ↑ ↑ 

DISTRIBUTOR → → → 

RETAILER ↗ → ↗ 

Symbol Definition 
↑  large improvement needed  
↗ small improvement needed 
→  no  change needed 
↘ small deterioration allowed 
↓  large deterioration allowed 

Fig 9 The visual application of the arrow matrix and its definitions 
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simplify the comparison of the evaluations of the concepts conducted based on the data and the 
evaluation in the validation stage, with the evaluation made by the personnel at the brand  
owner, see Fig 10 below. 

 
 
 
 
 
 

 

3.4.3 Snapshot  
The result of the gathered and processed data is called the snapshot and is presented to the 
brand owner. It includes the visual arrow method, function structure to describe the flow of the 
products, a thorough description of any problems and a definition of important criteria. The 
snapshot is also used as an initial step in the packaging development.  

3.5   Packaging development 

The gathered and processed data from in the method is applied to achieve innovative and 
effective solutions to identified problems. 

3.5.1 Problem definition 
To clarify the problem there are constrains that must be understood33. This phase defines the 
demands and wishes from the actors and specifies what paths are open for development34.  The 
specifications are compiled into the specification list and based on the ratings of the criterions 
from the respondents, see Appendix 1. 
 

 The criterions are defined by wishes (W) or demands (D), based on the ratings from the 
actors, see Appendix 1. This sorts out the criterions that have to be satisfied and the 
ones that are preferable. Whether the statements are wishes or demands varies 
amongst the actors. Therefore the Brand owner (B), Supplier (S), Distributor (D) and 
Retailer (R), get different columns.   

 To get an overview, the various problems for each packaging stage at the respective 
actor are gathered in a table. Ideas with part solutions are inserted into the table called 
Problems and Solutions list, see Chapter 5. 

 To gather additional ideas the 6-3-5 method is conducted with a group of people from 
various academic backgrounds. Ideas are then accumulated according to the 
methodology and presented, reviewed and complemented by the group. The ideas are 
included into the Problems and Solutions list, see Chapter 5. 

 

 The concepts are evaluated based on the results from the analysis of the data and 
visualized with a table that shows arrows pointing in five different directions, implying 
the improvement potential. Each arrow is represented by a number and the score for 

                                                           
 
33

 G. Pahl and W. Beitz 1996,  p 130 
34

 Ibid 

 

FORM FUNCTION EFFICIENCY 

 FILLER ↘(-1) →(0) ↓ (-2) -3 

DISTRIBUTOR →(0) ↑(+2) ↑(+2) 4 

RETIALER ↗(+1) ↗(+1) ↑(+2) 4 

    
5 

Symbol Definition Numerical value 
↑  large improvement (+2) 
↗  small improvement (+1)  
→  no  change  (0)  
↘ small deterioration (-1)  
↓  large deterioration (-2) 

Fig 10 The numerical addition to the arrow matrix and its definitions 
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every concept can be calculated. The concept with the highest score is presented as a 
proposal for further development. 

3.5.1.1 Method 6-3-5 
Brainstorming has been developed with the use of method 6-3-535. Six people sit down together 
and after familiarizing themselves with the task each of them writes down three key words to 
rough solutions. After a while the solutions are handed to the participant neighbor who, after 
reading the previous suggestions enters three further solutions or developments. This process 
continues until the other five participants have contributed with developments by association on 
each original set of three solutions, hence the name of the method. 
 
Advantages with method 6-3-5: 

 A good idea can be generated systematically 

 The problem of group leader hardly arises 
 
Disadvantages with the method: 
Reduced creativity by individual participants in the absence of overt group activity 

3.5.1.2 Evaluation matrix 
This method of evaluation is easy and quick36. It is important that the criterion are compared to 
one another in turn in this row by row evaluation chart to eliminate any bias in favour of a 
particular variant37.  In the pair by pair comparison the criteria deemed more important gets the 
numerical representation 2, the less important one gets a 0 and if the two criterions are equally 
important they both get the value 1.Then the numbers are added into a sum that ranks the 
criterions. This method is used as an addition to the survey, see Appendix 3.  

3.5.1.3 Selection chart 
The solution field should be as wide as possible for the systematical approach. Considering the 
possible classifying criteria and characteristics leads to a large number of possible solutions.  
These must be reduced and the use of a systematic and verifiable selection procedure facilitates 
the choice of promising solutions.38  

3.5.2 Proposals  
Based on the results from the case studies and the analysis of the data are the first steps in 
product and packaging development performed. The packaging development generates nine 
concepts that are evaluated and from these nine, three concepts are selected as the best 
solutions. The concepts are also evaluated at a workshop held with the brand owner. The results 
from the workshop and the packaging development lead to two suggestions that are proposed 
as solutions to the problems identified in the case studies.  

3.5.3 Verification  
To verify the evaluation and choice of the concepts a workshop is held with the brand owner. 
The proceedings of the project are presented with a method inspires by the gallery method and 
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 Ibid. 
36

 G. Pahl and W. Beitz 1996, p 114 
37

 G. Pahl and W. Beitz 1996, p 115 
38

 G. Pahl and W. Beitz 1996, p 99 
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the concepts are discussed and an independent evaluation is made by the personnel at the 
brand owner. 

3.5.4 Decision basis 
The combined results from the conducted Case studies, the Packaging development and the 
outcome of the workshop at the brand owner are used as a decision basis, see Fig 11 below. The 
comparison by the results becomes the base for the decision and also forms the final results 
presented at the end of this thesis. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
The results are presented in the next chapter, chapter 4 Results. 

3.6   Subjectivity vs. Objectivity 

Science aims to find knowledge that is valid for all mankind. The struggle is to find common (if 
somewhat provisional) truths. The goal is not only to find common opinions or prejudices, but to 
find out how things truly are.39 Objectivity can be difficult to achieve entirely. It is still important 
that the strive to achieve it, even if only a part of it continued. If something desirable cannot be 
achieved fully, the strive to achieve it partly should still continue40. 
 

                                                           
 
39

 Hansson, 2007, p 11 
40

 Hansson, 2007, p 12 

  

Case 
studies 

Packaging 
development 

Brand 
Owner 

Results 

Fig 11 Model over the triangular decision basis 
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4 Results 

Two products which are part of packaging systems are chosen in collaboration with the brand 
owner. The decision is made based on the product filler and the possibilities to visit them. The 
product filler, Medgenix, is a company within the same Corporation as ACO. The distributor is 
Tamro and the retailer is Apoteket. 

4.1   The packaging system for Case Study 1: Oil  

The consumer packaging in Case Study Oil is a 150 ml bottle, a screw cap and two white labels 
with a two color print. The retail package is a tray made out of corrugated paper and a shrink 
film that contains and covers the bottles, see Fig 12. 
 
From the product filler the transport package is a box made of corrugated fiber board. The 
packaging has a label attached that contains flow information in form of text and barcode. The 
label is bought externally and printed with the product information. The transport packaging 
from the distributor is either the same box of corrugated paper or a plastic box that is filled with 
various products ordered in small quantities by a pharmacy, see Fig 13.  
 
The transport packaging is stacked on the load carrier, a EUR-pallet, and wrapped with shrink 
film and a label from supplier or filler. From the distributor the tertiary packaging is loaded onto 
a roller cage and transported by truck to retailers, see Fig 14.  
 
The packaging stages that occur at the actors are visualized in Fig 12, 13 and 14. The actions and 
steps are thoroughly described and visualized in Appendix 2.  
 

 
Fig 12 The packaging stages at the product filler. The consumer packaging is collected into the tray of the 
retail packaging and wrapped with shrink film. Three retail packaging’s are then filled into a transport 
packaging and stacked on a pallet. 
 

 

 
Fig 13 The packaging stages at the distributor. The pallet is stored at the distributor and the transport 
packaging is either sent as it is to the retailer or opened so that the retail packaging is repacked into a 
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another transport packaging, a plastic box. The transport packaging is stacked on the load carrier and sent 
to the retailer. 

 
 
Fig 14 The packaging stages at the retailer. The packaging system is opened and the consumer packaging 
reaches the customers. 

4.2   The packaging system for Case Study 2; Lotion 

The consumer packaging in case lotion is a 500 ml bottle with a pump and two labels, one on 
each side of the bottle.  
 
The retail packaging consists of a plastic form tight tray with two by three bottles. The tray is 
wrapped with shrink film that covers the bottles, see Fig 15 below. 
 
The transport packaging used from supplier to distributor is a box made out of corrugated board 
with measurements adapted to contain two secondary packages. The transport packaging used 
from distributor to retailer is either a plastic crater that contains various packages that the 
retailer has ordered from the distributor or the same box as the supplier sent to the distributor, 
see Fig 16, p 18. 
 
The load carrier from the supplier is a pallet with the transport packaging stacked and wrapped 
with shrink film. The load carrier from the distributor to the retailer is a roller cage that is 
stacked with a mixture of plastic craters and cartons containing the retail packaging together 
with various products that are to be placed near each other at the retailer, see Fig 17 p 18. 
 
The packaging stages that occur at the actors are showed in Fig 15, 16 and 17. The actions and 
steps are thoroughly described and visualized in Appendix 2.  

 
Fig 15 The packaging stages at the filler. The consumer packaging is collected into the tray of the retail 
packaging and wrapped with shrink film. Three retail packaging are then filled into a transport packaging 
and stacked on a pallet. 



18 
 

 
Fig 17 The packaging stages at the retailer. The packaging system is opened and the consumer packaging 
reaches the costumers. 

4.3   Ratings of the criterions 

The resulting data from the interviews, survey and observations has been compiled in tables and 
diagrams. In Fig 18 below, is the results from the nine selected criterions from each actor are 
presented.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Fig 18 The nine chosen criterions from the initial 15 
 
In Fig 19, p19, are the summarized ratings of the criterions which are of the greatest importance 
to the actors. The actors all have different priorities among the criteria but an average of the 
results gives that there is coherence in the combined results. This shows that the overall most 

Criterions Filler Dist Retailer 

1. Machinability x     

2. Product Protection x x x 

3. Volume and Weight efficiency x x x 

4. Right amount and size x x x 

5. Handleability x x x 

6. Product information     x 

7. Selling Capability     x 

8. Minimal amount of waste x x x 

9. Packaging cost x x   

10. Flow information x x   

11. Safety       

13. Getting rid of waste       

14. Reversed handling   x x 

15. Stackability x x x 

Fig 16 The packaging stages at the distributor. The pallet is stored at the distributor and the transport 
packaging is either sent as it is to the retailer or opened so that the retail packaging is repacked into a 
another transport packaging, a plastic box. The transport packaging is stacked on the load carrier and 
sent to the retailer. 
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important criterions are Handleability, Right amount and size, Product protection, Stackability, 
Flow information and Volume and weight efficiency.  
 

 

If the results are studied separately there is a deviation in the priorities for the actors. See Fig 20 
below. The retailer prioritizes the Selling capability and Product information, on account of their 
customers and consumers. The Handleability comes on a third place and is also of great 
importance to the retailer. To the distributor the Right amount and size, Handleability and Flow 
information is the highest priorities. The product filler rates the Machinability, Product 
protection, Flow information and Stackability highest. 
 
The discussions and conclusions from the case studies can be summarized as that the greatest 
needs and possibilities for enhancements and development on these packaging systems are on 
the primary and secondary packaging. This conclusion is supported by the Packaging 
Performance Index (PPI) which indicates that the Handleability is important for all actors but 
underperforms. The focus in the packaging development section therefore falls on finding 
solutions that facilitates the Handleability for all actors.  
 

 
Fig 20 The results from the ratings of the criterions for respectively actor 
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Fig 19 The compiled results from the ratings of the criterions 
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4.4   Results from the survey for Case 1; Oil 

The results, analysis, discussion and conclusions from the data gathered in the interviews and 
the rating of the criterions are presented in this chapter. For details of the data, see Appendix 4. 

4.4.1 The product filler 
The most valued criteria in a holistic perspective for the product filler is Product 
protection, Machinability, Flow information and Stackability. See Fig 20, p19. The PPI is 
fluctuating between the respondents, elevated and extremely high for the primary 

packaging, very high for the secondary packaging, and consensually low for the tertiary 
packaging. The load carrier has a low total PPI, but comments and information in observations 
indicate that the volume and weight is low due to various standards between the countries.  

4.4.1.1 Analysis of the data from the product filler 
 
The primary packaging is filled by a machine, but the machine is semi automatic and the bottles 
are filled into the machine manually.  The Handleability and Machinability is therefore tightly 
connected and these two criterions are where there are greatest needs for improvement. The 
PPI is high for Stackability. This is however not important at this level of packaging even though 
it is a main criterion in the holistic perspective, see Appendix 4, p43. 
 
The secondary packaging receives an alarmingly low score from the product filler, see Appendix 
4, p44. The criterions Machinability, Flow information, Stackability, Product protection, Volume 
and weight efficiency, and Right amount and size all need improvement. The high center of mass 
on the primary packaging creates instability on the bottles and contributes to the difficulties of 
handling the secondary packaging. The low edge on the paper tray is also one of the main 
problems, see Appendix 4, p44. 
 
The tertiary packaging acquires a high score and low PPI, which is good, see Appendix 4, p45. 
 
The score for load carrier is high and the PPI is low from the product filler, see Appendix 4, p46. 

4.4.1.2 Discussion of the results from the product filler 
It is the Handleability on the secondary packaging that is the main problem at the filler. The 
numbers points to the Machinability, but since the machine is complemented by manual actions 
the two criterions are mixed together. This is a problem with the definitions of the criterions and 
the questions in the survey should be clarified.  

4.4.1.3 Conclusion for the performance at the product filler 
The Handleability and Machinability needs improvement on the primary packaging, because the 
packaging is not stable enough. 
 
The secondary packaging needs improvement primarily on Machinability, Handleability and 
Stackability. There are a lot of problems with the combination of the bottle and the tray in this 
packaging and it is therefore not filling its purpose. Improvements on either of the components 
would enhance the fulfilling of the criterions.  
 
If anything, the packaging cost could be improved for the transport packaging.  
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The Volume and weight efficiency could be higher on the account of the filler since they have 
another standard compared to the distributer and are forced to stack less than they want on the 
pallet. 

4.4.2 The distributor 
 The evaluation of the criteria resulted in that the most valued criterions for the 
distributor are Right amount and size, Handleability, Volume and Weight efficiency and 
Flow information, see Fig 19, p19. 

 
The secondary and transport packaging get overall satisfying scores and PPI. Fluctuations occur 
in the results from the recipients. The roller cage gets an alarmingly and consensually low score 
and high PPI.  

4.4.2.1 Analysis of the data from the distributor 
The secondary packaging gets an overall high score from all the test persons at the distributor. 
The criterions that need improvement are Product protection and Handleability, see Appendix 
4, p 48. 
 
The box made out of corrugated board is functional for the distributor as long as the retail 
orders the same amount of the product that the box contains (36 bottles). Otherwise the 
distributor has to open the box and repack the bottles into the blue plastic box. This extra action 
takes a lot of time and work. The box is a very effective packaging for the distributor as long as 
they don’t have to open it. Having to open it, the criterions Minimal amount of waste, Product 
protection and handleability needs improvement, see Appendix 4, p49. 
 
The blue plastic box works well but is expensive and takes a lot of time and money to use. It is 
not very Volume and weight efficient. It has no instructions on how to pack the different 
products into it. The results can be chaotic. The various packaging´s fitted into the plastic box 
sometime leave free space. This allows the content of the box to rattle during transport and 
damages can occur, see Appendix 4, p49. 
 
The load carrier that is the roller cage gets an overall low score and high PPI which gives that 
there is room for improvements. The Packaging cost is high i.e. the roller cage is expensive and 
fragile. The Flow information is low and the reversed handling is poor. The Volume and weight 
efficiency is poor, and the Stackability is low. The overall PPI for the pallet is low, which is 
positive since the aim is a PPI close to zero, see Appendix 4, p50. 

4.4.2.2 Discussion of the results from the distributor 
 The large variations in score between test persons may occur because of their functions within 
the company. 
 
One reason to the high score the distributor gives the blue plastic box can be because it is their 
solution and it is hard criticize their own system. 
 
The roller cages are really hard to handle and the distributor is not satisfied with this part of the 
packaging system. 
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4.4.2.3 Conclusions for the performance at the distributor 
An improvement in the Handleability would benefit the distributor. Preferably the packaging 
would be sent straight to the retailer without re-packing it. The distributor also needs another 
solution to avoid the roller cage. 

4.4.3 The retailer 
The most valued criteria for the retailer is the Selling capability, the Product information, 
the Handleability and Right amount and size, see Fig 19, p19. 

 
The primary packaging receives satisfying and high scores and low PPI with fluctuations between 
the respondents. The system receives a good score at the retailer and the PPI indicates that the 
packaging system is performing satisfactory on the highly rated criterions. For details, see 
Appendix  4, p53.   

4.4.3.1 Analysis of the data from the retailer 
The primary packaging gets an overall high score and low PPI. Exceptions are problems related 
to the size and shape of the bottle. The overall score is high and the PPI is low for the secondary 
packaging. The PPI is slightly elevated for Right amount and size, see Appendix 4, p53. 
 
The tertiary packaging that is a blue plastic box gets an overall high score and low PPI with 
exceptions on Product protection and Volume and weight efficiency.  The tertiary packaging, a 
box made out of corrugated board gets an overall high score and low PPI, see Appendix 4, p54. 

 
The roller cage gets a low score and high PPI, and is a problem for the retailer. The criterions 
Right amount and size, Handleability, Volume and weight efficiency, Reversed handling and 
Stackability shows need for improvements, see Appendix 4, p55. 

4.4.3.2 Discussion of the results from the retailer 
The overall high score and low PPI on the primary packaging has exceptions on criterions related 
to the size and shape of the bottle.  
 
There is a paradox in the high score on the box made out of corrugated board, and the low score 
on the roller cage. This because the relation that if the secondary packaging is the corrugated 
board box, the load carrier is the roller cage. A very effective way of reducing the use of the 
roller cages is to avoid sending the corrugated board box. Despite of this contradiction, both the 
distributor and the retailer prefer the corrugated board box before the plastic box. 

4.4.3.3 Conclusions for the performance at the retailers 
Increased stability of the bottle and larger text on the label would solve problems with the 
consumer packaging for the retailer. The secondary packaging is not attractive enough and do 
not provide good enough facing for the consumer packaging to be a part of the display. The 
main issue with the secondary packaging is that it is hard to stack when opened and half empty. 
This is not uncommon during campaigns or by miscalculations in the ordering of the product. 
Increased stability and a more attractive secondary packaging would increase the Handleability. 

4.5   Results from the survey for Case 2; Lotion 

The results from, and analysis, discussion and conclusions for the data from the interviews with 
the recipients at the product filler and the rating of the criterions by the same are presented in 
this chapter. For details of the data, see Appendix 4. 
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4.5.1 The product filler 
The most important criterions for the product filler are Product protection, Machinability 
Flow information and Stackability. Overall the packaging system gets a very satisfying 
score and PPI from the product filler.   

4.5.1.1  Analysis of the data from the product filler 
There are improvement needs on the Machinability, Packaging cost and Handleability for the 
primary packaging. The Stackability is not important for the product filler in the primary 
packaging though it is a main criterion in the holistic perspective. 
 
There is a very big deviation between the respondents in the score for Stackability and Product 
protection on the secondary packaging.  
 
The tertiary packaging gets an overall good score and low PPI, see Appendix 4, p45. 

4.5.1.2 Discussion of the result from the product filler 
The score for the primary packaging has a substantial deviation regarding the three recipients at 
the filler. This may occur because of their profession at the company or other subjective 
objectives. 
 
The deviated score for the secondary packaging is interesting because of the fact that the brand 
owner has indicated that there is a problem with complains on broken pumps. This is confirmed 
by respondent nr [II] in the comments and PPI, but unmentioned by other respondents. 

4.5.1.3 Conclusion of the performance for the product filler 
Overall is the packaging system performing very satisfying and there is no acute need for 
improvements. However, if alterations in the packaging are planned, following considerations 
should be taken to account to achieve a more perfected product. On the primary packaging the 
shape of the bottle makes the labels difficult to attach, and the pump takes extra work to screw 
on and therefore the Handleability is the criterion with greatest need for improvement.  

4.5.2 The distributor 
The most valued criterions to the distributor according to the evaluation are Right amount 
and size, Handleability, Volume and Weight efficiency and Flow information. The score for 
the secondary packaging is very satisfying since the low scores are on criterions with low 

priority, and the overall score and PPI is near the optimum zero. 

4.5.2.1 Analysis of the data from the distributor 
There is a very big deviation in the score from the test persons at the distributor for 
Handleability and Product protection on the secondary packaging. Since the criterions Flow 
information, Product protection and Handleability are important to the distributors and the PPI 
is high; there is a need for improvement for these criterions, see Appendix 4, p48. 
 
The tertiary packaging gets an overall acceptable score since the reduced scores are on 
criterions that are not very highly rated. The exception is the low score on the criteria Right 
amount and size from one recipient, see Appendix 4, p49. 
 
The blue plastic box gets an overall very high score and low PPI, see Appendix 4, p50.  
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The pallet gets widely spread results in the scoring. The roller cage gets an overall low score and 
high PPI, see Appendix 4, p51.  

4.5.2.2 Discussion of the result from the distributor 
The deviation in the results for the pallet can occur if one of the test persons considered the 
empty load carrier and the other a fully packed load carrier. 
 
To save time, a lot of the secondary packages are unpacked from the transport packaging. The 
secondary packages are then stacked on each other to facilitate the packing of the plastic box. 
This is not advisable since the pumps might get damages and the risk for tipping over and 
braking is increased. 
 
There is a paradox with the score for the criteria Handleability and what the test persons has 
been saying in informal conversations. The fact that it is common to injure fingers and hands 
when folding the roller cage is not showing in the study. 

4.5.2.3 Conclusion for the performance at the distributor 
The manual repacking of the secondary packaging is not optimal for the personnel at the 
distributor. The packaging is not very ergonomic to grip and pick out of the box.  
 
The score for the corrugated paper box is lower than the score for the plastic box. This in spite of 
the fact that the test persons mention that the corrugated board box, if not opened, can be 
shipped throughout the distribution with high efficiency. The conclusion that can be drawn from 
this is that if not opened, the corrugated board box is working well for the distributor. But if it is 
opened, the workload will increase while handling the packaging. 

4.5.3 The retailer 
The criterion that gets the highest rating from the retailer is Selling capability, Product 
information, Handleability and Right amount and size. 
 

The packaging system is given a high average score from the retailer and a low PPI. 

4.5.3.1  Analysis for the data from the retailer 
The primary packaging gets an overall high score and low PPI, see Appendix 4, p53. There is a 
slight elevation in the PPI for Minimal amount of waste, and if any alterations are to be made, 
this should be taken into consideration.  

 
The secondary packaging gets a satisfactory high score and low PPI, see Appendix 4, p54. 
 
The tertiary packaging, the blue plastic box, gets the highest score with no exceptions. This is in 
contrast to the fact that the test person has commented the product protection and mentioned 
that the product may get damages in the plastic Box, see Appendix 4, p55. 

 
The corrugated board box gets an overall high score and low PPI with no exceptions, see 
Appendix 4, p55.  
 
The roller cage gets a very low score and it is a problem for the retailer, see Appendix 4, p56. 

4.5.3.2 Discussion on the results from the retailer 
The questioner used in this project and evaluation might have been better suited if phrased 
differently with focus on how the first three packaging’s where performing on the load carrier.  
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4.5.3.3 Conclusions of the performance at the retailer 
The retailer is overall satisfied with the packaging system except for the roller cage.  
Finding a recommendation or developing a better solution than the roller cage is a suggestion 
for future projects.  

4.6   Systematic evaluation 

In following section the systematic evaluation for the packaging stages is described. It will show 
the need for improvement for the various packaging stages at the actors. First are the 
improvements for Case1: Oil presented, then for Case2; Lotion.   

4.6.1 Definitions of evaluation aspects 
The fundamental aspects of design and development engineering are technological, material, 
economic, environmental and human-related considerations41.  The six most important 
criterions for the concerned parties, presented previously in section 4.3, see Fig 19 p 19, are 
used as the base in evaluating the packaging since they conform to these fundamentals in design 
and development.  
  
One effective way to enhance the primary and secondary packaging is to change the shape, 
material or the form of the packaging. This affects four out of six important criterions, and which 
will be discussed later in this chapter. The function is another key aspect in developing products 
which affects the same criterions as form, but in with further consideration of the technical 
aspects. The efficiency is important to consider since it adds the consideration of Right amount 
and size and Flow information which covers economic aspects of the design. 
 
The form, function and efficiency can thereby be defined by using a combination of key aspect in 
design and the primary criterions.  

 Form includes the shape and appearance of the packaging and affects the Handleability, 
Product protection, Stackability and Volume and weight efficiency.  

 Function includes the purpose of the packaging and affects the Handleability, Product 
protection, Stackability and Volume and weight efficiency.  

 Efficiency includes the performance and economy of the packaging and affects the Volume 
and weight, Handleability, Right amount and size, Product protection, Stackability and Flow 
information. 

4.6.2 Evaluation of Case 1; oil 
In following section the improvement potential for the packaging system of the Case 1: Oil is 
described. 

4.6.2.1 Consumer packaging 
The packaging is filled by machine, but the bottles are filled into the machine manually. 
The Handleability and Machinability is therefore tightly connected and these two 
criterions are where there is room for improvement. The Stackability has also a low score 

but this is not important in this level of packaging. Both Handleability and Machinability is 
affected by Form, Function and Efficiency and therefore they all get an upwards pointing arrow.  
 

                                                           
 
41

 G. Pahl and W. Beitz 1996, p1 
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The distributor is not handling this stage of packaging and therefore a forward pointing arrow 
indicates that no change is necessary.  
 
The packaging is overall satisfying for the retailer but for the facts that the bottles are unstable 
and the text is too small.  

4.6.2.2 Retail packaging 
Overall the packaging is getting a very low score from the product filler and it is 
because the Machinability is underperforming. The instability of the bottles contributes 
to the instability and the difficulties of handling the secondary packaging.  
 

The upward pointing arrows shows the indication that there are a lot of improvement potential 
for this packaging on the account of the product filler.  
 
The large variations in the score between test persons from the distributor may occur because 
of their functions within the company. It is the criterions Product protection, Handleability and 
Flow information that get the slightly reduced score. Improvements are not necessary which is 
indicated by the arrows pointing forward. 
 
The overall score from the retailer is acceptable, but criterions such as Right amount and size, 
Selling capability, Product information and Stackability gets reduced scores by some of the 
recipients. These criterions all have high rating and it is of great importance to the retailer. These 
exceptions in the score combined with comments from the recipients and observations gives 
that there is room for improvement in the Handleability and Stackability at the retailer and this 
is indicated by the arrows.  

4.6.2.3 Transport packaging 
 The Tertiary packaging gets an overall high score from the filler, see 
Appendix 4.  

 
The box made out of corrugated board is working well for the distributor as long as the 
pharmacy orders even numbers of 36 bottles. Otherwise the distributor has to open the box and 
repack the bottles into the blue plastic box which takes a lot of time and work. The box is 
appreciated by the distributor as long as they don’t have to open it.  
 
The corrugated board box gets an overall high score from the retailer with exceptions only on 
Volume and weight efficiency and Flow information.  

 
The packaging gets top score from the retailer with no exceptions. This is in contrast to the fact 
that the test person has commented the product protection and mentioned that the product 
may get damages in the plastic box. In spite of the top score, considered the comments from the 
recipients there is room for improvements and this is showed with upwards pointing arrows on 
function and efficiency for the retailer.  

4.6.2.4 Load carrier 
The pallet gets a good score from the product filler, with exception on the 
Volume and weight efficiency. The filler needs to adapt to a lower standard 
regarding maximum loading heights for the pallet, and this an economical 
disadvantage to the filler.  
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The score from the distributor on the pallet is acceptable. The overall score is high, but the Flow 
information and packaging cost gets low score. The roller cage gets an overall low score from the 
distributor.  
 
The roller cage gets a very low score and is a problem for the retailer.  

4.6.3 Evaluation of Case 2; lotion 
In following chapter the improvement potential for the packaging system of the Case 2: Lotion is 
described. 

4.6.3.1 Consumer packaging 
The Stackability is not important in this stage of packaging for the product filler and that is 
the criterion that pulls down the score. The overall score can be considered acceptable. 
Considered the comments it is still room for improvement on this packaging. The shape of 

the bottle makes the labels hard to attach, and the pump takes extra work to mount on. This is 
why the arrows are pointing upward.  
 
The distributor does not open the secondary packaging and does not come in contact with the 
primary packaging and the arrows indicate this by pointing forward. 
 
The packaging gets an overall high score from the retailer. The Stackability is not crucial in this 
stage of packaging, but of great importance in following stages.  
 
Observations: the consumer packaging is one of the largest and most popular products in the 
assortment and the bottle weights over half a kilo. Packing it up to the shelves is time 
consuming. An easier handling would be ergonomic and timesaving for the retailer.  

4.6.3.2 Retail packaging 
There is no acute need for improvement on the secondary packaging for the product 
filler. However, there is a very big deviation in the score from the recipients at the 
distributor for Handleability and Product protection on this packaging. Since the 
criterions Flow information, Product protection and Handleability are important to the 

distributor; there is room for improvement despite of the overall high score. 

 
The secondary packaging gets an overall high score from the retailer. 

4.6.3.3 Transport packaging 
The packaging gets an overall acceptable score from the filler with a really 
reduced score on Flow information as the only exception. This low score 
may be a result of the fact that the test object scored the box itself without 

considering the label with information. 

 
The blue plastic box gets an overall very high score from the distributor with reductions only on 
Packaging cost and Reversed handling, which both have low ratings and therefore can be 
considered less important.  
 
The score for the corrugated board box is lower than the score for the plastic box. This in spite of 
the fact that the test persons mention that the corrugated paper box, when not opened can be 
sent through the distribution with high efficiency. The conclusion that can be drawn from this is 
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that if not opened, the corrugated paper box is to prefer. But if it is opened, it is a lot of work 
with the handling of the packaging. 

 
The corrugated paper box gets an overall high score from the retailer with exceptions only on 
Volume and weight efficiency and Flow information.  

 
The packaging gets top score from the retailer with no exceptions. This is in contrast to the fact 
that the test person has commented the product protection and mentioned that the product 
may get damages in the plastic box. In spite of the top score, considered the comments from the 
recipients there is room for improvements and this is showed with upwards pointing arrows on 
function and efficiency for the retailer.  

4.6.3.4 Load carrier 
The pallet gets an acceptable score from the product filler, with exception 
on the Volume and weight efficiency. The product filler needs to adapt to a 
lower standard regarding maximum loading heights for the pallet, and this 
an economical disadvantage to the filler. 

 
The score from the distributor on the pallet varies. The overall score is high, but the Flow 
information and Packaging cost gets low score. The roller cage gets an overall low score from the 
distributor. There is a paradox with the score for the criteria Handleability and what the test 
persons has been saying in informal conversations. The fact that it is common to hurt fingers and 
hands when folding the roller cage is not showing in the scoring. 
 
The roller cage gets a very low score and is a problem for the retailer.  

4.6.4 Analysis of improvement potential 
The improvement potential for the packaging stages for Case 1; Oil, see Fig 21 below and Case 2; 
Lotion, see Fig 22, p29, is described in this section. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

The improvement potential on account of the product filler is focused on the primary and 
secondary packaging. It is the shape, purpose and performance of the packaging that should be 
in the primary focus for alterations since the biggest problems are related to these aspects and 
can be solved with small alterations.  
 
The distributor is over all satisfied with the primary and secondary packaging.  Their 
improvement potential concerns the purpose and performance of the transport packaging and 
the performance of the roller cage.  

 
FORM FUNCTION EFFICIENCY 

FILLER ↑ ↑ ↑ 

DISTRIBUTOR → → → 

RETAILER ↑ → ↗ 

 
FORM FUNCTION EFFICIENCY 

FILLER ↑ ↑ ↑ 

DISTRIBUTOR → → → 

RETAILER ↗ → ↗ 

 
FORM FUNCTION EFFICIENCY 

FILLER → → → 

DISTRIBUTOR → ↑ ↑ 

RETAILER → ↗ ↗ 

 
FORM FUNCTION EFFICIENCY 

FILLER → → ↑ 

DISTRIBUTOR → → ↗ 

RETAILER → ↑ ↑ 

Fig 21 The performances of the four packaging stages at the actors for case 1; Oil 
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Improvements for the retailer could be larger text and more stability on the consumer 
packaging. The retail packaging would be more useful if it became more attractive with good 
facing so it could be used as a part of the display. The transport packaging is considered ok, but 
the Volume efficiency is low in the blue box. The box gives better Product protection, but the 
amount of waste is higher since the retailer has to get rid of the corrugated board boxes. 
 

  
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 

The improvement potential on account of the filler is focused on the primary packaging. The 
shape, purpose and performance of the packaging should be in the primary focus for alterations 
since the biggest problems are related to these aspects and can be solved with small alterations. 
 
The distributor is satisfied with the primary packaging in general.  Their improvement potential 
concerns the shape, purpose and performance of the secondary packaging, the purpose and 
performance of the transport packaging, and the performance of the roller cage.  
 
Improvement potential for the retailer on the consumer packaging focuses on the performance. 
The packaging is big and has a high turnover, which leads to a lot of stacking it onto the shelves. 
The transport packaging is considered ok, but the Volume efficiency is low in the blue box. The 
corrugated board box gives better Product protection, but the Amount of waste is higher since 
the retailer has to get rid of the corrugated board boxes. 
 
The load carrier could become more efficient for all the actors. Especially the roller cage is 
dysfunctional with low Handleability.  

4.7   Summary of Case Studies 

The results from the observations, interviews and the survey imply that the product filler wants 
straight shapes of the primary packaging that are easily pushed in a row. A cylindrical shape on 
the bottle would make it possible to use one label that is easily swiped around the bottle with 
better attachment and accuracy in placement. It is good if the cap is symmetrical and do not 
need any fitting. Stability in the bottles is appreciated as well as in the trays in the secondary 
packaging. It is preferable if the secondary packaging isn’t too heavy and that the edge on the 
trays in the secondary packaging is eliminated. 
 
The distributor wants a minimal ordering limit that prevents small orders that takes a lot of 
work. It is important that the secondary or tertiary packaging is of stable quality so it does not 
get damages when sent on the transport band at the distribution central. Handles on the 

 
FORM FUNCTION EFFICIENCY 

FILLER ↗ ↗ ↗ 

DISTRIBUTOR → → → 

RETAILER → → ↑ 

 
FORM FUNCTION EFFICIENCY 

FILLER → → → 

DISTRIBUTOR ↗ ↗ ↗ 

RETAILER → → → 

 
FORM FUNCTION EFFICIENCY 

FILLER → → → 

DISTRIBUTOR → ↑ ↑ 

RETAILER → ↗ ↗ 

 
FORM FUNCTION EFFICIENCY 

FILLER → → ↑ 

DISTRIBUTOR → ↗ → 

RETAILER → ↑ ↑ 

Fig 22 The performances of the four packaging stages at the actors for case 2; Lotion 
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secondary packaging would save time and enhance the Handleability when it is lifted out of the 
tertiary packaging.  
 
The aspiration from the retailer is that the packaging is free from damages and dirt and, so it is 
attractive to the consumers. The primary packaging should also be easy to place in the shelves 
and it is important to get an appropriate amount of the product and a small amount of waste 
since the storage at the retailer often is limited.  
 
The lowest scores and highest PPI, i.e. the greatest need for development is found on the 
Primary and secondary packaging at the product filler. The sort of improvements the product 
filler is looking for would also benefit the retailer. The distributor wants to reduce the amount of 
manually processed products. The case studies show that the load carriers need development, 
but since the EUR-pallet and the roller cage both are standardized, alterations need further 
investigations, far too comprehensive to be included in this thesis and are therefore excluded.  

4.8   Conclusions from Case studies 

Looking at the improvement potential form a holistic perspective, small alterations can be made 
on the primary and secondary packaging that solves big problems for the filler and retailer. 
These problems are specific to this case and therefore the focus naturally falls on them.  
 
The problems with the Handleability of the load carriers are general since these packages are 
part of a logistic system with a predefined standard. 
 
Another way of approaching the problem is to improve the machines that fill the packages and 
make them more adapted to the packaging. This would improve the Machineability and 
decrease the handling of the packaging.   
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5 Packaging development 

Following section describes the purpose of the innovative packaging solutions. The suggestions 
are compared with the verification and this is the decision basis for the recommendation.  

5.1   Approaching the problems 

After processing the data from the interviews and observations the problems are well defined, 
also ideas to solutions for the problem are forming. As an initial step towards finding solutions to 
the defined problems at the actors, a table with suggestions was merged with a table sorting out 
the problems. Simple or more extensive changes of the packaging are presented in Problems 
and Solutions list, see p33. Additional innovative ideas are generated in a brainstorming 
meeting where the method 6-3-5 is applied. Selections from these ideas are used to 
complement the list.  
 

 
Fig 23 Selections of sketches from the idea generating 

 
The Problems and Solutions list is used as a basis for sketching up concepts. These sketches are 
compiled in an idea chart that shows how the ideas can be combined, see Fig 24, p 32. 
 
From the idea chart the ideas where sorted into 9 concepts depending on what sort of packaging 
the idea fitted in to or depending on what sort of problem the idea suggested to solve. The 
concepts where then evaluated and analyzed by the same method and table as the packaging 
stages with the difference that the arrows in this chapter shows how the concept improves the 
packaging for correspondingly actor. See Appendix 5. 
 
 This evaluation resulted in an elimination of all but three concepts. These concepts are 
presented in the section Evaluation of concepts. 
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Fig 24 The ideas presented in a concept chart. The ideas are categorized and sorted into nine concepts that are presented 
more thoroughly in Appendix 5. 
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5.1.1 Problems and Solutions List 
Wash oil 150 ml Consumer packaging Body lotion 500 ml Consumer 

packaging 

Problems at the Filler 

 The bottom is too  narrow which makes the bottle 
instable and it tips over easily 

 The center of mass is too high which makes the bottle 
instable and it tips over easily  

 Rounded sides makes it hard to push on the transport 
band  

 The two labels are placed front and back and are hard 
to get symmetrical and at the center of the bottle 

Suggestions for Solutions 

 Change the shape of the bottle 

 Cylindric 

 Square with rounded corners  

 Keep the concept, but widen the base to stabilize the 
bottle 

 

Problems at the Filler 

 The bottle is too high 

 It is hard to make the sides of the label stick 

 The pumps are put on manually and must be 
placed in the same direction  

Suggestions for Solutions 

 Change the consumer packaging to a Bag-in-
Box.  

 The BiB is put in a transport Box and the handle 
on the top makes it easy to lift the consumer 
package. Since the BiB is made out of carton is it 
not necessary to use plastic to protect it from 
road dust.  

 Change the consumer packaging to a plastic bag 
(like wine, or lotion in public toilets)  

 Change the height of the consumer package so 
that the 500ml bottle gets the same height as 
the 200ml bottle.  

 Change the size of the 500 ml and 200ml and 
replace it with for example a 350 ml bottle.  

 Change the shape of the consumer package. 
Twice the width and half the height 

The secondary packaging are not opened by the 
distributor and therefore are the consumer packaging not 
handled in this stage of the chain 

The secondary packaging are not opened by the 
distributor and therefore are the consumer 
packaging not handled in this stage of the chain 

  

Problems at the Retailer 

 The declaration of content is hard to read because the text 
is small 

 The bottles are easily tipped over and therefore hard 
to place on the shelf 

Suggestions for Solutions 

 Change the concept of the consumer package 

 A more gender neutral bottle that appeals to both 
men and women, young and old 

 A translucent bottle gives a fresh feeling  

 Change the size of the bottle to 100ml so it fits the 
rules for flight security 

 A snap lock is more practical for the consumer  

 It could have a more attractive shape 

Problems at the Retailer 

 It can be hard for the consumer  to know how to 
open the pump 

 The size of the bottle could be smaller, it is 
better with one size, now there are two. 

 The pump brakes sometimes and we get 
complains 

Suggestions for Solutions 

 To increase the Stackability and the emptying rate 
can the shape of the consumer package get inspired 
of soap and lotion from public toilets. A bottom that 
leans in an angle towards the middle enables the 
lotion to reach the user. Legs contributes with 
stability and gives the pourer a more accessible 
placement and the lotion bottle can easily be used 
with one hand 

 The waterfall pump is very broad and the lotion is 
distributed in the hand, instantly ready to be 
smeared onto the body 
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Wash oil 150 ml Secondary packaging Body lotion 500 ml Secondary 
packaging 
 
 

Problems at the Filler 

 It is hard to place the consumer packaging in the tray 

 It is hard to balance the tray filled with consumer 
packages when lifting it into the wrapping machine 

 The bottles falls out of the tray and onto the floor A 
higher edge on the tray made out of corrugated paper 
makes it easier to move the tray when it is filled but 
not wrapped with shrink film 

Suggestions for Solutions 

 A form tight plastic tray would make the filled tray 
easier to handle when filled but not wrapped 

 

 The bottles are packed directly into a Box made out of 
corrugated paper that has a plastic bag on the inside. 
The retailer package and the transport package are 
merged into one.  

 

 The secondary and tertiary packaging is exchanged to 
a pre perforated Box. The Box is opened according to 
the instructions and can be placed directly into the 
shelves as a part of the display. (the bottles are taken 
out as cola bottles) 

 

 Another version of the same idea is that the bottles 
are placed directly into a Box that has two holes at 
the top that can be used as handles. The pre 
perforated Box is easy to open and the bottom of the 
Box are used as a display  

  

Problems at the Filler 

 The secondary packaging is difficult to handle 
when the shrink film is too lose 

Suggestions for Solutions 

 The bottles are packed directly into a Box made 
out of corrugated paper that has a plastic bag on 
the inside. The retailer package and the transport 
package are merged into one. 

 

 The secondary and tertiary packaging is 
exchanged to a pre perforated Box. The Box is 
opened according to the instructions and can be 
placed directly into the shelves as a part of the 
display. (the bottles are taken out as cola 
bottles) 

 

 Another version of the same idea is that the 
bottles are placed directly into a Box that has 
two holes at the top that can be used as handles. 
The pre perforated Box is easy to open and the 
bottom of the Box are used as a display 

 

 A second form tight tray is used as a lid to 
protect the pumps and ease the stack ability. To 
keep the lid on is a plastic band used that also 
works as a handle.  

 

 Exchange the tray in the bottom to a tray that 
are placed on top of the bottles and gathers 
them. Not unlike the bowling machine picks up 
the skittles.  

 

 A thicker form tight tray that is complemented by 
a lid that is close-fitting. A plastic band is holding 
the parts together and also works as a handle. A 
shrink film is protecting against mechanical 
distress and dust. The plastic lid is protecting the 
pump and makes the package stackable.  

Problems at the distributor 

 It takes time and effort to lift it out of the transport 
packaging and into the new transport packaging 

Suggestions for Solutions 

 Find a solution that skips the step where the distributor 
has to re-pack the transport packaging 
 

 Handles on the secondary packaging so that it becomes 
easier to lift it out of the transport packaging 

Problems at the Distributor 

 The secondary packaging is hard to lift out of 
the tertiary packaging 

o It has no grip 
o The shrink film is fragile and brakes 
o The packaging with content weighs 

3 kg 

 The secondary packaging is hard to fit into the 
blue Box  

 It takes a lot of time to open the cartons and 
re-pack the SP into the blue Box and it is not 
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 volume and weight efficient  

 It is not optimal to stack it, it can be stacked 
two on top of each other, but not more 

 The secondary packaging is too fragile to be 
sent on transport band throughout the 
distribution central and has to be re-packed 
into a blue Box 

Suggestions for Solutions 

 Change the minimal amount of consumer 
packages that the retailer can order to 12 
instead of 6.  

 Change the number of bottles in the 
transport package to 6 instead of 12. 

Problems at the Retailer 

 The secondary packaging is hard to stack if the packaging 
is opened but not emptied  

 It can be hard to tell the difference between the wash oil 
and the wash soap from the same series since they has the 
same shape and color and only differ in size and graphic 
text 

Suggestions for Solutions 

 Change the tray to a form tight tray in plastic that is 
wrapped in shrink film.  

 The secondary packaging is are never used as an expose 
packaging 

o It does not give the bottle good facing, the 
bottles are not standing straight 

o The secondary packaging is ugly 
o It is hard to balance the tray with the bottles in 

it. 

Problems at the Retailer 
Suggestions for Solutions 

 The tray can be used to  expose the product 

 

Brand Owner, comments 

 It is cheap and therefore, good 

Brand Owner, Comments 

 It is good, tray makes it easier to handle 

Wash oil 150 ml Tertiary packaging 

  

Body lotion 500 ml Tertiary packaging 

 
Filler 

 It´s a Box, what to say, it works 
Filler 

 It´s a Box, what to say, It works 

Problems at the Distributor 

 The blue Boxes are inefficient, takes time to repack them, 
it costs a lot of money, the items in them sometimes get 
damaged since they are not perfectly fitted into them 

Suggestions for solutions 

 Find a solution that skips the step where the distributor 
has to re-pack the retail packaging into another transport 
packaging 

 It is good when the retailer orders 36 bottles at once since 
it is a full Box and it can be sent without being repacked 

o Saves time 
o Money  
o Effort 

Problems at the Distributor 

 The Box is good when the retailer orders 12 
bottles because then the whole Box can be sent 
without repacking directly to delivery via 
transport band and from there to the retailer  

 When 6 bottles are ordered the Box are opened 
and the secondary packaging is taken out and 
re-packed into blue Boxes 

 This new Boxes are thinner and less resistant to 
mechanical stress, but they are cheaper and 
specially adapted to the secondary packaging 
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o Volume and weight efficiency 

  
Brand Owner 

 This carton is adapted to the product and works well 

Brand Owner 

 This carton is adapted to the product and works 
well 

 Cheaper, thinner and adapted to the secondary 
packaging is better than an all-round carton that 
is thicker but are a bit too big so that the  
volume efficiency gets lower 

Wash oil 150 ml Load Carrier Body lotion 500 ml Load Carrier 
Distributor 
EUR-pallet 

 The EUR-pallet is necessary for our system 

 The measurement and functions are not negotiable 

The roll cage 

 Takes a lot of space 

 Does not fold well 

 Hurt fingers when handled 

 Expensive 

5.1.2 Evaluation of concepts 
The nine concepts are evaluated based on the results from the case studies. The three with 
highest ratings are presented in this section. See Appendix 5 for more details on all the 
evaluated concepts. 

5.1.2.1 Adapted shape; Concept 3 
The core in this concept is to evolve the shape considering Volume and weight efficiency, 
Machinability and Handleability.  
 
The shape of the consumer packaging is altered by widening the base of the bottle. The change 
in the shape leads to minor changes in the appearance and the identity of the product remains.  
 
A wider base on the bottle increases the stability and thereby the Machinability and 
Handleability is enhanced in the filling process, in the shelves at the retailers as well as in the 
shower.  
 
This concept improves the Volume and weight efficiency, Handleability and Machinability, 
criterions that are of importance to all the actors.  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

 
FORM FUNCTION EFFICIENCY 

 FILLER ↑ ↑ ↑ 6 

DISTRIBUTOR → ↑ ↑ 4 

RETIALER ↑ ↑ ↑ 6 

    
16 

Fig 25 The evaluation for the adapted shape concept. This concept improves for all actors in all the 
important criterions and receives therefore a high rating. 
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5.1.2.2 Direct display; Concept 8 
This concept focuses on improving the display at the retailer. The tray is designed so that the 
retailer does not have to rearrange the bottles every time the consumers make a purchase. 
  
 By designing the secondary packaging so that it can be used in the display the efficiency for the 
retailer is increased. The tray can be tilted and the bottles are gliding forward to always be 
reachable to the costumer. Decreased need for rearranging of the consumer packaging leads to 
increased ergonomics and time efficiency for the retailer to whilst handling the products.  
 

 

FORM FUNCTION EFFICIENCY 

 FILLER → → ↑ 2 

DISTRIBUTOR → ↗ ↑ 3 

RETIALER ↑ ↑ ↑ 6 
 

   
11 

5.1.2.3 Adapted tray; Concept 9 
These concepts focus on adapting the tray to maximize the Handleability for all actors. This can 
be achieved in different ways. The edge of the tray can be heightened to keep the bottles from 
tipping out. Another alternative is to change the retail packaging into a Box that can be sent 
through the distribution directly to the retailer. The packaging is put on the shelves and opened 
so the customers can take the bottles directly from the Box.   

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

5.1.3 Verification 
The Results from the evaluation at the workshop correlates with the concepts chosen in the 
systematic evaluation. The concepts Adapted shape and Adapted tray gets the highest score 
from the participants.  
 
Adapted shape 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 

 

FORM FUNCTION EFFICIENCY 

 FILLER ↑ ↑ ↑ 6 

DISTRIBUTOR ↑ ↑ ↑ 6 

RETIALER ↑ ↑ ↑ 6 

    
18 

 
FORM FUNCTION EFFICIENCY 

 FILLER ↑ ↑ ↑ 6 

DISTRIBUTOR → → → 0 

RETIALER ↑ ↑ ↑ 6 

    
12 

Fig 26 The results from the evaluation of the direct display concept. 

Fig 27 The results from the evaluation of the adapted tray concept 

Fig 28 The result from the verification of the adapted shape concept 
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Small adjustments in the design can contribute to grate enhancements at the filler and the 
retailer. The high score for this concept is based on the fact that it is a realistic suggestion that 
focuses on solving the problems that are pointed out in the case studies. Grand improvements 
can be reached with a wider base. 
 
Adapted tray 
 

 
 
Fig 29 The result from the verification of the adapted tray concept 

 
The evaluation is focusing on the part of the concept with the heightened edge on the tray that 
is a part of the secondary packaging to the oil. The high score for this concept is based on the 
fact that it is a realistic suggestion that focuses on solving the problems that are pointed out in 
the case studies. Today is trays of corrugated paper not very common way of displaying at the 
retailer. And it is crucial that the tray is attractive.  
 

5.2   Suggestions 

The complied results from the proposal and verification chapter are a recommendation that 
following changes could be made: 
Oil 

 A wider base for the consumer packaging  

 A higher edge on the secondary packaging  

 Development of the plastic tray to give it a tilting display option. 
Lotion 

 There is no need for changes in any of the packaging stages for the lotion. 

5.3   Conclusions for packaging development 

The packaging development worked well. Problems that occur with the packaging where 
discovered and suggestions for improvements found.  
 
One problem with this method is that the outcome varies depending on the participants in the 
creative processes. This problem is not specific to this project but apply to all methods that 
include subjective contributions. The results might have been more interesting if the 6-3-5 
method with people with little or no experience of packaging development had been 
complemented with other similar processes with participants that are experts on the subject.  
 
A suggestion is applying the 6-3-5 as in this project but adding the gallery method42 on the 
packaging development department at the brand owner to achieve additional and more 
technical and concrete packaging suggestions.   
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FORM FUNCTION EFFICIENCY 

 FILLER → ↗ ↗ 2 

DISTRIBUTOR → → → 0 

RETIALER ↑ ↑ ↑ 6 

    
8 
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6 Analysis and discussion 

The products studied in the Cases in this project were randomly chosen and the deviation in size 
and components gives the evaluation of the developed model validation. The interviews were 
performed without difficulties and the improvement with pictures on the survey forms proved 
to be helpful to the respondents.  The survey included both of the case studies and they 
therefore became extensive. The many questions and difficult definitions of the criterions make 
the survey time consuming.  
 
Initially the intention was to analyze the gathered data with a method that was developed in 
another master thesis.43 The thesis evaluated the combination of Analytical Hierarchy Process 
and Design of Experiment. The complexity in these methods combined with the fact that the 
methods were under development made it inapplicable and other methods were developed and 
applied. 
 
The PPI was useful since it showed both the improvement potential and need for improvements 
for the packaging. The arrow method gave a visual evaluation form for the packaging stages and 
was useful to obtain a holistic perspective whilst preserving the details that reveal the 
improvement potential. The combined application of these two methods provided a well 
researched foundation for packaging development. 
 
The product development got a more central role than in previous versions of the model. 
Creative processes such as the 6-3-5 method were applied and innovative packaging ideas were 
found.  Sorting the problems and solutions found in the case studies and idea generating into a 
Problems and Solutions list was very helpful and gave a direct and structured overview of the 
situation. The second application of the arrow method worked well since it is visual, systematical 
and gives a numerical value that is easy to evaluate. 
 
To verify the developed model and the proposed ideas, the concepts were presented to the 
personnel at the brand owner at a workshop. The time planned for the workshop was not 
sufficient and the method planned for the evaluation was not simplified to a satisfying manner. 
Discussions during and after the workshop brought interesting input and consensus about the 
superiority of two of the concepts were reached.  Another aspect is the accuracy of the 
attendance at the workshop and the idea generating step. A different focus group might have 
been better suited for the evaluation of this method.  
 

The gathering of data went smoothly and all the recipients were helpful and answered the 
questions as thoroughly as they could. A flaw in the survey forms was the absence of a choice 
not to answer, if the question was out of their field of knowledge. Some of the recipients chose 
to leave the question blank, but it is impossible to know how the results would have turned out 
if the choice had been more apparent. The survey forms need to become shorter. If the 
evaluation of the criterions is done in advance, the survey forms could be tailored to better suit 
the recipients. With questions more directed to the respondent’s field of work, there is a high 
possibility that the time for answering them will decrease.  
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The visual aid the added photograph of the packaging brought to the survey was helpful to the 
respondents and confusion about the packaging stages was avoided. The definitions of the 
criterions were too complicated and clarifications are needed in future application. Explanatory 
examples could be one way of simplifying. Describing pictures, pictogram or icons might be 
useful to clarify and simplify the comprehension of the criterions. The grading scale on the 
survey should have another text. Agree completely and Don´t agree should be exchanged to 
Works extremely well and Works extremely badly. This to give the scale a wider span and 
allowing the recipients to be more nuanced. 
 
The analysis method by Imen and Keshavarz Maman was not applicable in this project, however, 
if the method had been complete and simplified it might have saved a lot of time in the analysis 
phase.  
 
The tables with PPI and comments were useful to get a very detailed picture which was very 
helpful in the packaging development step. These tables were however extensive and they took 
long time to compile into a holistic view. The combined PPI tables with all the respondents data 
collected were not useful and could be deceptive since there was a risk that the answers cancel 
each other out and the results then becomes misleading. Therefore is it important to view the 
PPI tables separately, as presented in Appendix 2. 
 
The arrow method for the packaging performance gave this overview, and was truly helpful in 
the evaluation of the concepts developed in the packaging development. But again, these 
evaluation forms take time to compile and to confirm accuracy. The use of the arrow method 
was best suited for the evaluation of the suggestions, where it was easy to use and calculate the 
results in numerical values.   
 
The Problem and Solutions-list was an effective way to overview the occurrence of problems and 
solutions at the different packaging stages at the filler, distributor and retailer. This list can be 
used without the other steps in the method and are therefore very useful even in less extensive 
analysis and projects.  
 
The gain from the verification by the brand owner was the coherence in the results to the results 
from the systematic evaluation based on the model.  This conclusion could have been reached 
without the model for evaluation. The application of some aspects of the model for verification 
could therefore be considered not successful. The results from the validation is however still 
valid and the validation can be considered successful even though the application of the model 
need further refinement. A brief with information about the packaging’s performance does not 
give a sufficient foundation to make an evaluation with a new method. The fact that the market 
aspect and the needs for investments were excluded in the evaluation model confused the 
personnel and they deemed the model insignificant. The consumer aspect was another part of 
the model that created confusion. The aim should have been to predict what the consumers 
want rather than asking them. There is a need to be proactive against the consumer and create 
their needs. 
 
I found it hard to work on the macro perspective that the holistic view over the complex 
problems required and in the same time go into the details on packaging solutions which is 
necessary to succeed with the packaging development.  
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The method developed in this thesis was useful but is not validated to a satisfying extent. 
Further validations must be preformed to achieve a reliable methodology. 

6.1   Subjectivity vs. Objectivity 

The results from the survey conducted in this thesis are on the more subjective side of the scale. 
The survey targets however not with their personal opinions, but their professional experiences. 
The processing of the data objectifies the data to accomplish a generalized compilation.  
 
The ideas generated to solve problems identified during this project are also located on the 
more subjective side of the scale. The ideas are generated by a small number of people, but the 
project development process is systematic and eliminates personal preferences. 

 
The model above describes where on the objectivity vs. subjectivity scale the different parts of 
this thesis are. The results from the survey are based on professional experiences but are on the 
objective side of the scale. The ideas are also located on the objective side. The analysis are 
generalizing and compiling the results and the selection is located on the more objective side of 
the scale. 
 

6.2   Sources of error 

The information in the Case studies is collected from people. Working with people, there is 
always a risk for some degree of inaccuracy. The answers, even though based on their 
professional experiences, are colored by the recipients. The amount of stress, hunger, even 
happiness can influence. Error can also occur depending on misinterpretations of the questions, 
their formulations, difficult words etc. The survey is written in English, which is not the main 
language for any of the recipients and some information might have been lost in translation.  
There is also always a risk for type errors since the data from the survey forms are transferred 
manually. 
 

  

Subjectivity 
Qualitative 

 

Objectivity 
Quantitative  

 

Product 
Development 

SYSTEMATICAL THEORY 

Analysis Results from 
survey 

Selection 

Idea 

Fig 30 The model describes where on the objectivity vs. subjectivity scale the different parts of this thesis are.  
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7 Conclusions 

The overall method is useful and works well for finding solutions to a lot of problems that occur 
in the types of environments explored in this thesis. There are still details that need further 
work. The survey is too long and all the questions are not relevant. The Specifications list, see 
Appendix 1, contributes to an effective method to adapt the survey to the respective concerned 
parties, which did not exist in previous models.  
 
The work with the evaluation matrix contributes to an effective way of determinate the most 
important criterions for each actor.  
 
Innovative packaging development can be applied to solve the requirements of the supply chain 
of fast moving consumer goods by 

 Finding creative solutions from the generating of multiple ideas 

 The systematical evaluation of the solutions provides motivated proposals and 
recommendations.  

7.1   Suggestions for future studies 

 As suggestions for further studies are a web based survey discussed. The use of IT- based 
data gathering as a complementary part of this model was argued before and simultaneous 
as this project. This addition to the model could save a lot of time gathering, compiling and 
analyzing the data.  

 The survey would benefit from refinement of the perceptional aspects.  

 Development and further investigations about solutions to the problems concerning the 
load carrier, the roller cage could contribute to a more effective and safe working 
environment for the personnel at warehouses in all of Sweden. These roller cages are 
common and frequently used in the distribution of fast moving consumer goods. 
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Appendix 1; Specification list 

 Specification  

 W/D  

changes B S D R Requirements Responsible 

 
090216 
090216 
090216 

 
090216 

 
W 
W 
W 
 
W 

D 
D 
D 
W 
 
D 

  1. Machinability 
The consumer packaging is easy to rise 
The consumer packaging is easy to seal 
It is easy to attach label and bare code on consumer packaging 

 
It is easy to fill and pack the retail packaging 

 

 
090216 
090216 
090216 
090216 

 
D 
W 
D 
W 

D 
D 
W 
D 
W 

  
W 
W 
W 
W 

2. Product protection 
The consumer packaging protect the product 
The retail packaging protects the product 
The transport packaging protects the product 
The load carrier protects the product 

 

 
090408 

 
090408 

 
090408 

 
 

090408 
090408 
090408 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
W 
 
 

 
D 

 
W 
 
W 
 

W 
 

3. Volume and weight efficiency 
The size of the consumer packaging is fitted to the product 
 
The size of the retail packaging is fitted to the consumer packaging 
 
The transport packaging is suited to the size of the retail packaging 
The transport packaging is fitted to the size of the retail packaging 
 
The size of the load carrier is adapted to the product 
The total area of the load carrier is being used 
The allowed maximum height of the carrier is being used 

 

 
090216 

 
090216 

 
 

090408 
090408 

 
090408 
090408 

 
D 
 
D 
 
 
D 
D 

 
D 
 
 

 
 
 

D 
D 
 
 
 
 
 

D 
D 
 

D 
W 
 

W 
W 
 
 

4. Right amount and size 
The consumer packaging is well matched to the consumer demand 
 
The consumer packaging fits the space on the shelves in the store 
The consumer packaging contains the right amount of the product 
 
The retail packaging contains the right amount of products 
The retail packaging fits the shelf in the store 
 
The size of the load carrier is adapted to the product 
The size of the load carrier is fitted to the product 

 

 
090216 

 
090216 

 
090216 
090216 

 
090216 
090216 

 
D 
 

W 
 

W 
W 

 
W 
 
 
 

 
 
 

D 
 

D 
D 
 

D 
D 

D 
D 
 

D 
 

W 
W 
 

W 
W 

5. Handleability 
The consumer packaging is developed for handling 
 
The retail packaging is developed for handling 
 
The transport packaging is developed for handling 
The transport packaging is easy to handle on sight 
 
The load carrier is developed for handling 
The load carrier is easy to handle on sight 

 

 
090216 

 
D 

 
 

 
 

D 
D 

6. Product information 
The consumer packaging gives information for handling 
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090216 

 
090408 

 
090408 
090319 

 
W 
 
D 
 
 
D 

 
W 
 
 

 
D 
 
 

 
W 

 
D 
 

D 
 

 
The retail packaging gives information for handling 
 
It is easy to read the declaration of content 
 
Text and barcode are in the right place 
The transport packaging gives information for handling 

 
090216 
090216 
090316 

 
D 
W 
 

 
D 

 D 
D 
D 
W 

7. Selling capability 
The consumer packaging has an attractive shape 
It is easy to recognize the product 
The retail packaging gives good exposure to the product on the 
shelves 

 

 
090216 
090216 
090216 
090216 

 
W 
W 
W 
W 

 
W 

  
W 
W 
 

8. Minimal amount of waste 
The consumer packaging gives minimal amount of waste 
The retail packaging gives minimal amount of waste 
The transport packaging gives little waste 
The load carrier gives little waste 

 

 
090216 
090216 
090216 
090216 

 
D 
D 
D 
D 

 
D 

  9. Packaging cost 
The cost for the consumer packaging is low 
The cost for the retail packaging is low 
The cost for the transport packaging is low 
The cost for the load carrier is low 

 

 
090216 

 
090216 

 D 
D 
 

D 

D 
D 
 

D 

 
W 
 

W 

10. Flow information 
The transport packaging gives information for handling 
 
The load carrier gives information of handling 

 

 
090319 

 
090319 

    
W 
 

W 

11. Safety 
The consumer packaging prevents personal injuries  
 
The consumer packaging prevents theft 

 

     12. Environmental consideration 
The consumer packaging has a low impact on the environment 

 

 
090408 

    
W 

13. Getting rid of waste 
The transport packaging is easy to get rid of 

 

 
090408 
090408 

 
090408 
090408 
090408 
090408 

   
W 
W 
 

W 
W 
W 
D 

 
 

W 
 
 
 

W 
 

14. Reversed handling 
It is easy to open the retail packaging 
The retail packaging takes little space after usage 
 
The transport packaging is easy to get rid of 
The transport packaging takes little space after usage 
When used, the transport packaging is easy to stack and store 
The empty load carrier takes little space in storage 

 

 
090216 

 
090408 
090319 
090216 

 D 
 
 

D 
D 
D 

 
W 
 

W 
D 
D 

 
W 
 

W 
W 
 

15. Stackability 
The consumer packaging is easy to stack 
 
The retail packaging is easy to stack 
The transport packaging is easy to stack 
The load carrier is easy to stack 

 



9-4 
 

 
 

Appendix 2; Flow charts 
In following chapters describe the flow and packaging stagers through the filling processes, 
distribution central, and retail for the two Cases.  

At the Filler 

Case Study Oil 

The supplier receives the consumer packaging, labels and screw on caps from different 
subcontractors. The personal in the production at the supplier puts the bottles on a transport 
band that takes them into the machine that fills the consumer packaging. The caps are then put 
on manually and the caps are screwed on by machine. The consumer packaging is transported to 
the next machine that attaches labels to the consumer packaging.  
 
The bottles are then stacked manually in numbers of twelve in a tray. This tray is then lifted 
manually to a machine that wraps the tray with the bottles in shrink film. This secondary 
packaging is then lifted into cartons and stacked onto pallets that are wrapped in shrink film. 

Case Study Lotion 

The supplier receives the consumer packaging, labels and pumps from different subcontractors. 
The personal in the production at the supplier puts the bottles on a transport band that takes 
them into the machine that fills the consumer packaging. The pumps are then put on manually 
and they are screwed shut on by machine. The consumer packaging is transported to the next 
machine that attaches labels to the consumer packaging.  
The bottles are then stacked manually in numbers of six in a form tight tray. This tray is then 
lifted manually to a machine that wraps the tray with the bottles in shrink film. This secondary 
packaging is then lifted into cartons and stacked onto a Load Carrier in form of pallets that are 
wrapped in shrink film. 
 

At the Distribution central 

Case Study Oil 

The distributor receives the Load Carrier (LC). The data is scanned and the Load Carrier is 
lifted by a fork lift and entered into a central warehouse. When the pharmacies puts in 
an order for the product, the size of the order decides which rout the product takes. If a 
pharmacy orders 3 x 12 bottles, which is the number of bottles in the Transport Package 
(TP), the pallet is received from the warehouse and handled in a sorting station that 
sends packages that are unbroken. From there the carton is sent on a transport band 
through the distribution central and packed on to a Roller Cage in the shipping station 
and loaded on to a truck to be sent to the pharmacy. If a pharmacy orders the number 
of bottles in a Retail Packaging or Secondary packaging (SP), the Transport Packaging is 
received from the warehouse and transported by fork lift to another sorting station. The 
driver to the fork lift cuts the carton open and places it on a shelf, reachable to the 
personnel working at the sorting station. At this station the blue Boxes are filled 
manually with various products that the pharmacy orders in smaller quantities. The 
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empty Tertiary Packages (TP) are thrown onto a transport band on the top of the shelf 
and transported away to a compression station. The Secondary Packages (SP) are not 
opened but repacked in the plastic crates together with other products. The Plastic 
crates (TP) are transported on transport band to the shipping station where they are 
stacked on Roller Cages that are transported to the retailer by truck.  

Case Study Lotion 

The distributor receives the Pallet. The data is scanned and the Load Carrier is handled 
by a fork lift and entered into a central warehouse. When the retailer puts in an order 
for the product, the size of the order decides which rout the product takes. If a 
pharmacy orders 2 x 6 bottles, which is the number of bottles in the carton, the pallet is 
received from the warehouse and handled in a sorting station that sends packages that 
are unbroken. From there the carton is sent on a transport band through the 
distribution central and packed on to a Roller Cage in the shipping station and loaded on 
to a truck to be sent to the pharmacy. If a retailer orders six bottles, which is the 
minimal amount, the transport packaging is received from the warehouse and 
transported by fork lift to another sorting station. The driver to the fork lift cuts the 
carton open and places it on a shelf, reachable to the peoples working at the sorting 
station. At this station the blue Boxes are filled manually with various products that the 
retailer orders in smaller quantities. The retailer can´t order smaller quantities than six 
consumer packages because the secondary packages are not to be broken at the 
distributor. The empty tertiary packages are thrown onto a transport band on the top of 
the shelf and transported away to a compression station. The Plastic crates are 
transported on transport band to the shipping station where they are stacked on roll 
cages that are transported to the retailer by truck. 

 

At the Retailer 
A flow chart has been compiled from observations and interviews with the respondent 
at the distributor. 

Case study Oil 

The retailer receives the plastic crates on the Roller Cages and repacks them onto 
trolleys. The products in the crates are sorted after zones that are used at the retailer to 
simplify and make the unpacking of the craters more efficient. The secondary packaging 
are lifted out of the blue Box, the shrink wrapping is removed and the consumer 
packages are lifted and placed one by one onto the shelves in the retail store. 

Case Study Lotion 

The retailer receives the Roller Cages packed with plastic crates and cartons containing 
various products and repacks them onto trolleys. The products in the crates are sorted 
after zones that are used at the retailer to simplify and make the unpacking of the 
craters more efficient. The secondary packaging is lifted out of the blue Box, the shrink 
wrapping is removed and the consumer packages are lifted and placed one by one onto 
the shelves in the retail store. Some retailer puts the plastic tray on the shelves and uses 
them as a part of the display, mainly to save time stacking the shelves 
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Appendix 3; Survey 
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Appendix 4; Data 

C1 Primary Packaging Filler [I] C2 Primary Packaging Filler [I]

Criterion Score impr.pot Rating COMMENT PPI Criterion Score impr.pot Rating COMMENT PPI

Macinability 4,8 -2,2 15% 34 Macinability 4,5 -2,5 15%

The pump has to be in the right direction w hen 

the machine sqrew s it closed, The edges of the 

label comes loose from the bottle. 39

Product protection 9 2 16% -32 Product protection 7,7 0,7 16% -11

Volume and Weight efficency 9,8 2,8 6% -16 Volume and Weight efficency 7,7 0,7 6% -4

Right amount and size 9,8 2,8 10% -29 Right amount and size 8,6 1,6 10% -17

Handleability 9,6 2,6 12%

It is small, the shape is small dow n and larger at 

the top, the bottom is narrow . Dubble check that 

the lables front and back are ok. Lables can get 

bubbles because of dubble velvet surface. 

Check centration, right, left, up, dow n. -30 Handleability 7,7 0,7 12% -8

Product information 6,8 -0,2 Product information 7,8 0,8

Selling capability 10 3 Selling capability 6,6 -0,4

Minimal amount of waste 5,7 -1,3 5% 6 Minimal amount of waste 9,6 2,6 5% -13

Packaging cost 5,7 -1,3 7% Don´t know  for sure (PP [I]) 10 Packaging cost 5,4 -1,6 7% 12

Flow information 15% Flow information 15%

Saftey Saftey

Environmantal consideration 9,8 2,8 Environmantal consideration 9,7 2,7

Getting rid of waste Getting rid of waste

Reversed handling Reversed handling

Stackability 5,7 -1,3 14% 18 Stackability 7,8 0,8 14% -11

Average Score 7,9 0,882 100% -40 Average Score 7,55 0,55 -13

C1 Primary Packaging Filler [II] C2 Primary Packaging Filler [II]

Criterion Score impr.pot Rating COMMENT PPI Criterion Score impr.pot Rating COMMENT PPI

Macinability

5,4 -1,6 15%

It is not stable w hen empty. Light, high, slight. It 

is ok to attatch lables, but not as easy as a 

round bottle. (PP [II]) 25 Macinability 6,3 -0,7 15%
Easier than the small bottle, and a round bottle is 

easier to attatch labels to. 11

Product protection 8,4 1,4 16% Yes the packagign protects the product -22 Product protection 8,5 1,5 16% -24

Volume and Weight efficency 8,8 1,8 6% Yes -10 Volume and Weight efficency 8,7 1,7 6% -9

Right amount and size 9 2 10% -21 Right amount and size 8,7 1,7 10% -18

Handleability 1,5 -5,5 12% No, it falls, the stability is low . 65 Handleability 4,9 -2,1 12% 25

Product information 1 -6
No,there is no user instructions on the bottle, but 

the consumer w ill be able to open Product information 4,9 -2,1
The packaging gives a little info. The pump gives 

a clue.

Selling capability 8,6 1,6 Yes, the bottle has an attractive shape Selling capability 8,8 1,8

Minimal amount of waste 8,6 1,6 5% No leaflet, no box, the bottle is recyclable -8 Minimal amount of waste 8,7 1,7 5% -8

Packaging cost 6,5 -0,5 7% Cheap, low  cost 4 Packaging cost 5,1 -1,9 7% The cost is low , acceptable 14

Flow information 15% Flow information 15%

Saftey Saftey

Environmantal consideration 5,2 -1,8 Environmantal consideration 8,7 1,7 The plastic is recykleble

Getting rid of waste Getting rid of waste

Reversed handling Reversed handling

Stackability 0,4 -6,6 14% You can not stack it (PP [II]) 90 Stackability 0,4 -6,6 14% 90

Average Score 5,8 -1,2 121 Average Score 6,70 -0,3 79

C1 Primary Packaging Filler [III] C2 Primary Packaging Filler [III]

Criterion Score impr.potRating COMMENT PPI Criterion Score impr.potRating COMMENT PPI

Macinability 8,3 1,3 15% I don’t get any complains. (PP [III]) -20 Macinability 8,2 1,2 15%
It is easier to f ill the bigger bottle. But harder to 

handle the oump. -19

Product protection 8,5 1,5 16% -24 Product protection 7,9 0,9 16% -14

Volume and Weight efficency 9,4 2,4 6% -13 Volume and Weight efficency 7,1 0,1 6% I hope so -1

Right amount and size 9,3 2,3 10% -24 Right amount and size 7,7 0,7 10% -7

Handleability 6,7 -0,3 12% 4 Handleability 6,6 -0,4 12% It is hard to see w hen it is locked or open 5

Product information Product information 6,7 -0,3

Selling capability 7,9 0,9 Selling capability 6,5 -0,5

Minimal amount of waste 6,6 -0,4 5% 2 Minimal amount of waste 7,8 0,8 5% -4

Packaging cost 8,9 1,9 7% -14 Packaging cost 6,4 -0,6 7% It is more expensive w ith the pump 4

Flow information 9,4 2,4 15% -36 Flow information 15%

Saftey Saftey

Environmantal consideration 6,5 -0,5 Environmantal consideration 5,4 -1,6

Getting rid of waste Getting rid of waste

Reversed handling Reversed handling

Stackability 0,9 -6,1 14% 83 Stackability 0,5 -6,5 14% 88

Average Score 7,5 0,5 -43 Average Score 6,44 -0,56 53

C1 Primary Packaging Average C2 Primary Packaging  Average

Criterion Score impr.potRating COMMENT PPI Criterion Score impr.potRating COMMENT PPI

Macinability 6,2 -0,833 15% I don’t get any complains. (PP [III]) 13 Macinability 6,3 -0,7 15%
It is easier to f ill the bigger bottle. But harder to 

handle the oump. 10

Product protection 8,6 1,633 16% -26 Product protection 8,0 1,0 16% -17

Volume and Weight efficency 9,3 2,333 6% -13 Volume and Weight efficency 7,8 0,8 6% I hope so -5

Right amount and size 9,4 2,367 10% -25 Right amount and size 8,3 1,3 10% -14

Handleability 5,9 -1,067 12% 13 Handleability 6,4 -0,6 12% It is hard to see w hen it is locked or open 7

Product information 3,9 -3,1 Product information 6,5 -0,5

Selling capability 8,8 1,833 Selling capability 7,3 0,3

Minimal amount of waste 7,0 -0,033 5% 0 Minimal amount of waste 8,7 1,7 5% -8

Packaging cost 7,0 0,033 7% 0 Packaging cost 5,6 -1,4 7% It is more expensive w ith the pump 10

Flow information 9,4 2,4 15% -36 Flow information 15%

Saftey Saftey

Environmantal consideration 7,2 0,167 Environmantal consideration 7,9 0,9

Getting rid of waste Getting rid of waste

Reversed handling Reversed handling

Stackability 2,3 -4,667 14% 63 Stackability 2,9 -4,1 14% 56

Average Score 7,0 0,045 -11 Average Score 6,9 -0,1 40
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C1 Secondary Packaging Filler [I] C2 Secondary Packaging Filler [I]

Criterion Score impr.pot Rating COMMENT PPI Criterion Score impr.potRating COMMENT PPI

Macinability 0,8 -6,2 15% Tipps over. The edge is too low ! (SP [I]) 96 Macinability 8,8 1,8 15% -28

Product protection 0,8 -6,2 16% 100 Product protection 9 2 16% -32

Volume and Weight efficency 0,8 -6,2 6% The edge is too low ! (SP [I]) 34 Volume and Weight efficency 9,5 2,5 6% -14

Right amount and size 1,3 -5,7 10% To many bottles in the bad box. Higher box edges w ould make it ok. (SP [I])60 Right amount and size 9,5 2,5 10% -26

Handleability 0,7 -6,3 12% The box does not stay togeather, klicks open, the quality is too low ! (SP [I])74 Handleability 8,9 1,9 12% -22

Product information Product information 7,7 0,7

Selling capability Selling capability

Minimal amount of waste 5,1 -1,9 5% I don´t know  how  the amount of w aste could be less. (SP [I])9 Minimal amount of waste 9,5 2,5 5% -12

Packaging cost 9,5 2,5 7% -19 Packaging cost 9,6 2,6 7% -19

Flow information 0,8 -6,2 15% 92 Flow information 15%

Saftey Saftey

Environmantal consideration Environmantal consideration

Getting rid of waste Getting rid of waste

Reversed handling 9,4 2,4 Reversed handling 9,5 2,5

Stackability 4,6 -2,4 14% 33 Stackability 9,3 2,3 14% -31

Average Score 3,4 -3,6 479 Average Score 9,13 2,13 -185

C1 Secondary Packaging Filler [II] C2 Secondary Packaging Filler [II]

Criterion Score impr.pot Rating COMMENT PPI Criterion Score impr.potRating COMMENT PPI

Macinability 0,3 -6,7 15% No, it is not stable (SP [II]) 103 Macinability 7,5 0,5 15%
The plastic tray is more stable than the 

curragated paper box, it is ok, but not ideal. -8

Product protection 6,4 -0,6 16% 10 Product protection 1,4 -5,6 16% It is not protected, the pump is fragile 90

Volume and Weight efficency 4,8 -2,2 6% 12 Volume and Weight efficency 8,6 1,6 6% -9

Right amount and size 8 1,0 10% Yes, it is ACO that decides (SP [II]) -10 Right amount and size 8,5 1,5 10% -16

Handleability 8,4 1,4 12% -16 Handleability 8,4 1,4 12% -16

Product information Product information 1,1 -5,9

Selling capability 0 -7,0 You can stack it, but not too high (SP [II]) Selling capability

Minimal amount of waste 7,7 0,7 5% -3 Minimal amount of waste 6,6 -0,4 5% 2

Packaging cost 4,8 -2,2 7%
Quite low . But more handleability gives more 

cost eff iciency (SP [II]) 16 Packaging cost 2,8 -4,2 7% Could do w ithout the tray 31

Flow information 0,3 -6,7 15% No information is needed (SP [II]) 99 Flow information 15%

Saftey Saftey

Environmantal consideration Environmantal consideration

Getting rid of waste Getting rid of waste

Reversed handling 7,8 0,8 Reversed handling 8,5 1,5

Stackability 2,5 -4,5 14% 61 Stackability 1,2 -5,8 14% 79

Average Score 4,636 -2,4 272 Average Score 5,46 -1,54 153

C1 Secondary Packaging Filler [III] C2 Secondary Packaging Filler [III]

Criterion Score impr.potRating COMMENT PPI Criterion Score impr.potRating COMMENT PPI

Macinability 3,3 -3,7 15% No, the hight of the tray is too low . 57 Macinability 6,9 -0,1 15% The form tight treys are easier to w ork w ith, but the edge gives problems2

Product protection 8,2 1,2 16% -19 Product protection 9,2 2,2 16% -35

Volume and Weight efficency 8,5 1,5 6% Yes, it is the right size -8 Volume and Weight efficency 9,9 2,9 6% Really f itted -16

Right amount and size 9,6 2,6 10% -27 Right amount and size 9,3 2,3 10% -24

Handleability 8,2 1,2 12% When the shrink w rap f ilm is on. -14 Handleability 9,3 2,3 12% -27

Product information 9,1 2,1 Product information 9,4 2,4

Selling capability Selling capability

Minimal amount of waste 8,2 1,2 5% -6 Minimal amount of waste 6,9 -0,1 5% 0

Packaging cost 8,5 1,5 7% -11 Packaging cost 6,8 -0,2 7% It costs more w ith plastic 1

Flow information 15% Flow information 15%

Saftey Saftey

Environmantal consideration Environmantal consideration

Getting rid of waste Getting rid of waste

Reversed handling 8,8 1,8 It is easy to throw  aw ay Reversed handling 7,1 0,1

Stackability 2,3 -4,7 14% 64 Stackability 0,4 -6,6 14% 90

Average Score 7,47 0,47 35 Average Score 7,52 0,52 -9

C1 Secondary Packaging Average C2 Secondary Packaging Average

Criterion Score impr.potRating COMMENT PPI Criterion Score impr.potRating COMMENT PPI

Macinability 1,467 -5,533 15% No, the hight of the tray is too low . 85 Macinability 7,7 0,733 15% The form tight treys are easier to w ork w ith, but the edge gives problems-11

Product protection 5,133 -1,867 16% 30 Product protection 6,5 -0,467 16% 7

Volume and Weight efficency 4,7 -2,3 6% Yes, it is the right size 13 Volume and Weight efficency 9,3 2,333 6% Really f itted -13

Right amount and size 6,3 -0,7 10% 7 Right amount and size 9,1 2,1 10% -22

Handleability 5,767 -1,233 12% When the shrink w rap f ilm is on. 14 Handleability 8,9 1,867 12% -22

Product information 9,1 2,1 Product information 6,1 -0,933

Selling capability 0 -7 Selling capability

Minimal amount of waste 7 0 5% 0 Minimal amount of waste 7,7 0,667 5% -3

Packaging cost 7,6 0,6 7% -4 Packaging cost 6,4 -0,6 7% It costs more w ith plastic 4

Flow information 0,55 -6,45 15% 96 Flow information 15%

Saftey -7 Saftey

Environmantal consideration -7 Environmantal consideration

Getting rid of waste -7 Getting rid of waste

Reversed handling 8,667 1,667 It is easy to throw  aw ay Reversed handling 8,4 1,367

Stackability 3,133 -3,867 14% 53 Stackability 3,6 -3,367 14% 46

Average Score 5,162 -1,838 294 Average Score 7,4 0,37 -14
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C1 Tertiary Packaging Filler [I] C2 Tertiary Packaging Filler [I]

Criterion Score impr.potRating COMMENT PPI Criterion Score impr.potRating COMMENT PPI

Macinability 15% Macinability 15%

Product protection 8 1 16% -16 Product protection 8,2 1,2 16% -19

Volume and Weight efficency 8 1 6% -6 Volume and Weight efficency 8,6 1,6 6% -9

Right amount and size 10% Right amount and size 10%

Handleability 8 1 12% -12 Handleability 8,7 1,7 12% -20

Product information 8 1 The label gives information Product information

Selling capability Selling capability

Minimal amount of waste 8,9 1,9 5% -9 Minimal amount of waste 8,9 1,9 5%
Gives a little more w aste, there is few er 

products in it than in the C1. -9

Packaging cost 9,7 2,7 7% -20 Packaging cost 7,3 0,3 7% -2

Flow information 15% Flow information 8,3 1,3 15%
Everyone know s how  to handle a box, no info is 

needed. -19

Saftey Saftey

Environmantal consideration Environmantal consideration

Getting rid of waste Getting rid of waste

Reversed handling Reversed handling

Stackability 9,6 2,6 14% -35 Stackability 7,4 0,4 14% -5

Average Score 8,6 1,6 -98 Average Score 8,20 1,20 -84

C1 Tertiary Packaging Filler [II] C2 Tertiary Packaging Filler [II]

Criterion Score impr.potRating COMMENT PPI Criterion Score impr.potRating COMMENT PPI

Macinability 15% Macinability 15%

Product protection 8,3 1,3 16% -21 Product protection 8,9 1,9 16% -30

Volume and Weight efficency 8,7 1,7 6% -9 Volume and Weight efficency 8,9 1,9 6% -11

Right amount and size 10% Right amount and size 10%

Handleability 8,8 1,8 12% -21 Handleability 8,9 1,9 12% -22

Product information 1,5 -5,5 The lalel gives information, but the box does not. Product information

Selling capability Selling capability

Minimal amount of waste 6,4 -0,6 5% 3 Minimal amount of waste 4,9 -2,1 5% 10

Packaging cost 6,5 -0,5 7%
If  there w here more bottles in the box the price 

w ould be low er 4 Packaging cost 6,4 -0,6 7% 4

Flow information 15% Flow information 1,5 -5,5 15% 81

Saftey Saftey

Environmantal consideration Environmantal consideration

Getting rid of waste Getting rid of waste

Reversed handling Reversed handling

Stackability 9,2 2,2 14% -30 Stackability 9,6 2,6 14% -35

Average Score 7,057 0,057 -75 Average Score 7,01 0,01 -2

C1 Tertiary Packaging Filler [III] C2 Tertiary Packaging Filler [III]

Criterion Score impr.potRating COMMENT PPI Criterion Score impr.potRating COMMENT PPI

Macinability 15% Macinability 15%

Product protection 9,4 2,4 16% Yes, it is made for protecting -39 Product protection 9,4 2,4 16% -39

Volume and Weight efficency 9,6 2,6 6% -14 Volume and Weight efficency 9,9 2,9 6% -16

Right amount and size 10% Right amount and size 10%

Handleability 9,9 2,9 12% Yes, it is easy to stack -34 Handleability 8,2 1,2 12% -14

Product information 8,9 1,9 The label gives information Product information

Selling capability Selling capability

Minimal amount of waste 8,9 1,9 5% -9 Minimal amount of waste 9,5 2,5 5% Box -12

Packaging cost 8,9 1,9 7% -14 Packaging cost 9,3 2,3 7% -17

Flow information 15% Flow information 9,1 2,1 15% Label -31

Saftey Saftey It is just a box

Environmantal consideration Environmantal consideration

Getting rid of waste Getting rid of waste

Reversed handling Reversed handling

Stackability 9,9 2,9 14% -39 Stackability 8,4 1,4 14% -19

Average Score 9,357 2,357 -150 Average Score 9,11 2,11 -148

C1 Tertiary Packaging Average C2 Tertiary Packaging Average

Criterion Score impr.potRating COMMENT PPI Criterion Score impr.potRating COMMENT PPI

Macinability 15% Macinability 15%

Product protection 9,4 2,4 16% Yes, it is made for protecting -39 Product protection 9,4 2,4 16% -39

Volume and Weight efficency 9,6 2,6 6% -14 Volume and Weight efficency 9,9 2,9 6% -16

Right amount and size 10% Right amount and size 10%

Handleability 9,9 2,9 12% Yes, it is easy to stack -34 Handleability 8,2 1,2 12% -14

Product information 8,9 1,9 The label gives information Product information

Selling capability Selling capability

Minimal amount of waste 8,9 1,9 5% -9 Minimal amount of waste 9,5 2,5 5% Box -12

Packaging cost 8,9 1,9 7% -14 Packaging cost 9,3 2,3 7% -17

Flow information 15% Flow information 9,1 2,1 15% Label -31

Saftey Saftey It is just a box

Environmantal consideration Environmantal consideration

Getting rid of waste Getting rid of waste

Reversed handling Reversed handling

Stackability 9,9 2,9 14% -39 Stackability 8,4 1,4 14% -19

Average Score 9,357 2,357 -150 Average Score 9,11 2,11 -148
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C1 Load Carrier Filler [I] C2 Load Carrier Filler [I]

Criterion Score impr.potRating COMMENT PPI Criterion Score impr.potRating COMMENT PPI

Macinability 15% Macinability 15%

Product protection 8,4 1,4 16% -22 Product protection 8,1 1,1 16% -18

Volume and Weight efficency 8,7 1,7 6% -9 Volume and Weight efficency 8,1 1,1 6%
The max hight 1.20 is low er thanour standard 

and more pallets is needed. -6

Right amount and size 8,5 1,5 10% -16 Right amount and size 8,2 1,2 10% -13

Handleability 3,3 -3,7 12% 43 Handleability 8,2 1,2 12% -14

Product information Product information

Selling capability Selling capability

Minimal amount of waste 9,4 2,4 5% -12 Minimal amount of waste 8,8 1,8 5% -9

Packaging cost 7,2 0,2 7% -1 Packaging cost 7,9 0,9 7% -7

Flow information 15% Flow information 15%

Saftey Saftey

Environmantal consideration Environmantal consideration

Getting rid of waste Getting rid of waste

Reversed handling 7,1 0,1 Reversed handling 8 1

Stackability 7,2 0,2 14% -3 Stackability 8 1 14% -14

Average Score 7,475 0,475 -20 Average Score 8,16 1,16 -80

C1 Load Carrier Filler [II] C2 Load Carrier Filler [II]

Criterion Score impr.potRating COMMENT PPI Criterion Score impr.potRating COMMENT PPI

Macinability 15% Macinability 15%

Product protection 5,1 -1,9 16% Not that much but in a w ay. 30 Product protection 5,2 -1,8 16% 29

Volume and Weight efficency 4,5 -2,5 6% Not at all. ACO has another standard 14 Volume and Weight efficency 5 -2 6% 11

Right amount and size 8,8 1,8 10% -19 Right amount and size 9,5 2,5 10% -26

Handleability 8,8 1,8 12% -21 Handleability 9,4 2,4 12% -28

Product information Product information

Selling capability Selling capability

Minimal amount of waste 8,9 1,9 5% -9 Minimal amount of waste 9,2 2,2 5% -11

Packaging cost 9 2 7% -15 Packaging cost 9,1 2,1 7% -16

Flow information 15% Flow information 15%

Saftey Saftey

Environmantal consideration Environmantal consideration

Getting rid of waste Getting rid of waste

Reversed handling 9 2 Reversed handling 9,4 2,4

Stackability 10 3 14% Not w hen filled, but empty pallets are stacked -41 Stackability 10 3 14% Filled pallet is not stacked, empty is -41

Average Score 8,013 1,013 -61 Average Score 8,35 1,35 -82

C1 Load Carrier Filler [III] C2 Load Carrier Filler [III]

Criterion Score impr.pot Rating COMMENT PPI Criterion Score impr.potRating COMMENT PPI

Macinability 15% Macinability 15%

Product protection 9,2 2,2 16% -35 Product protection 8,2 1,2 16% -19

Volume and Weight efficency 8 1 6% -6 Volume and Weight efficency 8 1 6% 1.2o is max, it is a demand from tamro -6

Right amount and size 8,4 1,4 10% No, it is a standard -15 Right amount and size 7,9 0,9 10% -9

Handleability 8,7 1,7 12% -20 Handleability 8,9 1,9 12% Pallets are good, there are not many options -22

Product information Product information

Selling capability Selling capability

Minimal amount of waste 8,3 1,3 5% -6 Minimal amount of waste 9,8 2,8 5% -14

Packaging cost 8,3 1,3 7% -10 Packaging cost 7,8 0,8 7% The pallet is expensive but reused. -6

Flow information 15% Flow information 15%

Saftey Saftey

Environmantal consideration Environmantal consideration

Getting rid of waste Getting rid of waste

Reversed handling 8,6 1,6 Reversed handling 9 2

Stackability 6,9 -0,1 14% Maybe, If there w here no pumps, you could stack it better1 Stackability 9,8 2,8 14% -38

Average Score 8,3 1,3 -90 Average Score 8,68 1,68 -27

C1 Load Carrier Average C2 Load Carrier Average

Criterion Score impr.pot Rating COMMENT PPI Criterion Score impr.potRating COMMENT PPI

Macinability 15% Macinability 15%

Product protection 7,6 0,567 16% -9 Product protection 7,17 0,033 16% -3

Volume and Weight efficency 7,1 0,067 6% 0 Volume and Weight efficency 7,03 1,533 6% 0

Right amount and size 8,6 1,567 10% -16 Right amount and size 8,53 1,833 10% -16

Handleability 6,9 -0,067 12% 1 Handleability 8,83 -7 12% -22

Product information Product information

Selling capability Selling capability

Minimal amount of waste 8,9 1,867 5% -9 Minimal amount of waste 9,27 1,267 5% -11

Packaging cost 8,2 1,167 7% -9 Packaging cost 8,27 -7 7% -9

Flow information 15% Flow information 15%

Saftey Saftey

Environmantal consideration Environmantal consideration

Getting rid of waste Getting rid of waste

Reversed handling 8,2 1,233 Reversed handling 8,80 2,267

Stackability 8,0 1,033 14% -14 Stackability 9,27 1,396 14% -31

Average Score 7,9 0,929 -57 Average Score 8,40 -0,71 -92
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C1 Packaging system Filler C2 Packaging system Filler 

Criterion Score impr.pot Rating COMMENT PPI Criterion Score impr.potRating COMMENT PPI

Machinability 3,8 -3,183 15% 49 Machinability 7,0 0,0 15% -1

Product protection 7,7 0,683 16% -11 Product protection 7,8 0,8 16% -13

Volume and Weight efficiency 7,7 0,675 6% -4 Volume and Weight efficiency 8,5 1,5 6% -8

Right amount and size 8,1 1,078 10% -11 Right amount and size 8,7 1,7 10% -17

Handleability 7,1 0,133 12% -2 Handleability 8,1 1,1 12% -13

Product information 7,3 0,3 Product information 6,3 -0,7

Selling capability 4,4 -2,583 Selling capability 7,3 0,3

Minimal amount of waste 7,9 0,933 5% -5 Minimal amount of waste 8,8 1,8 5% -9

Packaging cost 7,9 0,925 7% -7 Packaging cost 7,4 0,4 7% -3

Flow information 5,0 -2,025 15% 30 Flow information 9,1 2,1 15% -31

Safety Safety -7,0

Environmental consideration 7,2 0,167 Environmental consideration 7,9 0,9

Getting rid of waste Getting rid of waste -7,0

Reversed handling 8,5 1,45 Reversed handling 8,6 1,6

Stackability 5,9 -1,15 14% 16 Stackability 6,1 -0,9 14% 13

Average Score 7,4 0,373 56 Average Score 7,9 0,9 -82
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Distributor 
C1 Secondary Packaging Distributor [I] C2 Secondary Packaging Distributor [I]

Criterion Score impr.pot Rating COMMENT PPI Criterion Score impr.potRating COMMENT PPI

Macinability 0% Macinability 0%

Product protection 2,2 -4,8 11% The products brake if dropped 51 Product protection 2,2 -4,8 11% 51

Volume and Weight efficency 8,6 1,6 14% -22 Volume and Weight efficency 7,9 0,9 14% -13

Right amount and size 18% Right amount and size 18%

Handleability 7,4 0,4 16% -6 Handleability 2,6 -4,4 16% 71

Product information 0% Product information 0%

Selling capability 0% Selling capability 0%

Minimal amount of waste 7,3 0,3 9% -3 Minimal amount of waste 8,3 1,3 9% -12

Packaging cost 1% Packaging cost 1%

Flow information 8,6 1,6 13% -21 Flow information 6 -1 13% 13

Saftey 0% Saftey 0%

Environmantal consideration 0% Environmantal consideration 0%

Getting rid of waste 0% Getting rid of waste 0%

Reversed handling 6,9 -0,1 7% 1 Reversed handling 7,8 0,8 7% -6

Stackability 8,9 1,9 10% -20 Stackability 5,8 -1,2 10% 12

Average Score 7,13 0,13 -20 Average Score 5,80 -1,20 117

C1 Secondary Packaging Distributor [II] C2 Secondary Packaging Distributor [II]

Criterion Score impr.pot Rating COMMENT PPI Criterion Score impr.potRaiting COMMENT PPI

Macinability 0% Macinability 0%

Product protection 6 -1 11% 11 Product protection 6,4 -0,6 11% 6

Volume and Weight efficency 9,8 2,8 14% -39 Volume and Weight efficency 9,7 2,7 14% -38

Right amount and size 18% Right amount and size 18%

Handleability 4 -3 16% 48 Handleability 7,2 0,2 16% -3

Product information 0% Product information 0%

Selling capability 0% Selling capability 0%

Minimal amount of waste 9,2 2,2 9% -20 Minimal amount of waste 9,7 2,7 9% -24

Packaging cost 1% Packaging cost 1%

Flow information 4,1 -2,9 13% 38 Flow information 5,3 -1,7 13% 22

Saftey 0% Saftey 0%

Environmantal consideration 0% Environmantal consideration 0%

Getting rid of waste 0% Getting rid of waste 0%

Reversed handling 8,8 1,8 7% -13 Reversed handling 9,6 2,6 7% -19

Stackability 9,4 2,4 10% -25 Stackability 7,8 0,8 10% -8

Average Score 7,33 0,33 0 Average Score 7,96 0,96 -64

C1 Secondary Packaging Distributor [III] C2 Secondary Packaging Distributor [III]

Criterion Score impr.pot Rating COMMENT PPI Criterion Score impr.potRating COMMENT PPI

Macinability 0% Macinability 0%

Product protection 9,2 2,2 11% -24 Product protection 9,6 2,6 11% -28

Volume and Weight efficency 8,4 1,4 14% The retail packaging could be a bit smaller -20 Volume and Weight efficency 9 2 14% -28

Right amount and size 18% Right amount and size 18%

Handleability 8,9 1,9 16% -30 Handleability 2,1 -4,9 16%
It is a bit loose in the plastic f ilm, the bottles can 

fall out 79

Product information 0% Product information 0%

Selling capability 0% Selling capability 0%

Minimal amount of waste 9% The packaging is not opened here. Minimal amount of waste 9,7 2,7 9% -24

Packaging cost 1% Packaging cost -7 1%

Flow information 9,6 2,6 13% Yes! -34 Flow information 9,5 2,5 13% -33

Saftey 0% Saftey 0%

Environmantal consideration 0% Environmantal consideration 0%

Getting rid of waste 0% Getting rid of waste 0%

Reversed handling 7% You don´t open the packaging Reversed handling 9,7 2,7 7% -20

Stackability 9,5 2,5 10%
Sometimes you open the TP and stackes the SP 

on eachother to save time -26 Stackability 9,5 2,5 10% You can stack them on eachother -26

Average Score 9,12 2,12 -134 Average Score 8,44 1,44 -80

C1 Secondary Packaging Average C2 Secondary Packaging Average

Criterion Score impr.pot Rating COMMENT PPI Criterion Score impr.potRating COMMENT PPI

Macinability 0% Macinability 0% 10

Product protection 5,8 -1,2 11% 13 Product protection 6,067 -0,933 11% -26

Volume and Weight efficency 8,9 1,9 14% The retail packaging could be a bit smaller -27 Volume and Weight efficency 8,867 1,867 14%

Right amount and size 18% Right amount and size -7 18% 49

Handleability 6,8 -0,2 16% 4 Handleability 3,967 -3,033 16%
It is a bit loose in the plastic f ilm, the bottles can 

fall out

Product information 0% Product information -7 0%

Selling capability 0% Selling capability -7 0% -20

Minimal amount of waste 8,3 1,3 9% The packaging is not opened here. -11 Minimal amount of waste 9,233 2,233 9%

Packaging cost 1% Packaging cost -7 1% 1

Flow information 7,4 0,4 13% Yes! -6 Flow information 6,933 -0,067 13%

Saftey 0% Saftey -7 0%

Environmantal consideration 0% Environmantal consideration -7 0%

Getting rid of waste 0% Getting rid of waste -7 0% -15

Reversed handling 7,9 0,9 7% You don´t open the packaging -6 Reversed handling 9,033 2,033 7% -7

Stackability 9,3 2,3 10%
Sometimes you open the TP and stackes the SP 

on eachother to save time -23 Stackability 7,7 0,7 10% You can stack them on eachother

Average Score 7,8 0,8 -57 Average Score 7,4 0,4 -19
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C1 Tertiary Packaging C2 Tertiary Packaging Distributor [I] Box made out of Corrugated paper

Criterion Score impr.pot Rating COMMENT PPI Criterion Score impr.potRating COMMENT PPI

Macinability 0% Macinability 0%

Product protection 8,7 1,7 11% It protects quite w ell. -18 Product protection 8,5 1,5 11% -16

Volume and Weight efficency 7,7 0,7 14% -10 Volume and Weight efficency 8,8 1,8 14% -25

Right amount and size 7,4 0,4 18%
It is not good if the pharmacy purcheses less 

than 36 bottles -7 Right amount and size 8,1 1,1 18% -20

Handleability 8,4 1,4 16% Not to easy to handle for the retailer -22 Handleability 7,3 0,3 16% -5

Product information 0% Product information 0%

Selling capability 0% Selling capability 0%

Minimal amount of waste 3,3 -3,7 9% 33 Minimal amount of waste 2,4 -4,6 9% 42

Packaging cost 2,8 -4,2 1% 5 Packaging cost 3,3 -3,7 1% 5

Flow information 7,6 0,6 13% -8 Flow information 7,6 0,6 13% -8

Saftey 0% Saftey 0%

Environmantal consideration 0% Environmantal consideration 0%

Getting rid of waste 0% Getting rid of waste 0%

Reversed handling 5,35 -1,7 7% 12 Reversed handling 3 -4 7% 30

Stackability 7,9 0,9 10% -9 Stackability 7,9 0,9 10% -9

Average Score 6,57 -0,43 -24 Average Score 6,32 -0,68 -7

C1 Tertiary Packaging Distributor [II] Box made out of Corrugated paper C2 Tertiary Packaging Distributor [II] Box made out of Corrugated paper

Criterion Score impr.pot Rating COMMENT PPI Criterion Score impr.potRating COMMENT PPI

Macinability 0% Macinability 0%

Product protection 6,7 -0,3 11% 3 Product protection 8,4 1,4 11% -15

Volume and Weight efficency 9,5 2,5 14% -35 Volume and Weight efficency 9,6 2,6 14% -36

Right amount and size 5 -2,0 18%
It is good w hen the retailer orders 36 bottles, 

otherw ise it doesn´t matter 36 Right amount and size 9,6 2,6 18% -47

Handleability 7,4 0,4 16% -6 Handleability 9,2 2,2 16% -35

Product information 0% Product information 0%

Selling capability 0% Selling capability 0%

Minimal amount of waste 8 1,0 9% -9 Minimal amount of waste 9,5 2,5 9% -23

Packaging cost 1% I have no idea aobut the cost Packaging cost 1%

Flow information 5,2 -1,8 13% neather or 24 Flow information 5,4 -1,6 13% 21

Saftey 0% Saftey 0%

Environmantal consideration 0% Environmantal consideration 0%

Getting rid of waste 0% Getting rid of waste 0%

Reversed handling 9,5 2,5 7%

In our handeling is it very easy to get rid of the 

box. We throw  it aw ay and send it on a 

transport band. -19 Reversed handling 9,7 2,7 7% -20

Stackability 9,4 2,4 10% -25 Stackability 9,5 2,5 10% -26

Average Score 7,59 0,59 -31 Average Score 8,86 1,86 -181

C1 Tertiary Packaging Distributor [III] Box made out of Corrugated paper C2 Tertiary Packaging Distributor [III] Box made out of Corrugated paper

Criterion Score impr.potRating COMMENT PPI Criterion Score impr.potRating COMMENT PPI

Macinability 0% Macinability 0%

Product protection 9,5 2,5 11% -27 Product protection 9,4 2,4 11% -26

Volume and Weight efficency 9,4 2,4 14% -34 Volume and Weight efficency 9,5 2,5 14%
It should not be a box. It is a lot of w ork to 

unpack it. -35

Right amount and size 9,2 2,2 18% -40 Right amount and size 1,1 -5,9 18% 107

Handleability 1,1 -5,9 16%
You have to repack the box w hen the costumer 

orders less than 36 bottles 95 Handleability 5,6 -1,4 16% It is a lot of w ork that you have to open the box! 22

Product information 0% Product information 0%

Selling capability 0% Selling capability 0%

Minimal amount of waste 1,4 -5,6 9% There are a lot of boxes to trow  aw ay. 51 Minimal amount of waste 0,6 -6,4 9% There are a lot of boxes 58

Packaging cost 1% Packaging cost 1%

Flow information 9,4 2,4 13% -32 Flow information 9,5 2,5 13% Ther is a label -33

Saftey 0% Saftey 0%

Environmantal consideration 0% Environmantal consideration 0%

Getting rid of waste 0% Getting rid of waste 0%

Reversed handling 8,5 1,5 7%

It is a lot of w ork to open all tha boxes, but it is 

not hard. It is not hard to shrow  the boxes up 

onto the transport band, but it is a lot of boxes to 

throw ! -11 Reversed handling 6,9 -0,1 7%
It is a lot of w ork to throw  all the boxes because 

it is a large number 1

Stackability 9,4 2,4 10% -25 Stackability 8,9 1,9 10% -20

Average Score 7,24 0,24 -22 Average Score 6,44 -0,56 75
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C1 Tertiary Packaging 

Distributor [I] Blue Plastic Box C2 Tertiary Packaging Distributor [I] Blue Plastic Box

Criterion Score impr.potRating COMMENT PPI Criterion Score impr.potRating COMMENT PPI

Macinability 0% Macinability 0%

Product protection 8 1,0 11% -11 Product protection 8,8 1,8 11% -19

Volume and Weight efficency 7,4 0,4 14% -6 Volume and Weight efficency 8,8 1,8 14% -25

Right amount and size 7,9 0,9 18% -16 Right amount and size 7,8 0,8 18% -14

Handleability 8,6 1,6 16% -26 Handleability 7,9 0,9 16% -14

Product information 0% Product information 0%

Selling capability 0% Selling capability 0%

Minimal amount of waste 9,3 2,3 9% -21 Minimal amount of waste 8,2 1,2 9% -11

Packaging cost 5,1 -1,9 1% 2 Packaging cost 3,4 -3,6 1% 4

Flow information 1,1 -5,9 13% 78 Flow information 8,3 1,3 13% -17

Saftey 0% Saftey 0%

Environmantal consideration 0% Environmantal consideration 0%

Getting rid of waste 0% Getting rid of waste 0%

Reversed handling 5,5 -1,5 7% 11 Reversed handling 5,3 -1,7 7% 13

Stackability 8,3 1,3 10% -13 Stackability 7,3 0,3 10% -3

Average Score 6,80 -0,20 Average Score 7,31 0,31 -87

C1 Tertiary Packaging 

Distributor [II] Blue Plastic Box C2 Tertiary Packaging Distributor [II] Blue Plastic Box

Criterion Score impr.potRating COMMENT PPI Criterion Score impr.potRating COMMENT PPI

Macinability 0% Macinability 0%

Product protection 8 1,0 11% -11 Product protection 8 1 11% -11

Volume and Weight efficency 7,2 0,2 14% The retail packaging f its quite w ell -3 Volume and Weight efficency 7,2 0,2 14% -3

Right amount and size 9,8 2,8 18%

The volume of the product is calculated and then 

it is decided how  many of each product that can 

be f itted into the blue box. -51 Right amount and size 9,8 2,8 18% -51

Handleability 9,8 2,8 16% -45 Handleability 9,8 2,8 16% -45

Product information 0%

There are no info about how  to stack products 

inside the box, and it can be f illed to a spacif ic 

level  and this level is not marked. Product information 0%

Selling capability 0% Selling capability 0%

Minimal amount of waste 9,8 2,8 9%
The blue box does not leave any w aste since it 

is reused -25 Minimal amount of waste 9,8 2,8 9% -25

Packaging cost 6,7 -0,3 1%

The blue box is expensive to purchase, but 

since it can be used for 10-20 years it becomes 

cheap 0 Packaging cost 6,7 -0,3 1% 0

Flow information 7 0,0 13% 0 Flow information 7 0 13% 0

Saftey 0% Saftey 0%

Environmantal consideration 0% Environmantal consideration 0%

Getting rid of waste 0% Getting rid of waste 0%

Reversed handling 9,9 2,9 7%
Since it is reused it is very good reversed 

handling -21 Reversed handling 9,9 2,9 7% -21

Stackability 9,8 2,8 10% -29 Stackability 9,8 2,8 10% -29

Average Score 8,67 1,67 Average Score 8,67 1,67 -184

C1 Tertiary Packaging 

Distributor [III] Blue Plastic Box C2 Tertiary Packaging Distributor [III] Blue Plastic Box

Criterion Score impr.potRating COMMENT PPI Criterion Score impr.potRating COMMENT PPI

Macinability 0% Macinability 0%

Product protection 9,4 2,4 11% -26 Product protection 9,4 2,4 11% -26

Volume and Weight efficency 8,5 1,5 14% Moste of the time -21 Volume and Weight efficency 8,5 1,5 14% -21

Right amount and size 8,7 1,7 18% -31 Right amount and size 8,7 1,7 18% -31

Handleability 9,1 2,1 16% It is developed to f it on the transport band -34 Handleability 9,1 2,1 16% -34

Product information 0% Product information 0%

Selling capability 0% Selling capability 0%

Minimal amount of waste 9,7 2,7 9% No w aste -24 Minimal amount of waste 9,7 2,7 9% -24

Packaging cost 9,1 2,1 1% -3 Packaging cost 9,1 2,1 1% -3

Flow information 9,4 2,4 13% -32 Flow information 9,4 2,4 13% -32

Saftey 0% Saftey 0%

Environmantal consideration 0% Environmantal consideration 0%

Getting rid of waste 0% Getting rid of waste 0%

Reversed handling 9,6 2,6 7% It is reused -19 Reversed handling 9,6 2,6 7% -19

Stackability 9,5 2,5 10% -26 Stackability 9,5 2,5 10% -26

Average Score 9,22 2,22 Average Score 9,2 2,22 -215

C1 Tertiary Packaging 

Distributor Average

C2 Tertiary Packaging 

Distributor Average

Criterion Score impr.potRating COMMENT PPI Criterion Score impr.potRating COMMENT PPI

Macinability 11% Macinability 11%

Product protection 8,4 1,4 14% -19 Product protection 8,8 1,8 14% -24

Volume and Weight efficency 8,3 1,3 18% Moste of the time -23 Volume and Weight efficency 8,7 1,7 18% Moste of the time -31

Right amount and size 8,0 1,0 16% -16 Right amount and size 7,5 0,5 16% -8

Handleability 7,4 0,4 0% It is developed to f it on the transport band Handleability 8,2 1,2 0% It is developed to f it on the transport band

Product information 0% Product information 0%

Selling capability 9% Selling capability 9%

Minimal amount of waste 6,9 -0,1 1% No w aste 0 Minimal amount of waste 6,7 -0,3 1% No w aste 0

Packaging cost 5,9 -1,1 13% 14 Packaging cost 5,6 -1,4 13% 18

Flow information 6,6 -0,4 0% Flow information 7,9 0,9 0%

Saftey 0% Saftey 0%

Environmantal consideration 0% Environmantal consideration 0%

Getting rid of waste 7% Getting rid of waste 7%

Reversed handling 8,1 1,1 10% It is reused -11 Reversed handling 7,4 0,4 10% It is reused -4

Stackability 9,1 2,1 0% Stackability 8,8 1,8 0%

Average Score 7,7 0,6 -55 Average Score 7,8 0,7 -50
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C1 Load Carrier Distributor [I] Pallet C2 Load Carrier Distributor [I] Pallet

Criterion Score impr.potRating COMMENT PPI Criterion Score impr.potRating COMMENT PPI

Macinability 0% Macinability 0%

Product protection 7,5 0,5 11% -5 Product protection 8 1 11% -11

Volume and Weight efficency 8,4 1,4 14% I don´t know -20 Volume and Weight efficency 8,4 1,4 14% -20

Right amount and size 7,8 0,8 18% -14 Right amount and size 8,2 1,2 18% -22

Handleability 9,4 2,4 16% -39 Handleability 8 1 16% -16

Product information 0% Product information 0%

Selling capability 0% Selling capability 0%

Minimal amount of waste 9,4 2,4 9% -22 Minimal amount of waste 7,8 0,8 9% -7

Packaging cost 2,8 -4,2 1% 5 Packaging cost 2,3 -4,7 1% 6

Flow information 1,8 -5,2 13% 68 Flow information 2,7 -4,3 13% 57

Saftey 0% Saftey 0%

Environmantal consideration 0% Environmantal consideration 0%

Getting rid of waste 0% Getting rid of waste 0%

Reversed handling 2,4 -4,6 7% 34 Reversed handling 3,2 -3,8 7% 28

Stackability 8,3 1,3 10% -13 Stackability 3,3 -3,7 10% 38

Average Score 6,42 -0,58 -5 Average Score 5,767 -1,233 53

C1 Load Carrier Distributor [II] Pallet C2 Load Carrier Distributor [II] Pallet

Criterion Score impr.potRating COMMENT PPI Criterion Score impr.potRating COMMENT PPI

Macinability 0% Macinability 0%

Product protection 4,6 -2,4 11% 26 Product protection 4,6 -2,4 11% 26

Volume and Weight efficency 9,7 2,7 14% -38 Volume and Weight efficency 9,7 2,7 14% -38

Right amount and size 9,7 2,7 18% -49 Right amount and size 9,7 2,7 18% -49

Handleability 9,8 2,8 16% -45 Handleability 9,8 2,8 16% -45

Product information 0% Product information 0%

Selling capability 0% Selling capability 0%

Minimal amount of waste 9,5 2,5 9% -23 Minimal amount of waste 9,5 2,5 9% -23

Packaging cost 4,9 -2,1 1% 3 Packaging cost 4,9 -2,1 1% 3

Flow information 7 0 13% 0 Flow information 7 0 13% 0

Saftey 0% Saftey 0%

Environmantal consideration 0% Environmantal consideration 0%

Getting rid of waste 0% Getting rid of waste 0%

Reversed handling 9,6 2,6 7% -19 Reversed handling 9,6 2,6 7% -19

Stackability 9,6 2,6 10% -27 Stackability 9,6 2,6 10% -27

Average Score 8,27 1,27 -172 Average Score 8,267 1,267 -172

C1 Load Carrier Distributor [I] Roller Cage C2 Load Carrier Distributor [I] Roller Cage

Criterion Score impr.pot Rating COMMENT PPI Criterion Score impr.potRating COMMENT PPI

Macinability 0% Macinability 0%

Product protection 2,5 -4,5 11% 48 Product protection 3,2 -3,8 11% 41

Volume and Weight efficency 7,1 0,1 14% -1 Volume and Weight efficency 5,7 -1,3 14% 18

Right amount and size 7,2 0,2 18% -4 Right amount and size 7,4 0,4 18% -7

Handleability 8,1 1,1 16% -18 Handleability 7,1 0,1 16% -2

Product information 0% Product information 0%

Selling capability 0% Selling capability 0%

Minimal amount of waste 9,4 2,4 9% -22 Minimal amount of waste 8,3 1,3 9% -12

Packaging cost 2,1 -4,9 1% 6 Packaging cost 1,4 -5,6 1% 7

Flow information 5 -2 13% 26 Flow information 2,9 -4,1 13% 54

Saftey 0% Saftey 0%

Environmantal consideration 0% Environmantal consideration 0%

Getting rid of waste 0% Getting rid of waste 0%

Reversed handling 2,8 -4,2 7% 31 Reversed handling 2,9 -4,1 7% 30

Stackability 2,8 -4,2 10% 43 Stackability 2,7 -4,3 10% 44

Average Score 5,22 -1,78 110 Average Score 4,62 -2,38 174

C1 Load Carrier Distributor [II] Roller Cage C2 Load Carrier Distributor [II] Roller Cage

Criterion Score impr.pot Rating COMMENT PPI Criterion Score impr.potRating COMMENT PPI

Macinability 0% Macinability 0%

Product protection 4,9 -2,1 11% 22 Product protection 4,9 -2,1 11% 22

Volume and Weight efficency 6,2 -0,8 14% It is different, you try to stack it eff icient 11 Volume and Weight efficency 6,2 -0,8 14% 11

Right amount and size 6,2 -0,8 18% It is kind of adapted.. 14 Right amount and size 6,2 -0,8 18% 14

Handleability 7,7 0,7 16% It is handleable, but it could be a lot better -11 Handleability 7,7 0,7 16% -11

Product information 0% Product information 0%

Selling capability 0% Selling capability 0%

Minimal amount of waste 9,4 2,4 9% -22 Minimal amount of waste 9,4 2,4 9% -22

Packaging cost 6,7 -0,3 1% 0 Packaging cost 6,7 -0,3 1% 0

Flow information 5,2 -1,8 13%
If  you do it w rong the product can brake. Ther is 

no info about how  to stack and pack. 24 Flow information 5,2 -1,8 13% 24

Saftey 0% Saftey 0%

Environmantal consideration 0% Environmantal consideration 0%

Getting rid of waste 0% Getting rid of waste 0%

Reversed handling 3,9 -3,1 7% The Roller Cage takes a lot of space 23 Reversed handling 3,9 -3,1 7% 23

Stackability 4 -3,0 10%
It can be folded a little, but you hurt your f ingers 

and the w heels comes of 31 Stackability 4 -3 10% 31

Average Score 6,02 -0,98 221 Average Score 6,02 -0,98 93
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C1 Load Carrier Distributor Average C2 Load Carrier Distributor [II] Roller Cage

Criterion Score impr.pot Rating COMMENT PPI Criterion Score impr.potRating COMMENT PPI

Macinability 0% Macinability 14%

Product protection ###### -2,1 11% 23 Product protection 5,2 -1,8 18% 33

Volume and Weight efficency ###### 0,9 14% It is different, you try to stack it eff icient -12 Volume and Weight efficency 7,5 0,5 16% -8

Right amount and size ###### 0,7 18% It is kind of adapted.. -13 Right amount and size 7,9 0,9 0%

Handleability ###### 1,8 16% It is handleable, but it could be a lot better -28 Handleability 8,2 1,2 0%

Product information 0% Product information -7,0 9%

Selling capability 0% Selling capability -7,0 1%

Minimal amount of waste ###### 2,4 9% -22 Minimal amount of waste 8,8 1,8 13% -23

Packaging cost ###### -2,9 1% 4 Packaging cost 3,8 -3,2 0%

Flow information ###### -2,3 13%
If  you do it w rong the product can brake. Ther is 

no info about how  to stack and pack. 30 Flow information 4,5 -2,6 0%

Saftey 0% Saftey -7,0 0%

Environmantal consideration 0% Environmantal consideration -7,0 7%

Getting rid of waste 0% Getting rid of waste -7,0 10%

Reversed handling ###### -2,3 7% The Roller Cage takes a lot of space 17 Reversed handling 4,9 -2,1 0%

Stackability ###### -0,8 10%
It can be folded a little, but you hurt your f ingers 

and the w heels comes of 8 Stackability 4,9 -2,1 0%

Average Score ###### -0,52 7 Average Score 6,2 -0,8 2

C1 Packaging system Distributor C2 Packaging system Distributor

Criterion Score impr.potRating COMMENT PPI Criterion Score impr.potRating COMMENT PPI

Machinability 0% Machinability 0% 0

Product protection 6,4 -0,6 11% 7 Product protection 7,0 0,0 11% 4

Volume and Weight efficiency 8,4 1,4 14% -19 Volume and Weight efficiency 8,4 1,4 14% -19

Right amount and size 7,9 0,9 18% -16 Right amount and size 7,7 0,7 18% -13

Handleability 7,6 0,6 16% -10 Handleability 7,2 0,2 16% 4

Product information 0% Product information 0% 0

Selling capability 0% Selling capability 0% 0

Minimal amount of waste 8,2 1,2 9% -11 Minimal amount of waste 7,9 0,9 9% -11

Packaging cost 5,0 -2,0 1% 2 Packaging cost 4,7 -2,3 1% 3

Flow information 6,3 -0,7 13% 10 Flow information 6,6 -0,4 13% 8

Safety 0% Safety 0% 0

Environmental consideration 0% Environmental consideration 0% 0

Getting rid of waste 0% Getting rid of waste 0% 0

Reversed handling 6,9 -0,1 7% 1 Reversed handling 7,0 0,0 7% 0

Stackability 8,2 1,2 10% -12 Stackability 7,4 0,4 10% -1

Average Score 7,3 0,19 -48 Average Score 7,2 0,10 -26
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Retailer 

C1 Primary Packaging Retailer [I] C2 Primary Packaging Retailer [I]

Criterion Score impr.potRating COMMENT PPI Criterion Score impr.potRating COMMENT PPI

Macinability 0% Macinability 0%

Product protection 10 3 11% -32 Product protection 9,4 2,4 11% -26

Volume and Weight efficency 10 3 8% -24 Volume and Weight efficency 8,5 1,5 8% -12

Right amount and size 10 3 11% -34 Right amount and size 9,1 2,1 11% -24

Handleability 10 3 14% -43 Handleability 8,7 1,7 14% -24

Product information 9,5 2,5 16% -39 Product information 6,5 -0,5 16% 8

Selling capability 8,6 1,6 19%

There is a w hole series and it can be hard to se 

the difference betw een the different products in 

the same series -30 Selling capability 7,2 0,2 19% -4

Minimal amount of waste 8,2 1,2 10% -11 Minimal amount of waste 2 -5 10% 48

Packaging cost 0% Packaging cost 0%

Flow information 0% Flow information 0%

Saftey 0,9 -6,1 0% Saftey 4,7 -2,3 0%

Environmantal consideration 0% Environmantal consideration 0%

Getting rid of waste 0% Getting rid of waste 0%

Reversed handling 7% Reversed handling 7%

Stackability 0,9 -6,1 5% You can not stack it, but it is not importante 28 Stackability 0,6 -6,4 5% 30

Average Score 7,6 0,6 -186 Average Score 6,3 -0,7 -5

C1 Primary Packaging Retailer [II] C2 Primary Packaging Retailer [II]

Criterion Score impr.potRating COMMENT PPI Criterion Score impr.potRating COMMENT PPI

Macinability 0% Macinability 0%

Product protection 7,5 0,5 11% -5 Product protection 7,8 0,8 11% -9

Volume and Weight efficency 7,8 0,8 8% -6 Volume and Weight efficency 7,8 0,8 8% -6

Right amount and size 7,8 0,8 11% -9 Right amount and size 6,8 -0,2 11% 2

Handleability 7,6 0,6 14% -9 Handleability 7,9 0,9 14% -13

Product information 4,6 -2,4 16%
It is hard to read the text since the letters are 

small 38 Product information 7,2 0,2 16% -3

Selling capability 6,4 -0,6 19% 11 Selling capability 8,1 1,1 19% -21

Minimal amount of waste 7 0 10% 0 Minimal amount of waste 8,3 1,3 10% -12

Packaging cost 0% Packaging cost 0%

Flow information 0% Flow information 0%

Saftey 7,5 0,5 0% Saftey 8,9 1,9 0%

Environmantal consideration 0% Environmantal consideration 0%

Getting rid of waste 0% Getting rid of waste 0%

Reversed handling 7% Reversed handling 7%

Stackability 7,2 0,2 5% -1 Stackability 8,4 1,4 5% -6

Average Score 7,04 0,04 19 Average Score 7,91 0,91 -68

C1 Primary Packaging Retailer [III] C2 Primary Packaging Retailer [III]

Criterion Score impr.potRating COMMENT PPI Criterion Score impr.potRating COMMENT PPI

Macinability 0% Macinability 0%

Product protection 10 3,0 11% -32 Product protection 10 3 11% -32

Volume and Weight efficency 10 3,0 8% -24 Volume and Weight efficency 10 3 8% -24

Right amount and size 5,8 -1,2 11% It does not stand stable on the shelves 14 Right amount and size 10 3 11% -34

Handleability 3,7 -3,3 14% It tips over 47 Handleability 10 3 14% -43

Product information 10 3,0 16% -47 Product information 10 3 16% -47

Selling capability 8,65 1,7 19% -31 Selling capability 10 3 19% -56

Minimal amount of waste 10 3,0 10% -29 Minimal amount of waste 6 -1 10% 10

Packaging cost 0% Packaging cost 0%

Flow information 0% Flow information 0%

Saftey 10 3,0 0% It prevent theft pretty good. Saftey 10 3 0%

Environmantal consideration 0% Environmantal consideration 0%

Getting rid of waste 0% Getting rid of waste 0%

Reversed handling 7% Reversed handling 7%

Stackability 0,1 -6,9 5% 32 Stackability 6 -1 5% 5

Average Score 7,58 0,58 -71 Average Score 9,11 2,11 -223

C1 Primary Packaging Average C2 Primary Packaging Average

Criterion Score impr.potRating COMMENT PPI Criterion Score impr.potRating COMMENT PPI

Macinability 0% Macinability 0%

Product protection 9,2 2,2 11% -23 Product protection 9,1 2,1 11% -22

Volume and Weight efficency 9,3 2,3 8% -18 Volume and Weight efficency 8,8 1,8 8% -14

Right amount and size 7,9 0,9 11% -10 Right amount and size 8,6 1,6 11% It does not stand stable on the shelves -19

Handleability 7,1 0,1 14% -1 Handleability 8,9 1,9 14% It tips over -27

Product information 8,0 1,0 16% -16 Product information 7,9 0,9 16% -14

Selling capability 7,9 0,9 19% -17 Selling capability 8,4 1,4 19% -27

Minimal amount of waste 8,4 1,4 10% -13 Minimal amount of waste 5,4 -1,6 10% 15

Packaging cost 0% Packaging cost 0%

Flow information 0% Flow information 0%

Saftey 6,1 -0,9 0% Saftey 7,9 0,9 0% It prevent theft pretty good.

Environmantal consideration 0% Environmantal consideration 0%

Getting rid of waste 0% Getting rid of waste 0%

Reversed handling 7% Reversed handling 7%

Stackability 2,7 -4,3 5% 20 Stackability 5,0 -2,0 5% 9

Average Score 7,4 0,40 -79 Average Score 7,8 0,77 -99
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C1 Secondary Packaging Retailer [I] C2 Secondary Packaging Retailer [I]

Criterion Score impr.potRating COMMENT PPI Criterion Score impr.potRating COMMENT PPI

Macinability 0% Macinability 0%

Product protection 8 1 11% -11 Product protection 7,6 0,6 11% -6

Volume and Weight efficency 10 3 8% -24 Volume and Weight efficency 8,8 1,8 8% -14

Right amount and size 10 3 11% -34 Right amount and size 9,1 2,1 11% -24

Handleability 8 1 14% -14 Handleability 8,6 1,6 14% -23

Product information 16% Product information 16%

Selling capability 10 3 19% -56 Selling capability 9,1 2,1 19% -40

Minimal amount of waste 10% Minimal amount of waste 1,5 -5,5 10% 53

Packaging cost 0% Packaging cost 0%

Flow information 8 1 0% Flow information 1,1 -5,9 0%

Saftey 0% Saftey 0%

Environmantal consideration 0% Environmantal consideration 0%

Getting rid of waste 0% Getting rid of waste 0%

Reversed handling 7%
I don´t know . I suppose it is good, but choose 

not to answ er Reversed handling 6,2 -0,8 7% 5

Stackability 5% Stackability 5,2 -1,8 5% 8

Average Score 9 2 -140 Average Score 6,36 -0,64 -41

C1 Secondary Packaging Retailer [II] C2 Secondary Packaging Retailer [II]

Criterion Score impr.potRating COMMENT PPI Criterion Score impr.potRating COMMENT PPI

Macinability 0% Macinability 0%

Product protection 8 1 11% -11 Product protection 8,7 1,7 11% -18

Volume and Weight efficency 8,4 1,4 8% -11 Volume and Weight efficency 8,8 1,8 8% -14

Right amount and size 6,2 -0,8 11% 9 Right amount and size 7,8 0,8 11% -9

Handleability 8,1 1,1 14% -16 Handleability 8,7 1,7 14% -24

Product information 6,7 -0,3 16% 5 Product information 16%

Selling capability 5,3 -1,7 19% The tray is not used on the shelves 32 Selling capability 8,9 1,9 19% -36

Minimal amount of waste 7,5 0,5 10% -5 Minimal amount of waste 6,3 -0,7 10% 7

Packaging cost 0% Packaging cost 0%

Flow information 0% Flow information 8,6 1,6 0%

Saftey 0% Saftey 0%

Environmantal consideration 0% Environmantal consideration 0%

Getting rid of waste 0% Getting rid of waste 0%

Reversed handling 7,5 0,5 7% -3 Reversed handling 6 -1 7% 7

Stackability 7,5 0,5 5% -2 Stackability 7,7 0,7 5% -3

Average Score 7,24 0,24 -2 Average Score 7,94 0,94 -92

C1 Secondary Packaging Retailer [III] C2 Secondary Packaging Retailer [III]

Criterion Score impr.potRating COMMENT PPI Criterion Score impr.potRating COMMENT PPI

Macinability 0% Macinability 0%

Product protection 8,6 1,6 11% -17 Product protection 7,4 0,4 11% -4

Volume and Weight efficency 8,7 1,7 8% -14 Volume and Weight efficency 10 3 8% -24

Right amount and size 4,4 -2,6 11% We never uses the tray on the shelf 30 Right amount and size 10 3 11% -34

Handleability 8,7 1,7 14% -24 Handleability 7,5 0,5 14% -7

Product information 8,7 1,7 16% -27 Product information 16%

Selling capability 19% Selling capability 10 3 19% -56

Minimal amount of waste 8,8 1,8 10% -17 Minimal amount of waste 10 3 10% -29

Packaging cost 0% Packaging cost 0%

Flow information 0% Flow information 7,6 0,6 0%

Saftey 0% Saftey 0%

Environmantal consideration 0% Environmantal consideration 0%

Getting rid of waste 0% Getting rid of waste 0%

Reversed handling 9,9 2,9 7% -20 Reversed handling 10 3 7% -20

Stackability 4,5 -2,5 5%
The stackability is really low  w hen the 

packaging is opened!! 12 Stackability 8,1 1,1 5% -5

Average Score 7,79 0,79 -77 Average Score 8,96 1,96 -180

C1 Secondary Packaging Average C2 Secondary Packaging Average

Criterion Score impr.potRating COMMENT PPI Criterion Score impr.potRating COMMENT PPI

Macinability 0% Macinability 0%

Product protection 8,2 1,2 11% -13 Product protection 7,9 0,9 11% -10

Volume and Weight efficency 9,033 2,033 8% -16 Volume and Weight efficency 9,2 2,2 8% -18

Right amount and size 6,867 -0,133 11% We never uses the tray on the shelf 2 Right amount and size 8,967 1,967 11% We never uses the tray on the shelf -22

Handleability 8,267 1,267 14% -18 Handleability 8,267 1,267 14% -18

Product information 7,7 0,7 16% -11 Product information 16%

Selling capability 7,65 19% -12 Selling capability 9,333 19% -44

Minimal amount of waste 8,15 1,15 10% -11 Minimal amount of waste 5,933 -1,067 10% 10

Packaging cost 0% Packaging cost 0%

Flow information 8 0% Flow information 5,767 0%

Saftey 0% Saftey 0%

Environmantal consideration 0% Environmantal consideration 0%

Getting rid of waste 0% Getting rid of waste 0%

Reversed handling 8,7 1,7 7% -12 Reversed handling 7,4 0,4 7% -3

Stackability 6 -1 5%
The stackability is really low  w hen the 

packaging is opened!! 5 Stackability 7 0 5%
The stackability is really low  w hen the 

packaging is opened!! 0

Average Score 8,011 0,86 -87 Average Score 7,752 0,81 -104
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C1 Tertiary Packaging Retailer [III] Box made out of Corrugated Paper

Criterion Score impr.potRating COMMENT PPI Criterion Score impr.potRating COMMENT PPI

Macinability 0% Macinability 0%

Product protection 10 3 11% -32 Product protection 7,9 0,9 11% -10

Volume and Weight efficency 10 3 8% -24 Volume and Weight efficency 5,9 -1,1 8% 9

Right amount and size 11% Right amount and size 11%

Handleability 10 3 14% -43 Handleability 7,2 0,2 14% -3

Product information 16% Product information 16%

Selling capability 19% Selling capability 19%

Minimal amount of waste 10 3 10% -29 Minimal amount of waste 8,5 1,5 10% -14

Packaging cost 0% Packaging cost 0%

Flow information 10 3 0% Flow information 5,3 -1,7 0%

Saftey 0% Saftey 0%

Environmantal consideration 0% Environmantal consideration 0%

Getting rid of waste 0% Getting rid of waste 6,9 -0,1 0%

Reversed handling 10 3 7% -20 Reversed handling 7,5 0,5 7% -3

Stackability 10 3 5% -14 Stackability 8,6 1,6 5% -7

Average Score 10,00 3,00 -162 Average Score 7,23 0,23 -29

C1 Tertiary Packaging Retailer [II] Blue Plastic Box C2 Tertiary Packaging Retailer [III] Box made out of Corrugated Paper

Criterion Score impr.potRating COMMENT PPI Criterion Score impr.potRating COMMENT PPI

Macinability 0% Macinability 0%

Product protection 5,9 -1,1 11% 12 Product protection 10 3 11% -32

Volume and Weight efficency 4,8 -2,2 8% 18 Volume and Weight efficency 10 3 8% -24

Right amount and size 11% Right amount and size 11%

Handleability 7,5 0,5 14% -7 Handleability 10 3 14% -43

Product information 16% Product information 16%

Selling capability 19% Selling capability 19%

Minimal amount of waste 7,3 0,3 10% -3 Minimal amount of waste 10 3 10% -29

Packaging cost 0% Packaging cost 0%

Flow information 5,7 -1,3 0% Flow information 10 3 0%

Saftey 0% Saftey 0%

Environmantal consideration 0% Environmantal consideration 0%

Getting rid of waste 7,6 0,6 0% Getting rid of waste 0%

Reversed handling 7,5 0,5 7% -3 Reversed handling 10 3 7% -20

Stackability 7,3 0,3 5% -1 Stackability 10 3 5% -14

Average Score 6,7 -0,3 15 Average Score 10,00 3,00 -162

C1 Tertiary Packaging Retailer [III] Blue Plastic Box C2 Tertiary Packaging Retailer [III] Blue Plastic Box

Criterion Score impr.potRating COMMENT PPI Criterion Score impr.potRating COMMENT PPI

Macinability 0% Macinability 0%

Product protection 8,8 1,8 11%
The products are loose in the box and gets 

damaged easilly -19 Product protection 10 3 11%
The products are movable in the box and can 

get damages -32

Volume and Weight efficency 8,8 1,8 8% -14 Volume and Weight efficency 10 3 8% -24

Right amount and size 11% Right amount and size 11%

Handleability 10 3 14% -43 Handleability 10 3 14% -43

Product information 16% Product information 16%

Selling capability 19% Selling capability 19%

Minimal amount of waste 10 3 10% -29 Minimal amount of waste 10 3 10% -29

Packaging cost 0% Packaging cost 0%

Flow information 10 3 0% Flow information 10 3 0%

Saftey 0% Saftey 0%

Environmantal consideration 0% Environmantal consideration 0%

Getting rid of waste 0% Getting rid of waste 0%

Reversed handling 9,5 2,5 7% -17 Reversed handling 10 3 7% -20

Stackability 10 3 5% -14 Stackability 10 3 5% -14

Average Score 9,59 2,59 -136 Average Score 10 3 -162

C1 Tertiary Packaging Average C2 Tertiary Packaging Average

Criterion Score impr.potRating COMMENT PPI Criterion Score impr.potRating COMMENT PPI

Macinability 0% Macinability 0%

Product protection 8,2 1,2 11%
The products are loose in the box and gets 

damaged easilly -13 Product protection 9,3 2,3 11%
The products are loose in the box and gets 

damaged easilly -25

Volume and Weight efficency 7,9 0,9 8% -7 Volume and Weight efficency 8,6 1,6 8% -13

Right amount and size 11% Right amount and size 11%

Handleability 9,2 2,2 14% -31 Handleability 9,1 2,1 14% -29

Product information 16% Product information 16%

Selling capability 19% Selling capability 19%

Minimal amount of waste 9,1 2,1 10% -20 Minimal amount of waste 9,5 2,5 10% -24

Packaging cost 0% Packaging cost 0%

Flow information 8,6 1,6 0% Flow information 8,4 1,4 0%

Saftey 0% Saftey 0%

Environmantal consideration 0% Environmantal consideration 0%

Getting rid of waste 7,6 0% Getting rid of waste 6,9 0%

Reversed handling 9,0 2,0 7% -14 Reversed handling 9,2 2,2 7% -15

Stackability 9,1 2,1 5% -10 Stackability 9,5 2,5 5% -12

Average Score 8,8 1,7 -94 Average Score 9,1 2,1 -118

C2 Tertiary Packaging Retailer [II] Box made out of Corrugated Paper
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C1 Load Carrier Retailer [III] Roller Cage C2 Load Carrier Retailer [III] Roller Cage

Criterion Score impr.potRating COMMENT PPI Criterion Score impr.potRating COMMENT PPI

Macinability 0% Macinability 0%

Product protection 9,9 2,9 11% -31 Product protection 10 3 11% -32

Volume and Weight efficency 1,6 -5,4 8%

The w hole area is not used since w e don´t 

order that many products. The Products is 

repacked from the Roller Cage to a trolley 

outside of the pharmacy. 43 Volume and Weight efficency 5,8 -1,2 8%

The w hole area is not used since w e don´t 

order that many products. The Products is 

repacked from the Roller Cage to a trolley 

outside of the pharmacy. 10

Right amount and size 1,7 -5,3 11% 61 Right amount and size 5,8 -1,2 11% 14

Handleability 3,9 -3,1 14% 44 Handleability 6,1 -0,9 14% 13

Product information 16% Product information 16%

Selling capability 19% Selling capability 19%

Minimal amount of waste 10% Minimal amount of waste 10%

Packaging cost 0% Packaging cost 0%

Flow information 3,7 -3,3 0% Flow information 6 -1 0%

Saftey 0% Saftey 0%

Environmantal consideration 0% Environmantal consideration 0%

Getting rid of waste 0% Getting rid of waste 0%

Reversed handling 1,8 -5,2 7% 35 Reversed handling 0,2 -6,8 7% 46

Stackability 1,7 -5,3 5% 25 Stackability 0,1 -6,9 5% 32

Average Score 3,47 -3,53 176 Average Score 4,86 -2,14 82

C1 Packaging system Retail C2 Packaging system Retail

Criterion Score impr.potRating COMMENT PPI Criterion Score impr.potRating COMMENT PPI

Machinability 0% Macinability 0%

Product protection 8,9 1,9 11% -20 Product protection 9,1 2,1 11% -22

Volume and Weight efficiency 6,9 -0,1 8% 0 Volume and Weight efficency 8,1 1,1 8% -9

Right amount and size 5,5 -1,5 11% 17 Right amount and size 7,8 0,8 11% -9

Handleability 7,1 0,1 14% -2 Handleability 8,1 1,1 14% -15

Product information 7,9 0,9 16% -14 Product information 7,9 0,9 16% -14

Selling capability 7,8 0,8 19% -14 Selling capability 8,9 1,9 19% -35

Minimal amount of waste 8,6 1,6 10% -15 Minimal amount of waste 7,0 0,0 10% 0

Packaging cost 0% Packaging cost 0%

Flow information 6,8 -0,2 0% Flow information 6,7 -0,3 0%

Safety 6,1 -0,9 0% Saftey 7,9 0,9 0%

Environmental consideration 0% Environmantal consideration 0%

Getting rid of waste 7,6 0,6 0% Getting rid of waste 6,9 -0,1 0%

Reversed handling 6,5 -0,5 7% 3 Reversed handling 5,6 -1,4 7% 10

Stackability 4,9 -2,1 5% 10 Stackability 5,4 -1,6 5% 7

Average Score 6,9 -0,1 -34 Average Score 7,4 0,4 -88
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Appendix 5; Evaluation of concepts 

Concept 1, Bag in Box lotion 

 
This concept is to change the consumer packaging to a Bag-in-Box (BIB). The BIB is put in a 
transport Box and the handle on the top makes it easy to lift the consumer package. Since 
the BIB is made out of carton is it not necessary to use plastic to protect it from road dust.44  
High Volume and weight efficiency 
Good hygiene 
High rate of innovation 
Environmental consideration  
This concept will be hard to handle 
and machine in the filling process, but 
the Volume and weight efficiency is 
extremely high. The high importance of the machinability, handleability and Volume and weight 
for the filler45 gives the FORM and FUNCTION downwards facing arrows and the EFFICIENCY an 
upward facing arrow.  
The concept is very Stackable, Volume efficient and could save storage space for the distributor. 
The Volume and weight is important to the distributor46 which gives FORM, FUNCTION and 
EFFICIENCY upwards facing arrows.  

                                                           
 
44

 See Appendix 5 Problems and solutions list. 
45

See Section 4.6 Conclusion of packaging performance, Diagram 1. 
46

 4.6 Conclusion of packaging performance, Diagram 2 

 

FORM FUNCTION EFFICIENCY 

 FILLER ↓ ↓ ↑ 2 

DISTRIBUTOR ↑ ↑ ↑ 6 

RETIALER → ↗ ↑ 3 

    
7 
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The square shape and appearance for this concept goes against the visual expression of the 
other products from ACO. The high Volume and weight efficiency and Stackability is beneficial 
for the Retailer. This gives FORM an onward facing arrow and FUNCTION and EFFICIENCY 
upwards facing arrows. 
Discussion 
This concept is innovative, has a modern touch and gives a feeling of environmental 
consideration. The Volume and weight efficiency is high since the packaging is square.  
This kind of packaging might not be possible to fill in existing production lines.  
The shape of the packaging does not go in line with other products in ACO´s assortment. Other 
companies has patent on this kind of packaging. This sort of packaging may give unwanted 
associations to other kind of products. How does a Box perform in a wet bathroom? 
 

9.1.1 Concept 2, Semi refill

 
This concept is to change the consumer packaging for the oil and lotion to a plastic refill bag. 
This bag can be hung in the shower or bathroom or placed in a dispenser.  
Good hygiene 
High rate of innovation 
Getting rid of waste 
Environmental consideration 
 
This concept will be hard to handle 
and machine in the filling process. The 
concept has a low weight and the volume efficiency is depending on the design on the bag. The 
high importance of the machinability, handleability and Volume and weight for the filler47 gives 
the FORM and FUNCTION downwards facing arrows and the EFFICIENCY an upward facing arrow.  
The form does not change anything for the distributor. The volume and weight efficiency is high. 
The FORM get an onwards pointing arrow. FUNCTION and EFFICIENCY gets upwards pointing 
arrows. 
If the FORM is improved or impaired for the filler is not known. The FUNCTION and EFFICIENCY is 
probably impaired if no changes in the display is made. 
Discussion 

                                                           
 
47

See section 4.6 Conclusion of packaging performance, Diagram 2 

 

FORM FUNCTION EFFICIENCY 

 FILLER ↓ ↓ ↗ 3 

DISTRIBUTOR → ↑ ↑ 4 

RETIALER ? ? ? 0 

    
1 
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This packaging is innovative and has a modern touch. The amount of waste from the primary 
packaging is very low which might be appealing to consumers with concern for the environment. 
Since the packaging has a very low weight the carbon footprint is very small.  
This kind of packaging might not be possible to fill in existing production lines.  
This packaging might give an unwanted and misleading feeling of low price that are not 
consistent with the actual price of the packaging.  

9.1.2 Concept 3, Adapted shape

 
This core in this concept is to evolve the shape considering Volume and weight efficiency, 
Machinability and Handleability. 

 
High Volume and weight efficiency 
High machinability 
Increased handleability 
 
This concept improves the Volume 
and weight efficiency, Handleability 
and machinability, criterions that are of importance to all the actors.48 All aspects can be 
improved with this criterion and all arrows, except for one are pointing upward. The Distributor 
does not handle the consumer packaging. 
Discussion 
The concept with an adapted shape can reduce a lot of existing problems at the filler, retailer 
and for the consumer.  A cylindrical shaped bottle is easier to handle in the filling line and labels 
are easier to attach correctly when it is only one label. 49 
 
A square shape is even more volume effective than a cylindrical. If the edges are rounded the 
label should still be easy to attach and thereby the high machinability is maintained.  

                                                           
 
48

 See section 4.6 Conclusion of packaging performance, Diagram 1 
49

 See Appendix 4; Data 

 
FORM FUNCTION EFFICIENCY 

 FILLER ↑ ↑ ↑ 6 

DISTRIBUTOR → ↑ ↑ 4 

RETIALER ↑ ↑ ↑ 6 

    
16 
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A square shape may collide with ACO´s soft and friendly product expression.  
Choosing a more neutral shape on the consumer packaging for case 1 may open for a larger 
market. The product could be used by men, provided that the packaging speaks to them.  

9.1.3 Concept 4, Lotion dispenser

 
This concept considers the possibility of other value adding functions. The aim is to find aspects 
that are appealing to the consumer.  
 
High rate of innovation 
Good hygiene factor 
Practical for the consumer 
 
This concept does neither improve nor 
impair in general for the actors. 
Therefore the filler and distributor gets onward pointing arrows for FORM, FUNCTION and 
EFFICIENCY.  
 
The value adding aspects increases the Selling capability that is important to the Retailer. And 
FUNCTION gets a halfway upward pointing arrow. FORM and EFFICIENCY gets onwards pointing 
arrows.  
Discussion 
The idea is that the consumer packaging would work like the soap dispensers that are common 
on public toilets. The bottle can be attached to the bathroom wall or hung on a hook. 
This packaging does not consider any aspect for the filler or distributor. 

 

FORM FUNCTION EFFICIENCY 

 FILLER → → → 0 

DISTRIBUTOR → → → 0 

RETIALER → ↗ → 1 

    
1 
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9.1.4 Concept 5, Attention on nozzle 
 

This concept puts the focus on the nozzle. The idea is to create an interesting packaging with 
high functionality. There are levels of change in this concept. An alternative is to design an 
entirely new nozzle. Another level of the idea is to change the screw on cap on the Oil to a snap 
cap. This idea can be combined with the Adapted shape concept but are here evaluated without 
a change of the bottle.  
 
 
High rate of innovation  
High selling capability 
 
High volume and weight efficiency 
Good Machinability 
High Handleability 
 
The concept increases the recognition of the product and thereby the Selling capability which is 
the most important criterion for the retailer. FORM, FUNCTION and EFFICIENCY for the retailer 
and consumer gets upwards pointing arrows.  
 
Seeing that the bottle is excluded in this concept the FORM; FUNCTION and EFFICIENCY gets 
onward pointing arrows for the filler and distributor.  
 
Discussion 
This concept focuses on the nozzle of the consumer packaging. A snap cap on the bottle for the 
oil would improve the usability and Handleability for the consumer.  

 

FORM FUNCTION EFFICIENCY 

 FILLER → → → 0 

DISTRIBUTOR → → → 0 

RETIALER ↑ ↑ ↑ 6 

    
6 
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A wider mouthpiece would give a slimmer and longer string of lotion or oil on the skin and 
thereby provide a simpler application. An innovative nozzle could also raise the interest among 
consumers and thereby increase the selling capability.  
 
A wider nozzle could lead to plugs in the opening from dried lotion.  

9.1.5 Concept 6, the pump comes separately

 
In this concept is the goal to avoid damaged pumps on the lotion case. Either by selling or 
distribute the pump separately, or by designing or purchasing a pop-up pump that comes up 
when pushed. 
 
High volume and weight efficiency 
High Feasibility 
Low cost 
High product protection 
Environmental consideration 
Lower amount of waste 
The Handleability is improved since 
the pumps do not need to be screwed on and a simpler cap does not need to face in a specific 
direction. This gives the EFFICIENCY upwards pointing arrows for all actors. The lack of change in 
the shape gives the FORM onward facing arrows for all actors.   
This concept improves the Volume and weight efficiency since the height of the consumer 
packaging is reduced. The product protection is improved because of less mechanical stress is 
put on the pumps. This gives the FUNCTION partly upwards facing arrows for the filler and 
distributor. 
 
Discussion 
This concept consists of two different ways of solving the problem with broken pumps. The first 
version of the concept has a high feasibility since it is a small change that has to be done. A 
screw on cap prevents the pumps from getting damages and reduces the needed volume in the 
transport packaging. This is similar to existing refill solutions. 
The second version is a pop-up-pump that comes up when pushed and then works as a normal 
pump.  The second version is more innovative but less feasible.  

 

FORM FUNCTION EFFICIENCY 

 FILLER → → ↑ 2 

DISTRIBUTOR → → ↑ 2 

RETIALER → → ↑ 2 

    
6 
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9.1.6 Concept 7, Hanging bag or bottle

 
 
Lower amount of waste 
Higher Handleability 
High hygiene factor 
 
Discussion 
The idea with this concept is that the 
packaging is possible to hang. If the packaging is a bag the weight of the packaging decreases 
and the environmental consideration is higher. The bags can also be placed on a small rod that is 
easy to grip and ready to hang at the shelves at the retailer.  

 

FORM FUNCTION EFFICIENCY 

 FILLER ↘ ↘ ↗ 1 

DISTRIBUTOR → ↑ ↑ 4 

RETIALER ↗ ↗ ↑ 4 

    
7 



9-64 
 

 
 

9.1.7 Concept 8, direct display

 
This concept focuses on improving the display at the retailer. The tray is designed so that the 
retailer does not have to rearrange the bottles every time the consumers make a purchase. 
 
Low maintenance at the retailer 
Effective 
High Handleability 
High selling capability 
 
This concept focuses on making it 
more ergonomic and time efficient 
for the retailer to handle the products. By designing the secondary packaging so that it can be 
used in the display the efficiency for the retailer is increased.  
 
Discussion 
Since the monopoly for pharmacies is suspended from the 1 of July 2009 the competitiveness is 
increased and the need for functional secondary packaging is growing. 

 

FORM FUNCTION EFFICIENCY 

 FILLER → → ↑ 2 

DISTRIBUTOR → ↗ ↑ 3 

RETIALER ↑ ↑ ↑ 6 

    
11 
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9.1.8 Concept 9, 10 and 11, Adapted trey 
These concepts focus on adapting the tray to maximize the Handleability for all actors.  
 
High Handleability 
High selling capability 
 
 
 
The improved Handleability for all 
actors gives that FORM, FUNCTION 
and EFFICIENCY gets upwards pointing arrows for all actors. This does not affect the consumer 
that much.  
 
Discussion 
The concepts 9, 10, 11 all focuses on increasing the effectiveness for the filler, distributor and 
retailer. The concepts need to be evaluated separately, but first it is more important to decide if 
the type of solution is relevant. 

 

FORM FUNCTION EFFICIENCY 

 FILLER ↑ ↑ ↑ 6 

DISTRIBUTOR ↑ ↑ ↑ 6 

RETIALER ↑ ↑ ↑ 6 

    
18 
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Appendix 6; Verification from brand 
owner 

The concepts with the highest score are the adapted shape and the adapted tray. These are the 
two concepts that where mostly focusing on solving the pinpointed problem.  
 
Adapted shape  

 FORM FUNCTION EFFICIENCY  

FILLER ↑ ↑ ↑ 6 

DISTRIBUTOR → → → 0 

RETIALER ↑ ↑ ↑ 6 

    12 

Small adjustments in the design can contribute to grate enhancements at the filler and the 
retailer. The high score for this concept is based on the fact that it is a realistic suggestion that 
focuses on solving the problems that are pointed out in the case studies. Grand improvements 
can be reached with a wider base. 
 
Adapted tray 

 FORM FUNCTION EFFICIENCY  

FILLER → ↗ ↗ 2 

DISTRIBUTOR → → → 0 

RETIALER ↑ ↑ ↑ 6 

    8 

The evaluation is focusing on the part of the concept with the heightened edge on the tray that 
is a part of the secondary packaging to the oil. The high score for this concept is based on the 
fact that it is a realistic suggestion that focuses on solving the problems that are pointed out in 
the case studies. Today is trays of corrugated paper not very common way of displaying at the 
retailer. And it is crucial that the tray is attractive.  
 
Summary of the verification of concepts at the brand owner 
The evaluation of the concepts resulted in an elimination of the concepts, leaving two as 
winners. The Adapted shape and the adapted tray receive the highest score from the brand 
owner.  
 
Analysis of the verification 
The gain from the evaluation by the brand owner is the coherence in the results to the results 
from the systematic evaluation based on the model.  
This conclusion could have been reached without the model for evaluation. 
The model failed. A brief with information about the packaging’s performance does not give a 
sufficient foundation to make an evaluation with a new method.  
The fact that the market aspect and the needs for investments are excluded in the evaluation 
model confused the personnel and they deemed the model insignificant. The consumer aspect 
was another part of the model that created confusion since you should not listen to the 
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consumer –They do not know what they want. But there is a need to be proactive against the 
consumer and create their needs.  
Conclusion 
The model needs a lot of complementary work to be considered a working model.  It is difficult 
for an outside part to make an evaluation based on a model. It is probably more efficient to use 
a systematic evaluation and present the results for evaluation. An alternative is to include the 
parts in an earlier stage of the project, and give them information about the problem in advance.  
Another aspect is the accuracy of the attendance. A different focus group might be better suited 
for this model. 
 

Results from the evaluation of the rest of the concepts 
The BIB-Concept 

 FORM FUNCTION EFFICIENCY  

FILLER ↘ → → 1 

DISTRIBUTOR ↗ ↑ ↑ 5 

RETIALER → → → 0 

    4 

For this concept to work it is necessary to use some kind of pump. A crane will not work for a 
liquid with such high viscosity. An Airless pump might work, but that solution is much more 
expensive. The emptying rate is low on a package like this, even with a pump. Large investments 
are needed on the machine shop. A change of filler might be necessary. This packaging solution 
will be hard to open with a knife since it might get damages. The handleability might decrease 
since it might be hard to grip.  The facing on the packaging would increase. 
The rectangular shape makes it easy to fit in the bathroom shelves. The packaging is innovative 
and gives a feeling of something new. This packaging signals a low price, especially on a large 
packaging. The reversed handling of the packaging is more complicated since the packaging 
needs to be separated and that gives a feeling of twice the amount of waste. The association to 
milk might be good for a lotion. A big problem is that a paper packaging does not perform in wet 
environments.  
 
The semi refill concept 

 FORM FUNCTION EFFICIENCY  

FILLER ↘ → → 1 

DISTRIBUTOR → → ↘ 1 

RETIALER ↘ ↘ ↘ 3 

    5 

This concept could work if the filler adapted their machine shop and filled the bag in the bag 
machine and then the bag is dropped directly into the transport packaging. A snap lid with a 
silicone valve could work together with the bag. This would give a good emptying rate and a 
cheap solution.  
The shape of the bag might lead to decreased volume efficiency at the retailer, and the display 
look sloppy. The packaging costs will be higher since the secondary packaging needs to give 
more stability. The handleability might decrease for the distributor because the consumer 
packaging is sensitive to knives.  
As a market aspect, this Packaging gives an extra dimension to the price class. 
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Focus on nozzle 

 FORM FUNCTION EFFICIENCY  

FILLER → → → 0 

DISTRIBUTOR → → → 0 

RETIALER → → → 0 

    0 

This concept provides a fun idea, but nothing else. Technically, the opening will clot.  
 
Pop-upp 

 FORM FUNCTION EFFICIENCY  

FILLER → → ↗ 1 

DISTRIBUTOR → → ↗ 1 

RETIALER → → ↗ 1 

    3 

The environmental aspect is good, but it will not be more effective. The emptying rate will not 
be improved. It needs more consideration from a marketing point of view.  
 
Direct display 

 FORM FUNCTION EFFICIENCY  

FILLER → → ↘ 1 

DISTRIBUTOR → → → 0 

RETIALER → ↗ ↗ 2 

    1 

 
A spring is not a good idea, but the sloping is interesting. The question of how much gain the 
retailer receives in decreased handling needs remains. 
 
 
 




