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Executive summary 

What are the key issues that need to be addressed by indicators to support resource policy? 
Responses to question 1 largely followed the key issues identified in the consultation paper, 
i.e. a) the natural capital base, b) the production and consumption perspective, c) growth and 
competitiveness, and d) risks and sustainability thresholds. Respondents also stated that 
indicators need to be relevant, accepted, credible, easy to understand and robust. 

The Commission proposed GDP/DMC as the lead indicator. A significant majority of the 
respondents pointed to the deficiencies of this indicator, and identified Raw Material 
Consumption (RMC), which includes the international dimension of material use, as an 
alternative. Several respondents also mentioned Total Material Consumption (TMC), some 
pointed to Total Material Requirement (TMR) or the composite index on environmental 
pressures that is being developed in the framework of the Beyond GDP initiative. Some also 
highlighted the weaknesses of GDP as an indicator of sustainability and wellbeing. 

Whilst some respondents recognised the need to communicate one single lead indicator that 
can be placed alongside GDP to create more visibility to resource efficiency, more 
respondents (from all categories) found that a dashboard of equal ranking indicators would be 
better suited to cover all key aspects of resource efficiency. 

Question 2-b concerned the proposed dashboard of macro-indicators. There was a relatively 
broad consensus among all stakeholder categories about the appropriateness of the indicators 
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included in the dashboard. Many repeated the importance of including footprint indicators to 
cover the international perspective. Including materials into the dashboard was also 
supported. 

Question 2-c inquired about the third tier of thematic indicators. As to the measurement of 
'transforming the economy' many respondents suggested to better cover the circular economy. 
Suggestions were also made to include indicators on ecosystem services, biodiversity, 
minerals and metals, water and forests. Regarding key sectors several respondents supported 
the development of an indicator on food waste. Other issues that were covered included 
energy, the benefits of resource use / resource efficiency and social aspects. 

Question 2-d solicited feedback on the indicators included in the first draft Scoreboard 
proposed by the Commission for assessing trends towards a resource efficient Europe. 
Concerning the indicators to monitor the transformation of the economy, a significant 
proportion of the respondents called for the replacement of the recycling and landfilling ratio 
of municipal waste by those for total waste. Several expressed their reservations about the 
Eco-Innovation Index due to its complexity. The relevance of including an indicator on 
environmental taxation was disputed by some. Specific comments were made on the air, land 
and soils and marine resources indicators. The indicator 'Consumption of meat and dairy 
products per capita per year' was opposed by the stakeholders concerned, mainly because it 
was not seen as capable of monitoring improvements in the production process. A significant 
proportion of the respondents would favour monitoring all energy used in buildings rather 
than only the energy used for space heating.  

Finally the respondents were asked about indicators most suitable for setting potential targets. 
Views were split between stakeholders against the use of targets and those finding targets an 
essential tool to ensure a decrease in absolute resource use. Most of these respondents 
identified footprint indicators as the most suitable for setting targets. Ideas submitted were 
wide-ranging and included (inter alia) the themes of the dashboard of indicators, materials, 
water, land, as well as air, and waste. 
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Graph 1: Categories of representation 

Introduction 

Indicators are needed to monitor progress and to allow for benchmarking and comparison 
between Member States. In the Roadmap to a Resource Efficient Europe1, the Commission 
announced that it would launch a joint effort with stakeholders to define indicators and 
targets for guiding actions and monitoring progress on the path to the 2050 Resource 
Efficiency Vision. 

On 25 July 2012 the Commission published a first draft Scoreboard of resource efficiency 
indicators accompanied by a consultation paper2. The consultation was open until 22 October.  

164 unique3 responses were received through the online questionnaire. Graph 1 below shows 
the represented categories, as stated by the respondents. 85% of the companies declared to 
have more than 500 employees. 

 

 

 

In the consultation paper the following questions were asked: 

1) What are the key issues that need to be addressed by indicators to support resource 
policy? 

2) Are there other indicators that we should be using to monitor the economic and 
environmental impacts of resource efficiency policies by 2013 and for the future? 
More specifically: 

a) Is the proposed lead indicator, GDP/DMC an appropriate indicator to measure 
resource efficiency? Are there any better alternatives that should be considered? 

                                                 
1 COM(2011) 571, 'Roadmap to a Resource Efficient Europe'  
  http://ec.europa.eu/environment/resource_efficiency/pdf/com2011_571.pdf  
2 http://ec.europa.eu/environment/consultations/pdf/consultation_resource.pdf  
3 i.e. excluding blank replies or identical replies that were submitted twice 

http://ec.europa.eu/environment/resource_efficiency/pdf/com2011_571.pdf
http://ec.europa.eu/environment/consultations/pdf/consultation_resource.pdf
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b) Are the appropriate indicators included in the dashboard of macro-indicators? 
Are there any alternatives that should be considered? 

c) Are the appropriate indicators included in the third tier of thematic indicators? 
Are there any other indicators that should be considered? 

d) Are the appropriate indicators included in the Scoreboard? Are there any other 
indicators that should be considered?  

3) Which indicators would be best suited for potentially setting targets, by 2013 and for 
the future? 

This document provides a summary of the inputs received during the consultation. An 
overview of all the individual contributions can be found at 
http://ec.europa.eu/environment/resource_efficiency/targets_indicators/consultation_response
s/all_inputs_received.pdf 

 

Question 1: Key issues that need to be addressed by indicators to support 
resource policy 

In section 2.2 of the consultation paper the following key issues were identified: 

a) Natural capital base 

b) Production and consumption perspective 

c) Growth and competitiveness 

d) Risks and sustainability thresholds 

The answers received through the consultation more or less covered these four issues. 

Concerning the natural capital base the following issues were identified: 
• Resource use: Some answers pointed to an absolute reduction of the resources used in 

the EU as a key issue. A couple of respondents also highlighted the need for absolute 
decoupling and for illustrating it. 

• Environmental impacts: Some respondents (from all categories) listed environmental 
impacts as an issue that should be at the centre. A group of stakeholders on the other 
hand expressed their concern about whether robust results can be obtained from impact-
based indicators. 

• Supply / scarcity / availability of resources: Some industry actors noted that for them 
scarcity and availability of resources is a key issue. In that context several companies and 
associations from the mining industry made the point that for minerals the issue is not 
scarcity as much as short-term supply bottlenecks and/or lack of access. In their view a 
resource efficiency indicator set should also highlight the importance of raw materials to 
the economy. 

A significant proportion of respondents from all categories found it important to also cover 
the consumption or life-cycle perspective, out of concern to address resource use embodied 
in imports and/or the impacts of resource use at the global level. 

http://ec.europa.eu/environment/resource_efficiency/targets_indicators/consultation_responses/all_inputs_received.pdf
http://ec.europa.eu/environment/resource_efficiency/targets_indicators/consultation_responses/all_inputs_received.pdf
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• Concerns in this respect related to value chains, to take into account different countries' 
industrial structure and to discourage possible relocation. Life Cycle Assessment was 
also mentioned several times. 

• A strong constituency expressed a concerted view in favour of introducing carbon, 
material, land and water footprint indicators so as to get a complete picture of the 
resources consumed in the EU. 

• Several respondents confirmed the importance of consumption-based indicators. Some 
suggested that the European Commission put forward a roadmap to finalise these 
indicators' methodological issues. 

The importance of the link between resource efficiency and growth and competitiveness 
was confirmed by several respondents from industry. Issues brought to the front included: 
• Resource efficiency policy as an enabling framework for industry, allowing companies 

to remain profitable and to contribute to sustainable growth and jobs creation. This was 
confirmed by some respondents from the public sector, who pointed to the need for more 
indicators that provide information on whether policy is creating the right circumstances 
(i.e. to include more response indicators). 

• Stakeholders also pointed to the importance of research, technology and innovation as 
a key issue for resource efficiency policy. 

Several respondents also highlighted risks and sustainability thresholds as a key issue that 
should be considered. 

• A few respondents referred to the Earth's biocapacity and/or the Ecological Footprint. 
Several other also advised environmental thresholds as a central issue.  

• A significant proportion of stakeholders highlighted the importance of including social 
aspects in the monitoring of resource efficiency policy, whilst some industry respondents 
referred to addressing the economic, social and environmental dimensions of 
sustainability. 

Section 2.2 of the consultation paper also set out that all the proposed indicators are assessed 
using the RACER methodology, i.e. indicators must be relevant, accepted, credible, easy to 
compute and robust. Responses covered the following issues: 

• Relevance: Some private sector representatives highlighted that indicators need to be 
consistent with micro-level decision support methods. 

• Acceptability: Several respondents, especially from industry, emphasised the 
importance of correct and accurate data. 

• Credibility: The importance of easily understandable, transparent indicators was pointed 
out. A group of respondents thought that indicators are best expressed in real physical 
quantities for the sake of transparency. 

• Easiness to compute: Several industry representatives expressed their concern about the 
multiplication of indicators, stating that no additional administrative burden should be 
imposed on companies for additional data gathering. 

• Robustness: Industry also prominently expressed the concern that indicators should 
allow a meaningful comparison across different countries, taking into account the 
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structural differences between them. Indicators should also clearly indicate whether 
progress is being made in the right direction and allow for the identification of trade-offs. 

The fact that the draft Scoreboard was based on indicators for which data is readily 
available attracted many reactions: 

• Whilst several respondents supported this approach, others found that in several 
instances the draft Scoreboard would benefit from better indicators to be developed, 
with special reference to the indicators proposed in section 5 of the consultation paper 
(land and ecosystem accounting, environmental footprint of products, composite index 
on environmental pressures, environmental impacts of resource use etc). 

• Civil society on the other hand almost collectively stated wanting to "avoid paralysis by 
analysis", especially referring to the data for calculating land, material, water and carbon 
footprints. According to this view the Commission ought to use best available data while 
other data and methodologies are further perfected. 

 

Question 2-a: The lead indicator 

Responses to question 2-a broadly dealt with criticism on DMC as an incomplete Material 
Flow Accounting (MFA) indicator, criticism on GDP/DMC as an indicator of resource 
productivity and on whether or not to use a single lead indicator. 

Concerning DMC as an MFA indicator a significant majority of the respondents across all 
categories pointed to the deficiencies of the indicator, including: 

• As a weight-based indicator, DMC does not take into account the differences in 
environmental impact and economic value between different resources. 

• DMC does not include imports or indirect material flows. As a consequence 1) it 
implicitly favours burden shifting to regions outside the EU, and 2) it does not allow 
making a fair comparison across countries. 

• Focussing on materials only, DMC does not quite appraise the broad interpretation of 
'resources' set out in the Roadmap to a Resource Efficient Europe (COM(2011) 571). 

Further comments also pointed to the fact that it does not take into account: scarcity or 
available stocks, environmental degradation, social aspects or non-market goods. 

Regarding the approach of measuring resource productivity as DMC divided by GDP 
some expressed concern about the shortcomings of GDP as an indicator that does not 
capture sustainability or wellbeing. A group of respondents added that because of the link 
with GDP the lead indicator implies that richer countries are more resource productive, and 
that adopting a resource productivity approach rewards business as usual. Concerning the 
latter they argued that despite the fact that between 1980 and 2005 the world economy 
increased its resource productivity by 30%, global material extraction increased by almost 
80%. To remedy some of the above mentioned weaknesses a couple of respondents suggested 
to present GDP and DMC separately. 

Whilst some respondents recognised the need to have one single lead indicator that can be 
placed alongside GDP to create more visibility in high-level economic discussions, many 



7 

 

(from all categories) found that a dashboard of equal ranking indicators would be more suited 
to cover all key aspects of resource efficiency. 

Finally, as an alternative , the following indicators were identified: 
• Raw Material Consumption (RMC) was pointed to by a significant proportion of 

respondents across all categories. Replacing DMC with RMC would counter the 
criticism formulated by many that DMC falsely identifies service-based economies or 
economies that rely heavily on imports as more resource productive. 

• In the longer term Total Material Consumption (TMC) would give a more complete 
picture, as this indicator also takes into account the unused material flows related to 
imports. A couple of respondents identified Total Material Requirement (TMR) as an 
alternative. 

• A composite index, especially the one on environmental pressures that is being 
developed in the framework of the 'Beyond GDP' work merits further investigation. 

 

Question 2-b: The dashboard 

There was a relatively broad consensus among respondents from all categories about the 
appropriateness of the indicators included in the dashboard. Most of the comments concerned 
the individual resources covered by the dashboard: 
• Materials: Many respondents argued in favour of including materials into the dashboard. 

Some pointed to the need to distinguish between renewable and non-renewable resources 
or to separate out construction materials. 

• Energy / carbon: Whilst most respondents agreed on the appropriateness of including 
carbon in the dashboard, some found it illogical, given that carbon emissions are not a 
resource. Others thought that there is no need to repeat this indicator, as it is already a 
headline indicator of the Europe 2020 Strategy. On the choice between energy and 
carbon there were different suggestions. A couple of respondents argued in favour of an 
indicator on the share of renewable energy used. Some expressed their preference for 
Carbon Footprint over Energy Footprint, because the former also includes non-energy 
greenhouse gas emissions such as methane or nitrous oxide.  

• Water: A majority of the respondents pointed to the weaknesses of the Water 
Exploitation Index (WEI), i.e. that it aggregates different water resources, it does not 
take into account the nature of the water use after abstraction and its threshold values are 
under discussion. In view of remedying these shortcomings some expressed their support 
for the further development of the WEI+ indicator. 

• Land use: There was some support for expressing the indicator as a ratio of built-up area 
divided by total area.  

Biodiversity and air emissions were most quoted as issues missing from the dashboard. 

Many stakeholders repeated the importance of including footprint indicators to cover the 
consumption perspective. Several expressed their concern about data availability and some 
methodological issues. Proponents of footprint indicators urged the Commission to adopt a 
timeline for the development of such indicators. 
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Further development of the alternative dashboard from the BIO IS study4 was supported 
by some. Concerning the environmental impacts of resource use Environmental-weighted 
Material Consumption (EMC) was referred to by a couple respondents to be missing. A 
number of respondents expressed their doubts about whether environmental-impact based 
indicators can deliver robust results and stated that their development should not lead to 
delays the delivery of footprint indicators. 

Finally the most relevant alternatives that were suggested included the Current Scarcity 
Score (University of Dundee), Prescott-Allen Ecosystem Wellbeing Index, Water Stress 
Index (Pfister et al), Water Impact Index (Veolia), Recycling Input Rate, Eco-indicator 99, 
Conservation Status of Habitats and Domestic Extraction. 
 

Question 2-c: Thematic indicators 

This section deals with indicators that were considered useful to be added to the thematic 
layer of the Scoreboard. 

Transforming the economy 
• Moving towards a circular economy: Many suggestions were made to better cover the 

circular economy, ranging from the Recycling Input Rate, Resource extension, the use of 
secondary materials to waste prevention or minimisation. Under question 1 durability 
and recyclability of products were also pointed at as a key issue to be monitored.  

Natural capital and ecosystem services 
• Ecosystem services: Several respondents found it important to monitor ecosystem 

services. Some called for the development of new indicators. Existing indicators that 
were mentioned included: Living Planet Index, Biocapacity and ecosystem services, 
System of Environmental Economic Accounting, Human and eco-toxicity, 
eutrophication and acidification. 

• Biodiversity: Several respondents found it important to include biodiversity indicators. 
Suggestions included: Species and habitats in a favourable conservation status, IUCN 
European Red List, Protected area coverage, Protected areas under Natura 2000 
frameworks and Critical levels of nitrogen and atmospheric ozone. 

• Minerals and metals: Responses almost solely came from industry players from the 
concerned sectors, most of them who called for the inclusion of some of the indicators 
from the Raw Materials Supply Group. 

• Water: Respondents mostly from the NGO sector called for the inclusion of an indicator 
that measures the number of water bodies in good status. 

• Forests: A couple of respondents suggested to include an indicator on the use of forests. 

Key sectors 
• Addressing food: Several respondents thought it would be good to develop an indicator 

on food waste. 

                                                 
4 BIO IS (2012) 'Assessment of resource efficiency indicators and targets' 
http://ec.europa.eu/environment/enveco/resource_efficiency/pdf/report.pdf  

http://ec.europa.eu/environment/enveco/resource_efficiency/pdf/report.pdf
http://ec.europa.eu/environment/enveco/resource_efficiency/pdf/report.pdf
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• Other sectors: A couple of stakeholders found it important to include the resource 
productivity of some specific sectors (other than food, housing and mobility). 

Other issues 
• Energy: There were a few suggestions to include energy dependency in the thematic 

indicators. 
• The benefits of resource use / resource efficiency: Business, especially the mining 

industry, expressed a concerted view that the environmental and social benefits delivered 
by the use of resources should also be reflected. A number of respondents thought it is 
important to include an indicator on the economic benefits of a better use of resources, 
e.g. green jobs. A couple also suggested developing an indicator on green public 
procurement. 

• Social aspects: Calls for the inclusion of social indicators were repeated by respondents 
from different categories. 

 

Question 2-d: The draft Scoreboard 

This section deals with specific comments related to the thematic indicators that were 
included in the first draft Scoreboard. 

Transforming the economy 
• Waste: Many respondents called for the replacement of the recycling and landfilling 

ratio of municipal waste by those for total waste and/or to show these data for separate 
waste streams (e.g. construction and demolition waste, WEEE). Some also called for the 
inclusion of data on energy recovery and composting. The view that the top-level waste 
indicator should be 'residual waste' so as to monitor the Roadmap's action to have 
residual waste close to zero was expressed by a number of stakeholders. 

• Eco-Innovation Index: Several respondents expressed their reservations about this 
indicator, mostly because it is thought to be too complex. 

• Environmental taxes: Whilst a couple of respondents expressed their support for this 
indicator, a significant proportion of the industry representatives expressed their 
reservations, mostly referring to the lack of relevance for resource efficiency. 

Natural capital and ecosystem services 
• Safeguarding clean air: Most respondents who commented on this issue agreed with the 

proposed indicators. Several suggested that PM 2.5 and/or sulphur and nitrogen 
emissions be included.  

• Land and soils: Relatively few comments were received concerning either of both 
indicators. 
− Soil erosion by water: Alternative indicators that were suggested by a couple of 

respondents included: Net growth of soil sealing, Soil organic matter, Organic carbon 
stock, Soil biodiversity. 
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− Gross nutrient balance (nitrogen and phosphorus): A couple of respondents found 
that this indicator does not give the information needed on the relation between input 
and output or on the environmental impact. 

• Marine resources: One respondent opposed this indicator as in their opinion it does not 
show the extent to which management measures are improving the status of stocks.  

Key sectors 
• Addressing food: The 'Consumption of meat and dairy products per capita per year' 

indicator was opposed by industry players from the concerned sectors, mostly on the 
grounds that the indicator does not monitor efficiency improvements in the production 
process. 

• Improving buildings: A significant proportion of the respondents agreed that it would 
be better to monitor all energy used in buildings (as opposed to energy used for space 
heating) so as to better take into account the differences in climatic conditions. 

• Ensuring efficient mobility: Several industry players, especially from the concerned 
sectors pointed to the fact that the indicator included in the Scoreboard is already covered 
by other EU initiatives. A couple of respondents found that it would be more interesting 
to have information CO2 emissions from the entire transport sector broken down by 
transport mode. 

 

Question 3: Indicators suitable for potential target setting 

Responses to question 3 differed widely across the different categories of respondents. 
• Some industry players expressed their support for resource efficiency targets. Topics 

they suggested for potential target setting included materials, water at the local level, 
waste and land use. Several representatives from industry also pointed to Life Cycle 
Assessment as the most suitable method for setting targets at the sector level.  
Most respondents from industry however opposed the idea of setting targets for resource 
efficiency. Arguments included: 
− Targets can only be adopted once a robust set of indicators is available that allows for 

a clear and transparent comparison between MS. Setting of targets should be carefully 
considered, assessed and debated with all stakeholders. 

− There is a risk that targets lead to policy inconsistencies due to interlinkages between 
resources and overlapping policies. Due consideration should also be given to the 
structural differences between MS. 

− There are quite some areas in which targets related to resource efficiency already 
exist. 

• A group of civil society stakeholders, however, found that targets are an essential tool to 
ensure that there is a decrease in absolute resource use. Most of these respondents 
identified footprint indicators as the most suitable for setting targets (i.e. materials, water, 
carbon and land), also because they can be used at the country, organisation and product 
level. Some respondents also mentioned biodiversity and waste. 

• Other views were mixed. The ideas suggested by those in favour ranged from the 
dashboard of footprint indicators to consumption of individual resources, materials 
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(DMC, disaggregated per resource or per sector), water (WEI+), land take, biodiversity 
(Critical Load Exceedance), Air (Average Exposure Indicator), to waste (diversion of 
waste streams for disposal), mobility (total CO2 emissions) and theme-specific 
consumption-based indicators. 

 

Next steps 

The Commission will take into account the contributions and the ideas received. They will 
also feed into the reflexion currently carried out within the European Resource Efficiency 
platform and into the policy recommendations to be issued mid-2013. Further steps will be 
announced via the Online Resource Efficiency Platform5. 

                                                 
5 http://ec.europa.eu/environment/resource_efficiency/targets_indicators/stakeholder_consultation/index_en.htm  

http://ec.europa.eu/environment/resource_efficiency/targets_indicators/stakeholder_consultation/index_en.htm
http://ec.europa.eu/environment/resource_efficiency/targets_indicators/stakeholder_consultation/index_en.htm
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